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18 Toward 2 Normative Pragmatics

or imtentionally comentful states and acis have, as such, pragmatic sig-
nifcances that should be specified in normatve terms does not depend upon
what particular model (for instance, reasons, truth conditions, or repre-
sentation) is employed in understanding such contents. The theoretical task
of the imentional content of a state or act is to determing, in comext, the
normative significance of acquiring that state or performing that act. when
it is appropriatc or cormect 1o do so and what the appropriate CONSLQUENCEs
of doing so arc. The content is to determine propicties of use, employment,
or performance for states, acts, and cxpressions that exhibit or express such
contents. The content must {in context} settle when it is correct to apply a
concept in judging, believing, or claiming, and what correctly follows from
such an application. Correctnesses of application arc discussed under the
general headings of assessments of truth or representation; correcmesses of
inference are discussed under the general heading of assessments of radonal-
ity.}® To pick cut intentional states and acts a8 ones 10 which any of these
sorts of assessments—truth, accuracy of representation, or reasonability—are
in principle appropriate is 1o treat their normative articulauon as essential
to them, For this point, it does not matter which sort of assessment is ireated
as fundamental, whether the goodness of claiming of the sort concepts of
truth try to capture, the gondness of zepresentation that concepts of corre-
spondence try to caprure, or the goodness of reasoning of the sort concepts
of rationality try to capture. All are prima facie pormative or evaluative
Lotions.

o, FROM NORMS EXPLICIT [N RULES TO NORMS IMPLICTT IN
PRACTICES

1. Regulism: Norms as Explicit Rules or Principles

The first commimment being attributed to Wittgenstein, then, is
to taking the significance of attributing intentional states to be normative, a
matter of the difference it makes to the correctness or justification of possible
performances lincluding the adoption of other intentional states}. The second
commitment he undertakes concemns how to understand the normative stat-
uses of correct and incorrect, justified and not justified, which this appreach
1o intentionality concentrates on. The question of how the narmative sig-
nificances of intentional states are to be taken to be related (o the marter-of-
factual consequences of thosc states, which would be one way into this issuc,
can be put to one side for the morment. It is a question Wittgenstein is much
interested in, but it ought to be seen as arising at a diffezent point in the
argument. For an account of the normative pole of the Kantian dualism need
not take the form of a specification of how the normative is related to the
nonnormative. Instead, Wittgenstein considers, and rejects, a particular
model of correctness and incotrectness, roughly Kant’s, in which what makes
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a performarce correct of not is its relation to some explicit rule. To under-
stand his argument and the lesson he draws from it, it is necessary to see
what this model of the normative is, and for what sort of explanatory rolc he
claims it is unmjtable.

According to this more specific Kantan view,'” nomms just are rules of
conduct. Normative assessracats of pedformances ate wnderstood a3 always
having the formn of assessments of the extent to which those performances
accord with some rule, Reference to proprieties of performance is taken as
indirect reference to rules, which determine what is proper by explicitly
saying what is proper. On this account, acts are liable to normative assess-
ments insofar as they arc governed by propositonally explicit prescriptions,
prohibinons, and permissions. These may be conceived as rules, or altema-
tively as principles, laws, commands, contracts, or conventions. Fach of
these determines what one may or must do by saying what one may or must
do. For a performance 1o be correct is, on this model, for the rules to permit
or require it, for it to be in accord with principle, for the law to allow or
demand it, for it w be commanded or contracted. It is because Kant is
someone for whom the normative always appears in the explicit form of
rules, laws, and commandments that he could see the rationalists' insistence
on the essential role of principles in cognition and action as a dark apprecia-
tion of the fundamentally normative character of those faculties. It is for this
reason that when Kant wants 10 say that wc arc cresiures distinguished from
others by the normative dimension of cur conduct {both cognitive and prac-
tical), be puts this in terms of our being bound by rufes.

On an approach according 1o which normative assessment of conduct—
whether prospectively, in deliberation, or rewrospectively, in appraisal—al-
ways beging with the question of what rule is followed in producing the
performances in question, norms are likened 1o laws in the sense of statutes,
For conduct is Jegally appropriate or inappropriate just insofar as it is gov-
erned by some explicit law that says it is. Assessments of legal praise and
blame must at least implicitly appesl wo the relation of the performance in
question to seme law. In this way, the model appeals to a familiar institu-
ticnal context, in which the norms most in ¢vidence clearly take the form
of explicit principles, commands, and the like.

