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Discursivecognition of the sort that accompanies the grasp of a natural lanigvagyees

an ability to seHgovernby framing and following rules concerning what reason
prescribes.In this essay | argue thtite formal features of a planning semantics for the
deontic and intentional modalitissiggest picture on whiclsharedntentioral mental
states are a more primitive kind of cognition than that which accompanies the ability to
frame and follow a rule, so thdeontic cognitiod and the autonomous rationality
attending the ability to speak a natural langdageght be understood as an evolutionary
development out of the capacity to share intentionghe course of defending this

picture | argue that it is suported by work in social psychology, evolutionary
anthropology, and primatology concerning the phylogenetic and ontogenetic development
of norm psychology ansharedntentionalityin human beings

| will give them an undivided heart and put a new sjirthem.

Ezekiel 11:19 (New International Version)

l. Introduction

There is a long tradition in American philosophy that understands itself to be spelling out a
broadly Kantian notion ofationality asautonomous oself-governed obedience to rujdmt

which is also compatible with a scientific understanding of how we came to be capable of
rule-governed rational thought and acti@eeStovall2016, 2019, an@020for details). In

the twentieth century this tradition grafted into itself the lodicguistic tools of what came

to be called déanalytic philosophy®d. Il ndeed,
development of these todlghe work of C.S. Peirce on the logic of relations (a-tarster

logic developed independently of Frege), or afidlb Royce and C.I. Lewis on modal logic,

were important developments for the toolkit of analytic philosdplfyone figure from the

second halbf the last centuryereto be singled out as the torblearer forthis school of

WWork on this chapter was supported by the joint LAgdncy research grant between the Austrian Science
Foundation (FWF) and t he CinferentalisBarid€ollecéve Foundati on ( GA
Intentionality, GF1733808L.

2To be fair, in philosophy Peirceds work has had litt
contributions to computer programming and mathematical logic are more widely appreciated, however.
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thoughtit would have tobe Wilfrid Sellars Sellars, ananany ofthosephilosophers

intellectually descended from himnave endeavored to tell a story about the place of persons

in nature thatat oncerecognizes the role of normativity in our thought about rationality, and

which isconsonant with current work being done in areas like evolutionary anthropology,
primatology, sociology, psychology, and neuroscience. In the interesling this story

they have drawn together and developed a number of explanatory tools anedriasfier

asking and answering questions about how we
the subtle and polydi mensional discourse of
as Sellars famously closes his philosophical anthropologyrégrositional attitude

ascriptions at the end &mpiricism and the Philosophy ofiii (this characterization is

meant to include botthesec al | ed o6l eft Sell arsiansdé | ike R
and Michael Wil |l i ams like Ratrida ahdiPaul Ghurdhlgnid,tDanile | | ar s
Dennett, Ruth Millikan, and Jay Rosenhdigpugh the usefulness of this classificatory

scheme is questionaldlesee the penultimate paragraph of Pinkard 2007)p.51

Over the course of the developmef this traditon in 20" centuryphilosophy, the
following methodological principle was adopted: fraameunderstandingf language use as
a way of understanding the exercises of rationality that language use gives expredsion to.
his early work Sellars adopassersion of thisprinciple, calling itpsychological nominalism
According to psychological nominalism (emphasis in the origifedl)awareness dforts,
resemblances, factsic., in short, all awareness of abstract enétiesleed, all awareness
even of particulai is a linguistic affaio 1966 §29). Psychological nominalismight
appear to precludattributing awareness of particulars to Amguistic animals, and so
patentiallyto preclude providing a foundation for thinking about how we got from the cave to
the drawing room, the laboratory, and the stulthy831, however Sellarssays(emphasis

addedil wi sh to emphasizeéthat as | am using t
O0psychol ogical nominali smd i slogicdh spacgreomd, al t ha
or independent of, t he opessquthepossibilithatnoaf a | ang

linguistic animals mighhave an awareness of the w@érldnethatjustifies attributing

propositional attitudes to thé&mbut whichis not mediated by the use of logical concepts.

And in his later work Sellars explicitly advocates using the categai language use as a

model for constructing a theory of ndinguistic cognitionof the sort that could have evolved

in not just humans but other animals. Considerthe follong p as s ®epwls f r om
Event® , pu bl i gdmehasisiinrthe arigigall

35. éour primary concepts pertaining to ir
unique modes of relationships between mental events and reality, but rather to provide a
technique for classifying mental events by references to paradigmshaakground

language.

é
57. Such representational systems (RS) or cognitivemalers [as are possessed by
someorganisms], can be brought about by natural selection and transmitted genetically, as



in the case of bees. Undoubtedly a primitive RS isatsmnate endowment of human
beings. The concept of innate abilities to be awsemethingassomething, and hence
of prelinguistic awareness, is perfectly intelligible.

In 8837-75 of that essaspellars argues that the mental events oflirgguistic animals may
be propositionally contentfél and even employ subject/predicate relatibs account of
the fact that they represent the world in wHyat are related tother representatiors® as to
@ ped .rHethengaoes org§85101) to distinguish Aristotelian from Humean
representational systems on the principle that only for the Aristotelian system is the content
of what is represented processed in terms of logical operations, anguesthat it is the use
of logic that distinguishes thgroperly rational gstem fromone that merely apes reason
(8899 and100; cf. 882). Despite the apparently austere formulation of psychological
nominalism given irempiricism and the Philosophy of Minttien, there is room for Sellars
to attribute a wide array of propositionattpntentful mental states twganisms who have
not moved beyonthe grunts and groans of the cave.

Questions of Sellars exegesis asidghis essay wi | | use tgcd term 6
nomi nali smd to denote tweduldwtmae ogi c al pri

understanithg thethoughtthat P in terms of model we construct farnderstanding the
assertionthat P Assertion as a particular kind of speech act will in turn be understood in
deonticterms, as the kind of thing interlocutors evaluate atwrgnative dimensions.

Mastery of the rules that govern a language requires not only being able to talk about the
world and ourselves in various ways, but also to talk about the language itself, and in
particular to talkn terms ofgrammatical categories likeerb, noun modality, logical
expressionpandinference While the mark of discursive cognition will lzethoroughgoing
grasp of a natural languaggong enough to contain a metalanguage of thislseif,allow

that we can attributpropositionallycontentfulnon-discursivecognitive and practical mental
states to noilinguistic animals and preand proteli nguistic hominids.Doing so is an
important part of the story about how we got here from there, but it reganefsilly
distinguishing the categories derived from a theory of linguistic cogrfitoon their

application taheir nonlinguistic analoguesl will argue, by expositionthat we can do so
profitably. In using psychological nominalism to devebbmodel ofdiscursivecognition

while being mindful of the need to understand how this sort of activity develops out of its
pre- and protelinguistic analoguesye mustiook for the rulish and natural background
enabling creatures such as ourselves to use assertions (and other speech acts) in the various
ways that afford us our distinctively rational cognitive and practical grasp of the world.

RobetBr and o mé6 s tiheofy efdinguisticimedningss a particularly well
developed efforthat is firmly situated within the tradition outlined aboigea useful testbed
for seeing whether we really can tell a stabput the nata and normativgrounds of
rational cognition For Brandom, grasp of the meanings of the sentences of a natural
language, and so the capacity to use language in the exercise of rational thought and agency,

isinparta function of oneds ailsisdntencesg atdifferentnf er t o

contexts. That i nferential oledidncetidye rules i n
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that govern theiseof those sentences inference (this need not be anahnothing affair,

of course) Rational activity oftte sort exemplified in the use of natural language, then, is
medi at ed by reasoeid that laniguade iblieyng theaorms that goveiih
Thisdraws to salience thguestion: where are the norms? That question is particularly
pressing for the naturalist, who will find no list of norms in his descriptive catalog of the
universe.

To avoidmysterianismabout the normgoverning linguistic activityBrandom
grounds normative statuses in normative attitudes: being right or wrong in whatever one says
is explainedin par) by your communitytaking youto be right or wrond. Normétive
attitudes arenstituted via training regimens involving positive and negative resefoent
schedules, or what we might call flocktending atickbeating(Brandom 1994 uses the
language of stickbeating)it follows that beingight or wrong in whatever one says, and so
being capable of thinking whatever thougbite can, is a social agvemend for it is only
in virtue ofo n ecénemunity having shapea n didgaistic dispositions thabnecan speak
the language at allAnd in Making it ExplicitBrandom seems to ground normative practices
in dispositions to sanctigre.g.when talking about procedure fopermitting people to enter
a theater1994,pp.1612):

Practices of this sort can be described in purely responsive terms for prelinguistic
communities. The entitlement given and recognized in these practices tmasrd frr

an attributor insofar as that attributor practically partitions the space of possible
performances into those that have been authorized and those that have not, by being
disposed to respond differently in the two cases. These sanctioning essffons

instance admitting versus ejecting) and the performances they discriminate (entering of

the theater) can be characterized apart from and antecedent to specification of the practice
of conferring and recogni zi n@saaaidns appliee me nt
in taking or treating someone as entitled can be specified in nonnormative terms.