The influence of the jurisprudential analogy is evident in Kant's cancep-
tion of the nommative aspect of cogmition and action in terms of following
rules. Kant inherits the Enlightenment wadition, handed down from Grotius
and Pufendorf, which Arst studied the narmative in the form of positive and
natural laws, conceived as the explicit commandments of sovereigns or su-
periors of one sort or another. As a result, Kant takes it for granted that it is
appropriate w call a ‘rule’ or 2 ‘law’ whatever it is that determines the
propriety of imptopricty of some judgment or performance. For hirn, as for
most philosophers before this century, explicit rules and principles are not
simply one form among others that the normative might assume. Rules are
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the form of the norm as such. This view, that proprictics of practice are
always and everywheze to be conceived as expressions of the bindingness of
underlying principles, may be called regulisrm about norms. 20

According to this intellectualist, platonist conception of norms, common
to Kant and Frege, to assess coTreciness is always to make at Jeast implicit
reference to a rule or principle that determines what is correct by explicitly
saying 0. In the best-known pertion of his discussion of rule-followiag in
the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein argues that proprievies of per-
formance that are governed by explicit rules do not form an autonomous
stratum of normative statuses, one that could exist though no other did
Rather, proprietics governed by explicit rules rest on proprietics governed by
practice. Norms that are expbcit in the form of rules presuppose pogms
implicit in practices.

2, Wiltgenstein's Regress Argument

Norms explicit as rules presuppost norms implicit in practices
because a rule specifying how something is cormect Iy done (how a word ought
to be used, how a piano ought to be tuned) must be applied o parsiculas
circumstances, and applying a rule in particular circumstances is itself essen-
tially something that can be done comectly or incorrecdy. A rule, principle
or command has normative significance for performances only in the contex
of practices determining how it is correctly applicd. For any particular per
formance and any rule, there will be ways of applying the rule so as o forbit
the performance, and ways of applying it so as to permit or require it. The
rule determines proprieties of performance only when correctly applied.

§f comrectnesses of performance are determined by rules only against the
background of correcmesses of application of the rule, how are these latten
correctnesses to be understood! If the regudist understanding of all norms ar
rules is right, then applications of a rule should themselves be understood at
cortect insofar as 1hey accord with some further rule. Only if this is so car
the rule-conceprion play the explanatory role of being the model for under
standing ol norms. A rule for applying a rule Wittgensten calls an *inter-
pretation” [Deutung). *There is an inclination to say: every action according
1o the rule 1s an interpretation. But we ought 0 restrict the term ‘interpre-
tation’ to the substitution of one expression of the rule for another.”? The
question of the autonomy of the intellectualist conception of norms, presup-
posed by the claim that rules are the form of the normative, is the question
of whether the normative can be understond as “rules all the way down,” or
whether rulish proprieties depend on some more primitive sont of practical
propricty. Witigenstein argues that the latter is the case. Rules do not apply
themselves; they determise correctnesses of perfarmance only in the context
of practices of distinguishing correct from incorrect applications of the rules
To conceive these practical proprieties of application as themselves rule-gov-
erned is 10 embatk on 2 regress. Sooner or later the theorist will bave 1o
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acknowledge the existience ol practical distinctions between what is appro-
priate and what not, admitling appropriatencsscs according to praciice as
well as according to rules or explicit principles.

This regress argument shows that the platonist conception of norms as
rules is not an autonomous one, and 50 does not describe the fundamental
form of norm. “What does a game ook like that is everywhere bounded by
rules? whose rules never let a doubt creep in, but stop up all the cracks where
it might?—Can’t we imagine a rule deterrnining the application of a rule, and
a doubt which it mrmoves—and so on?*Z In each case the doubt is the
passibility of a mistake, of going wrong, ol acting incorrectly, for instance in
applying a rule. The point is to be that a rule can remove such a doubr, sertle
what is correct to do, only insofar as it is itself comrectly applied. “‘But how
can a rufe show me what [ have to do at this point? Wharever [ do is, on some
imerpretation, in accord with the rule’—That is not what we ought to say,
but rather: any interpretation | Dewrtung| still hangs in the zir along with what
it interprets [dem Gedeureren), and cannot give it any support. Interpreta-
tions by themselves do not determine meaning *>* No sequence of interpre-
tations can eliminate the need 1o apply the final rules, and this is always
itseli subject to normative assessment. Applied incorrectdy, any interpreta-
tion misleads. The rule says how to do one thing correctly only on the
assumption that one can do something else correctly, namely apply the rule.