But if normative statuses are grounded (in part) in normative attitudes, and normative
attitudes are in some sense a function of positive and negatif@cement scheduling, ev
now face a new question: how should we think about these activities of flocktending and
stickbeating?What is it they do, and how do they do iRelatedly, whats the natural
scientific basis for the social and physiologicainditions that permit communities of human
beings to engage in these kinds of activitidBrandom takestickbeating for granted,
confident some story can be tpltlit how should we think of tke positive and negative
reinforcement regimens, and howttiey leverage us from mere disposition to-selfiscious
rule-governed activity

We areat a point at whiclphilosophicakeflection and speculatianust be
constrained by empirical inquiry into what we are as evoaretlsociabrganisms.As it
happensphilosophers are paying maaad moreattention to work in the sciences that bears

3SThe 6in parté cl au sasoincleides angledar theawortd as an ebjediive featutecofithe
language games we play. See chapter 8 of (898%ugh Brandom notes (p.138) that tools used there are
drawn together in the first seven chapters.



on our understanding diuman rationalitfe.g.inBut t er f i ' I 2015 and 201E¢
2019,Moltchanova Forthcoming, Peregrin ForthcomiBgine Forthcoming, argkyrms

2004) At the same timeome work in social psychology, primatology, and evolutionary
anthropology is beginning to draw on Sellarsian notions of rationality Lohse et al. 2014,
Schmidt and Rakoczy 2018, amdmasello 2014 Philosophyhasa role to play in dialogue

with those conducting empirical research into the ground of human cognition, and there may
remain things the philosopher is perhaps best suited to discoverAumpting a theory of
sharedntentionality that | have develop&dother work(ForthcomingA and B), in the rest

of thisessayl will argue thatour capacity to adopt normative attitudes regarding language

use is a function of our capacity to put ourselves shimredntentional planning states

concerning what we wodland would not say and do, where this planning capacity is rooted

in our evolved and habituzd neurological dispositionsn doing so | hope textendthese
pre-existing investigations into the basis of rationality in the natural wtoldlustratesome
convergence between the philosophical line of thought | develop and recent research into the
ontogeny and phylogeny sharedntentionalityand norm psychology human and non

human primatesand to indicate directions for new work.

Finally, a note oterminology. hough this distinction does not figure centrally here,
in this essay | follow Tomasello (e.g. 2014) and use the saared intentionalitys the
genus which includgsint intentionalityandcollectiveintentionalityas two species: the
former hypothesized g®ssessed by early hominidsaatage that allowed theta share
intentions in dyads and small groups, and the latter hypothesized as a subsequent
development allowing modern humans to share intentions acrosggandiple unlimited
community andtherebyto frame conceptions of theie and themoral as that which applies
to everyone For an argument that the view | am defagadds an additional level of detail
to Tomasell 06s e v dyhypothesiniray a stagaelseeyuent to fhat Whicly y ,
involved collective intentionality, and where human beings were able to plan-simgledly
in the sense | discuss belosee my (Forthcoming B).

Il. Modelling the Contents of Exercises of Practical Rationality

I wi || usentihed tteo mdibsleuss normativity that
dod as opposed, for instance, to how some organism or artifact ouglatgrmb e (cf . Sel
discussion of ougkio-d 0 6 s  a ftoeb eadusg h tn (Fhréha@@ingA) | provide a

semantic framework sufficient to model the contents of descriptive, deontic, and intentional
sentences, where the contents of the first are possible worlds having-tomwiodd

direction of fit and the contents of the others are plans airabfiving a worlg¢o-mind

direction of fit. This theory develops outidkas first defended Ifellars(e.g. 1951, 1963,

1966a, 1966b, 1967, chapter 7 of 1968, 1976, and E®Dyiven more precise formulation

by Allan Gibbard(2003. Central totheaccountof deontic cognitions a distinction between

two attitudes under which one can make a choice: either simgtkedly or indifferently.
Surprisingly, this distinction appears to have been independently advanced three times over
the last halcentuy: first by Sellars (1966b, 1976), then by Gibb&@03),and finally by



Jamie Dreief2006, 2009).Each figure introduces it without reference to prior discussions,
and no one has examined it in any detalil.