This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a
rule, because every course of action can be made out to accord with the
rule. The answer was: if everything can be made out to accord with the
rule, then it can also be made out to conflice with it. And o there would
be neither accord nor conflict here. It can be seen that there is a mis-
understanding here from the mere fact that in the course of our argu.
ment we give one ioterpretation alter another, as if each one contented
us for at least a moment, untit we thought of yet another standing
behind it. What this shows is that there is a way of grasping a nule |ane
Auffassung efner Regel]l which s not an interpretation, but which is
exhibited in what we ¢all “obeying the rule” and “going against it” in
actual cases.!

Absent such a practical way of grasping norms, no sense can be made of the
distinction berween correct and incorrect perfformance—of the difference
between acting according 10 the norm and acting against it. Norms would
then be unimtelligible.

3. Wiitgenstein's Pragmatistn abogt Norms

The conclusion of the regress argument is that there is a need fog
3 pragmatist conception of norms—a notion of primitive corTectnesses of
performance implicit in practice that precede and are presupposed by their
explicit formulation in rules and principles. “To use the word without a
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justification does not mean to use it wrongfully [zu Unrechi gebrouchen) >
There is 2 kind of correctness that does not depond on explicit justifications,
a kind of carreceness of practice.

And hence also ‘obeying a rule’ is a practice |Praxis).?®

—To obey a rule, 1o make a report, to give a0 order, (0 play a game of
chess, are customs |Gepffogenheiten) (uscs, institutions) '

The regress argument <does not by iself provide such a conception of proprie-
ties 0of pracrice; it just shows that without one we ¢annor understand how
rules can codify the cotrecinesses that they do.

This argurment shares its form with the regress Lowis Carroll invokes in
“The Tortoise 2nd Achilles”?® but takes that line of thought one level deeper.
That story depends on the fact that in a formal logical system, statements
are inferentially inert. Even conditionals, whose expressive job it is to make
inferential relations explicit as the contents of claims, license inferential
transitions from premises to conclusions only in the context of rules permit-
ting detachmene. Rules are needed to give claims, even conditional claims, 2
normative significance for action. Rules specify bow conditicnals are 1o be
used—how it would be correct to use them. It is the rules that fix the
inference-licensing role of conditionals, and so their significance for whar it
is comrect to do {infer, assert). Although particular rules can be raded in for
axioms [in the form of conditional claims), one cannet in principle trade in
all rules for axioms. So onc cannot express all of the rule that govemn
inferences in a logical systemn in the form of propositionally explicit postu-
lates within that system.

Carroll uses the regress of eonditionals that results from the attempt to
replace the rule of conditional detachment by explicitly postulated condi.
tionals as an argument to show this. Wingenstein's regress-of-rules aggument
shows further that, while rules can codifly the pragmatic normative sig-
nificance of elzims, they do so only against 2 background of praciices permut-
ring the distinguishing of correct from incorrect applications of those rules.
Carroll’s point is that the significance of claims for what it is correct 1o do
must somehow be secured. Logical claims, like others, must have some
normative pragmatic significance. Witigenstein's point is then that conceiv-
ing such significances in regulist terms, as the invecation of rules of inference
does, is not the whole story. Rule-based proprieties of performance depend
on practice-based ones. The regulist, platonist, intellectualist conception of
nomms must be supplemented by that of the pragmatise.

Two commitments have now been auributed 1o Wittgenstein. The firs is
a ponmative thesis about the pragmatics of imentionality. The second is a
pragmatic thesis zbout the normativeness of intentionality. In the first case,
pragmatics is distinguished from semantics, as the theory of the significance
of contentful states and pedformances from the theory of their contents. Tn
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the sccond case, pragmaric theories of norms are distinguished from platonist
theonies, in teating as fundamental norms implicit in practices rather than
norms explicit in principles. The fim point enforces attention 1w the sig-
nificance of intentional states for what it is correct to do. The second point
is thar proprieties of practice must be conceivable antecedently to their being
expressly formulated into propositionally explicii governing rules or princi-
ples. For performances can be rule-governed only insofar as they are governed
as well by pracrices of applying rules.

1t is usclful 1o approach the sort of understanding that is involved in
mastering a practice, for instance a practice of applying or assessing applica-
tions of a rule, by means of Ryle's distinciion between knowing how and
knowing that.® Knowing how to do something is a matier of pracrical ability.
To know how is just to be reliably able. Thus one knows how 16 ride a
bicycle, apply a concept, draw an inference, and so on just in case one can
discriminate in one’s practice, in the pedformances one produces and as-
sesses, between correct and incorreet ways of doing these things.

The explicit knowing-that corresponding to such implicit knowing-how is
a theoretical formulation or expression of that practical ability, in a rule or
principle, 1hat says what is correct and what not. The intellectualist picture
underwrites every hit of know-how with a bit of knowledge-that, which may
be only implicit in practical discriminations. “Compare knowing and saying:
how many feet high Mont Blanc is—how the word "gamie’ is used—how a
cladinet sounds. if you are surprised that ene can know something and not
be able to say it, you are perhaps thinking of a case like the first. Cenainly
oot like the third "3 What Wittgenstein shows is that the intellecrualisy
model will not do as an account of the nature of the normative as such. For
when applied to the nonms governing the application of rules and principles,
it generates a regress, which can be halred only by acknowledging the exist-
ence 0f some more primitive lorm of norm. The regress is Wittgenstein's
master argumnent for the appropriatencess of the pragmatist, rather than the
reguliat-intellectualist, order of explanation.?!

4. Sellars against Regulism

Anather thinker who, like Wittpenstein, takes his starting point
from Kant's and Frege's 2ppreciation of the normative character of intention-
ality {for him, coeval with language use} is Wilfrid Sellars. He wakes up this
theme in one of his earliest papers, published in 1947, The opening scction
of that paper is ontitled “Behavior, Norm, and Scrnzntic Meta-Language” and
makes this point

The psychalogistic blunder with respect to “means’ is related 1o another
fundamental error, that, namely, of confusing between (1) language as a
descriptive category for which symbals are empirical classes to which
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certain events belong (and hence are symbol-events] by virtue of per-
forming an empirical function, with (2] language as an epistu:nnlqg!ca]
category for which the relation of type w0 woken is not that of empirical
class to member. | S

For the moment it will help clarify the epistemological distinction
between symbol-types and symbol-tokens, if we think of the former as
norms or standards, and of the latter as cvents which satsfy them We
can therefore, for the moment at least, contrast the above two serses
of ‘language’ as the descriptive and the normative rcspecﬁ\'eiy._ Ma.hng
use of this distinction, we argue that ‘meaning’ o1, better, ‘designation’
is a verm belonging to language about languages in the scu:cmd semse. Irs
primary employment is therefore in connection with linguistic expres-
sions as porms.2

Like Wittgenstein, Sellars sees that an adequate conception of these aorms
raust move beyond the pervasive regulist adition, which czn upderstand
them only in the form of rules. )

Focusing on linguistic intentionality, Sellars ln another papet exzmines
the regulist concepton as it applics to the linguistic norms in virtue of which
it is possible to say anything at all. [t seems plausible to say that_a language
is a system of expressions, the use of which is subject to certain rules. It
would seem, thus, that learning to use a language is leamning 1o obey the mlcs
for the use of its expressions. However, taken as it stsnds,' thi:s ﬂ'IESlS is
subject to an obvious and devastating ObiOCtI.OI‘L'm The obwr:uorf is that
taking ‘correct’ 10 mean ‘correee according to a rul¢’ generates a fariliar sort
of regross:

The refutation runs as (ollows: Thesis. Lvaming te usc a language (L)
is learning to obey the miles of L. But,  rule which enjoins the doing
of an action {A) is a sentence in a language which contains an expres-
sion for A Flenee, a rule which enjoins the using of a linguistic expres-
ston (E) is a sentence in a language which contains an expression for
E—in other words, a sentence in a metalanguage. Consequéntly, lean-
ing to obey the rules for L presupposes the abiliry 1o usc the mefalan-
guage (ML} in which the rules for L are formulated. So thar, leaming to
use a language {1} presupposes having leamed to use a metalanguage
{ML). And by the same token, having learnced to use ML Presupposes
having learned to use a metamcralanguage {MML] and so on. But, this
is impossible (a vicious regress). Therclore, the thesis 53 absurd and
must be rejected

The metalanguage expresses rules for the proper application of_ concepts of
the object language. But these rules, 100, must be applied. So the
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metametalanguage expresses rules for applying the rules of the metalan-
guage, and 50 on

If any talk is to be possible, there must be some meta . . . metalevel at
which one has an understanding of rules that docs oot consist in offering
another interpretation of them [according to rules formulated in 2 metalan-
guage) but which consists in being able to distinguish correct applications of
the rule in practice. The question is how o understand such practical nor-
mative know-how. Although he, like Wittgenstemn, uses ‘rule’ more broadly
than is here recommended, Sellars is clearly after such a notion of norms
implicit {n practice: “We saw that a rule, propexdy speaking isn't a rule unless
it lives in behavior, rule-regulated behavior, even rule-violating behavior,
Linguistically we always operate within a framework of living rules. [The
snake which sheds one sidn lives within another} In attempting to grasp
rules as rules from without, we are trying 1o have owr cake and eat it. To
describe nules is to describe the skeletons of rules. A rule is lived, not
described %

This line of thought, common to Witigenstein and Sellars, raises the key
question of how 10 understand propricties of practice, without appealing to
rules, interpretations, justifications, or other explicit claims that something
is appropriate. What does the practical capacicy or ‘know-how” to distinguish
correct from incorrect performances (for instance—but this is only one ex-
ample—applications of a rule} consist in? This is to ask what it is to wake or
treat a petformance as corfuct-according-to-a-practice. bt should also be
asked, Whant f2 it for an act 10 be correct-according-to-a-practice! Both ques-
tions are impoertant ones to ask: [n what sense can norms (proprietics, cor-
rectnesses] be implicit in a practice? and What is it for someone to
acknowledge those implicit norms as governing or being binding on a range
of performers or periormances?

The answers 1o these questions may be mote intimately related to onc
ancther than at firs appears. To toreshadow: On the broadly phenomenalist
line about norms that will be defended here, norms are in an imponant sense
in the eye of the beholder, 50 that one cannot address the question of what
implicit norms are, independently of the question of what it is to acknow-
ledge them in practice. The direction of ¢xplanation to be pursued here first
offers an account of the practical attinude of taking something 1o be correct-
according-to-a-practice, and then explaing the status of being correct-accard-
ing-1o-a-practice by appeal 1o those ardeudes. Filling in a story about
normative attitudes as asscssments of normarive status, and explaining how
such attinudes are related both 10 those statuses and to whan is actually donc,
will count as specifying a sense of “norms jmplicir in practioe” just insofar
as the resule satisfies the enteria of adequacy imposed on the notion of
practice by the regress-of-rules argument.

Another cenral explanatory criterion of adequacy for such a conception
of Implicit practical normative knowing-how is that it be possible in terms
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of it to understand explicit knowing-that. The effect is to reverse the regulist-
imtellecrualist order of explanation. The regulist starts with a noticn of
norms explicit in principles and is obliged then w develop an account of what
it would be for such things to be implicit in practices. The pragmatist starts
rather with a notion of nomms implicit in practice and is obliged then to
develop an accouat of what it wonld be for such things to become proposi-
tonally explicit, as claims or rules. One of the primary wasks of this book is
accordangly to offer an account af what it is 10 take sorme propricry that is
implicit in a practice and make it explicit wn the lorm of a claim, principle,
or rule,

5. Regularism: Norms as Regularitics

The regress-of-rules or regress-of-interpretations argument com-
mon to Wittgenstein and Sellars scts up oriteria of adequacy for an account
of contentful swaies that acknowledges their essentially nommative sig-
nificance, their characteristic relevance to assesstnents of the correciness af
scts {including the adoption of further states). It must be possible to make
sense of a notion of norms implicit in practice—which participants in the
practice are bound by, and can acknowledge being bound by —without appeal
to any explicit rules or capacitics on the pant of those participants to under-
stand and apply such rules. Since the regress arises when the rule-following
model of being bound by norms is applied w the agent, one suategy for
avoiding it is to shift to a different model Perhaps rules are relevamt only as
describing regularities, and not as being followed In achicving them.

Sellars jwho does not endorse it) inroduces such an approach this way:
“Now, at first sight there is a simple and straightforward way of preserving
the vsseniial claim of the thesis while freeing it from the refutation. [t
consists in substituting the phrase ‘learning to conform o the rules . . ' for
‘leaming 10 obey the rules . . " where ‘conforning 10 a rule enjoining the
doing of A in circumstances C' is 10 be equatcd simply with ‘doiog A when
the circumstances are C'—regardless of how one comes to do it . . . A person
who has the babit of doing A in C would then be conforming 1o the abowe
rule even though the idea that he was 1o do A in € never ocqurmed 10 him,
and even though he had no language for referring 10 dither A or C."%6 What
generates the regress is the demand that each practical capacity to act appro-
priately be analyzed as following an explicit rule that says what is appropri-
ate, since understanding what is said by such a rule tums out to involve
further practical mastery of proprieties.

If the practices in which norms are implicit are understood simply as
regularities of performance, then there is nothing the practitioner need al-
ready understand. If such regularities of performance can be teated as prac-
tices poverned by implicit norms, then there will be no regress o1 circulasity
in appesling to them as part of an account of knowing-that, of expressing
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noms explicitly i rules and principles. For the only one who needs o
understand bow 10 apply comectly the rule conforming which makws
performances count as regular is the theorist who describes the regularity in
terms of that rule The nerms implicit in regularities of conduct can be
expressed cxplicitly in rules, but need not be so expressible by those in whose
regular comduct they are impliciv

The view that to talk about implicit norms is just 1o talk about 1egulari-
tics—that practices should be understoed just as regularitics of behavior—
may be enlled the simple regularity theory. It is clear how such a regrdorise
account of thy normative avolds the regress that threatens regulist accounts,
The proposal 15 to identify being correct according to (norms implicit in)
practice—in the sense required to avoid the regress of rules as Interpretations
that plagues fully platonist accounts—with conforming to [norms explicit in)
a rule, where “conforming 1o a rule’ is just producing performances that are
regular in that they count ffor us) as correct according te it. The immediate
difficulty with such a proposal is that it threatens 1o obliterate the conerast
berween wreating a performance as subject to normative assessmont of somy
sort and treating it as subject to physical laws.

For this reason simple regularity theorics seem to ahandon the idea that
the significance of contentful states is to be conceived in normative 1erms.
No onc doubts that actions and linguistic performances are subject to laws
of the latter son and so conform to rules or are regular. The thesis of the
normative significance of intentional states sought to distinguish intentional
states from states whose significance is merely causal, and thar distinction
seems to be taken back by the simple regularity account. After alh, as Kant
tells us, in this sense “everything in nature, in the inanimate as wel| as the
anirnate world, happens according to rules . . . All nature is actuatly nothing
but 1 nexus of appearances according to rules; and there is nothing without
rules."* Everything acts regularly, sceording to the laws of physics, In what
special senee do intentional states then involve speciBeally normative sig-
nificaneest

For a regularist account to weather this challenge, it must be able 10 fund
a distinction between what is in fact done and what ought to be done. It must
make room for the permanent possibility of mistakes, for what is done or
taken 1o be correct nonetheless to tum owt to be incorrect or inappropriate,
according to some rule or practice. The importance of this possibility to the
genuinely normative character of the foree or significance associsted with
contenthul states is a central and striking theme in Wittpenstein's later
works. What is correct or appropriate, what is obligatery or permitted, what
one is committed or entitled to do—these are normative matters. Without
E_bcbd'uaunﬂion between what is done and what ought to be done, this insighe
15 -1

The simple regularity approach is committed o identifying the distinction
between carrect and incomrect performance with that between regular and
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irregular performance. A norm implicit in a practice is just a pattern exhib-
ited by behavior. To violate that norm, 10 make a mistake or act incorrecly
according 1o that norm, is to break the pattern, 1o act incgularly. The pro-
gress promised by such a regulanty account of proprietics of practice lies in
the possibility of specifying the pattern or regularity in purely descriptive
terms and then allowing the relation between regular and irregular perfor-
mance to stand in for the normative distinction between what is correct and
what is not. Wingenstein explicitly considers and rejects this approach.
Where his master argument against regulism has the form of an appeal to the
regress of interpretations, his master argument against regularism has the
form of an appeal to the possibility of gerrymandering.

The problem is that any particular set of performances exhibits many
regudarities. These will agree on the performances that have been produced
and differ in their oeatment of some possible performances that have not
|yet) been produced. A performance can be denominated *irregular’ only with
respect to a specified regularity, not roat conrt. Any further performance wiil
count as regular with respect to some of the pattermns exhibited by the onginal
set and as imegular with respect 1o others. For anything one might go on to
do, there is some regulanty with respect w which it counts as “going on in
the same way,” continuing the previcus pattern. Kripke has powerfully ex-
pounded the battery of arguments and mmﬂ“ that Wittgenstein brings o
bear to establish the point in this connection™ There simply s no such thing,
as the pattern or regulariry exhibited by a stretch of past behavior, which can
be appealed to in judging some candidate bit of future behavior as regular or
irregular, and hence, on this line, as correct or incorrect. For the sumple
regularist’s identification of impropricty with irregularity 1o get a grip, it
must be supplemented with some way of picking out, as somehow privileged,
some out of all the regulantics exhibited. To say this is o say that some
repularities must be picked out as the ones that ought to e conformed to,
some patterns as the ones that cught to be continued. The simple regularity
view offers no suggestions as to how this might be done and therefore does
not solve, but merely puts off, the question of how to understand the norma-
uve distinction between what s done and what ought 10 be done.

One might respond to the demand that there be some way to pick out che
correct regulacty, from all the descriptively adequate but incompatble can-
didates, by shifting what one describes, from finite sets of performances w
the set of performances {for instance, applications of a concept) the individua)
is dispused to produce. This set is infinite, in that any bearer of an intentional
state is dispesed to respond, say by applying or refusing to apply the concept
red o1 prime. in an infinite number of slightly different circumstances. Knpke
argues that this appeal to dispositions nevertheless does not suffice o rule
out regularides that agrec in all the cases one has dispositions with respect
to, and differ in others s0 remote (perhaps, in the case of prime, because the
numbers involved are so large, and in the case of red because surrounding
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circumstances are s peculiar] thar one docs not have dispositions to weat
them one way ratber than another.

This last argument is controversial, bue it is oot a controversy that need
be entered into here; however it may be with the finiteness objection 10 a
dufpusitmn:al aceount of the regularities that, acconding to the line of thought
being considered, are to play the role of norms implicit in practice, there is
another more serious objection to jt. No one ever acts incorrectly in the sense
o,[ violaung his or her owa dispositions. Indved, to talk of ‘violaung’ disposi-
vions is illicitly to import normative vocabulary iato a purely descriptive
context, Understanding the norms implicit in practice as descriptively ade-
quate rules codilying regularitics of dsposition feven if a unigue set of such
rules is forthcoming} loses the contrast between correct and mistaken petfor-
mance that is of the essence of the sort of normative assessment being
reconstructed. If whatever one is disposed 10 do counts for that reason as
right, then the distinction of nght and wrong, and 50 all pormative foree, has
been lost. Thus the simple regularity view cannot be rescued from the Eer-
rymandering objection by appealing 10 dispositions in arder 10 single out or
privilege a unigue regularity,

The problem that Wittgenstein scts up, then, is to make sense of a nozion
of rorms implicit in practice that will not lose cither the notion of implicz-
ness, as regulism does, or the notion of norms, as simple regularism dees.
McDowell puts the point nicely: “Witigenstein's problem is 10 steer a course
between a Scylla and 2 Charybdis. Scylla is the idea that understanding is
always interpretation. We can avoid Scylla by stressing that, say, calling
something ‘green’ can be like crying ‘Help’ when one is drowning—simply
how one has learned to react 1o this situation. But then we risk steering on
to Charybdis—the picture of a level at which there are no norms . . . How
can a periormance be nothing but a ‘blind’ reaction to a situation, not an
attempt to act on interpretation {thus avoiding Scylla); and be a case of going
by a ruly {avoiding Charybdis)t The answer isc by belonging to a custom (P7
198], practicv (P 202, or instirution [RFM V1-31).%% The Scylla of regulism
is shown 10 be unaceeptable by the regress-of-rules argument. The Charybdis
of regularism is shown to be unacceptable by the gerrymandering-of-regulad-
ties argument

lf anything is to be made of the Kantian insight that there is a fundamental
normative dimension to the application of conoepts {and hence 1o the sig-
nificance of discursive or propositionally contentful intentional states and
perfn_rmanccs}. an account is necded of what it is for norms to be implicit in
practices. Such practices must be construed both 25 not having to involve
explicit rules and as distinct from mere regularities. Wittgenstein, the prio-
cipled theoretical quietist, does not artempt to provide a theory of practices,
oor would he endorse the project of doing so. The last thing he thinks we
tieed is more philosophical theories. Nonctheless, one of the projects pursued
in the rest of this work is to come wp with an account of norms implicit in
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practices that will satisfy the criteria of adeguacy Witlgensiein's agguments
have establishid

V. FROM NORMATIVE STATUS TO NORMATIVE ATTITUDE

1. Kant: Acting According to Conceptions of Rules

Two theses have so far been attributed to Kant. First, the sort of
intentionality characteristic of us, exhibited on the theoretical side in judg:
ment and on the practical side in action, has an essential normative dimen-
sion. Second, norms are to be understood as having the form of explicit rules.
or principles. The first of these has bemn endorsed, as expressing a fundamen-
tzl insight. The second has been rejected, on the basis of Witgenstein's
argument from the regress of rules as interpretations of rules. The conclusion
drawn was that norms that are explicitly expressed in the form of rules,
which determine what is correct according to them by saying or describing
what is correct, must be understood as only one form that norms can tzke.
That form Is intelligible only against a background that includes norms that
are implicit in what is done, rather than explicse in what is said, %0 At least
the norms involved in properly understanding what s said by rules, or indecd
in properly understanding any explicit saying or thinking, must be construed
as norms of practice, on pain of 2 ViCious regress.

In Kant’s account of us as normative creatures, however, these two theses
are inseparably bound up with a third. As has already been pointed out, Kant
takes it that everything in nature happens according to rules. Being subject
o rules is not special 1o us discursive, that is concept-applying, subjects of
judgraent and action. ! What is distinetive sbout us as normative creatures
is the way in which we arc subject 10 norms [for Kant, in the form of rules).
As natural beings, we act according to rules. As rational beings, we act
according to our conceptions of rules*? It is not being bound by necessity,
acting according 1o rules, that sets us apart; it is being bound not just by
natural but by rational necessity. Kant’s whole practical philosophy, and in
particular the second Crtique, is devoted to offering an account of this
distinction between two ways in which onc can be related to rules. Most of
the details of his way of working out 1his idea are special 10 the systematic
rhilosophical setting ke develops and inhabits and peed not be rehearsed
here. Two fundarpenta)l features of his idea, however, must be taken seriously
by any attempt 10 pursue his point about the normative characier of concept-
AUSETS,

The first of these has already been remarked on in connection wAith Frege.
It concerns the distinction between the causal modalities and the more
properly normative ‘ought’s whose applicability to us is being considered as
a criterion of dermaccarion. This is the phenomenon distinguishing the force
of cauzal ‘must’s from the force of logical or rational ‘must’s that Wittgen-

Toward a Normative Pragmatics 35

stein invokes in connection with his discussion of misunderstandings of the
“hardness’ of the Latter in relation 1o the former. It s an essential fearure of
the sort of government by norms that Kant is pointing to that it is compatible
with the possibility of mistakes. of those subject 10 the norms ROIBE wrOng,
failing ta do what they are obliged by thosc norms to de, or doing what they
are not entitled 1o do. The ‘ought’ involved in saying that n stone subject 10
no other forees ought to aceclerate toward the center of the carth at a rate of
32 feet per second per second shows itself to have the foree of an atribution
of natuzal or causal necessity by enmiling that the stone will 50 act, The
claim that it in this senise ought to behave 2 cenain way is incompatible with
the claim that it does not do so. In contrast, no such entailment or incom-
patibility is involved in claims about how we iatentional agents ought wo
behave, for instance what clse one of us is commitied to believe or to do by
having beliefs and desires with particular contents. Leaving room for the
possibility of mistakes and failures in this way is one of the essendal distin.
guishing features of the ‘ought’s that express government by norms in the
sense that is bung taken as characteristic of us, as opposcd to it. The sense
in which wv arc compelled by the norms that matter for intentionality,
norms dictating what we are under various citcurnstances obliged to believe
and o do, 1 quite diffcrent from natural compulsion,

The sccond {eature of Kant’s idea addresses precisely the nature of this
normative compulsion that is nevenhbeloss compatible with recalcitrance
For be does pot just distinguish the sense in which we are bound by these
norms from the sense in which we are bound by naturml necessity in the
purely formal terms iovoked by this familiar poinz abow the possibility of
our going wrong. He chamacterizes it substantively as acting according 1o a
conception or a representation of a rule, rather than just according 10 a rule.
Shomn of the details of his story about the nature of representations and the
way they can affect what we do, the point he is making 3¢ that we act
according to our grasp or understanding of rules. The rules do not immedi-
ately compel us, as navural ones do. Their compulsion is rather mediated by
our getitide toward those rules. What makes us act as we do is not the rule
or norm itself bt our acknowledgrment of it It is the possibility of this
intervening artitude that is missing in the relation between mercly natural
objects and the rules that govern them. The slippage possible in our acting
according, to our conception of 2 rule is made intelligible by disdnguoishing
the sense in which ooe is bound by a rule whose grip on us depends on our
recognition or acknowledgment of it as hinding from the sense in which one
can be bound by a rule whose grip does not depend on its being acknow.
ledged. Thus vxplanatory strategy might be compared to Descactes's invoca.
tion of intervening representations in explaining the possibility of error aboun
external 1things—though Kant need not be understood as following Des-
canes’s path from an implicit appeal to the regress that threatens such
representationalist pictures of cognition to a diagnosis of the relaton be-