Beginning with the notion adinglemindedness as basic, the notion of indifference
can be understood in terms of iAs a gloss on singlmindedness we can say that an agent
chooses singlenindedly just in case she rejects every action incompatible with that choice
(the notion ofrejectionhere is a term of arf).An agent chooses indifferently, then, just in
caseshe is capable of choosing singhendedly andhere are at least two options open to
her,incompatible with each other, be&ich of whichare compatible witlall of hersingle
minded choicegthe requirement that she be able to choose smgidedy is to ensure that
animals not capable of singheinded thought do ndtivially count as choosing indifferently
in this sense). Aat is,a singleminded thinkechooses indierently between a number of
incompatible optionsvhere she could pickny onewithout changing her mind on any of her
singleminded decisions. In this case she has rejected rejecting each of these djuitaes.
that the singlaninded and the indiffent frames of mind each involve adopting an affective
stancebothon what onehoosesndon a certain class of choices incompatible with what
one chooses. In part V | will argue that this indicates that the deontic frame of mind is a form
of practical cgnition that is more conceptually sophisticated than the merely intentional.

Such states of mind are commonplace, and they can be used to model deontic
judgments. Thus, when I think | ought to dress professionally | have rejected every clothing
option in@mpatible withdoing soby planning on singkenindedly choosing to dress in a suit
(supposing this is the only option for professional dress)d when | think | am permitted to
dress in either of two suits | have rejected rejeatiach suiby planning to pick indifferently
between them. In cases where | choose indifferently between two permitted options, there
may of course be other reasons pulling me to choose one over th thibgroint is that the
choice between them is indifferent in ttgulated sense that both choices satisfy the single
minded choice to dress professionallyjudgment that everyone in my department ought to
dress professionally is then understood as a plan about how | would dress were | any member
of my departmentlin this way moral judgment is understood as the universalization, across
time, space, and person, of the planning capacities that lie at the back of practical rationality.
To arrive at this fully generalized notion, we extend the idea of a plahytioagplan as a
maximally determinate plan of action specifying what one would do at any point of choice,
including what one would do if one were other people. Just as belief states can be modelled
with sets of maximalhdeterminate possible worlds (e.g.,the | i ef t hat 4 i s th
at which G is true), so can deontic states b
plans. Adopting the method of psychological nominalism, the contents of these mental states
will be understood in terms of an aysik of the contents of the sentences whose utterances
give voice to them.

4 This definition is my ownandSellars,Gibbard, and Dreier each speakpoéferencaather than single

mindendessBut any choice might b e ncesaoduihg relevart aontre@k hi bi t oneods
maintain)is with a choice that is indifferent with regard to other incompatible options

Sl'n future work | hope to compare this use of the ter
AMent al Eventsodo as a way for a representational syste
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More precisely,dt adeontic hyperplamp be defined aa maximally consistent plan
of action such that, for every circumstai@e very agent U abQandt o mak

everyactioddt hat U i s abl e € eithar exclossr@y):t o perform at
1) U s i-mninglddlg chooses tAin C on hp; or
2) U s i-mmingddlg chooses not #in C on hp; or
3 U indiffer eANinCloyhpohooses to
4 U indifferemwmAh@ondbdhooses not t

Let[ [ lelhote the sembosj cwhalteeliof sGa descript
sentence havingamitddwor I d di recti on of fit, [[04G]] wil
true. Theworld-to-mind semantic values of thtareekinds of deontic sentenceand so the

contents of the mental states their utterances give expressan tiefined in terms cets

of deontic hyperplanas follows®

a@oingAis obliged inCé e x pumieessallgrsjecting not doingin C

[[doingAis obligedin C]] =ger. {ho: for everyU U s i-minglddlg chooses tAin C
on hp}

@oingAis forbidden inC6 peegsesiniversally rejecting doingin C

[[doingAis forbidden inC]] =ger. {hp: for everyU U s i-ntingddlg choosesotto A
in C on hp}

aoingAis permittedn C6 e x punieessallg rejectingejectingdoingAin C

[[Ais permitted inC]] =aet. {ho: for everyU Ueithersinglemindedly chooses t&in
C or indifferently chooses whether or notAdan C on hp}

The usuabualities among the modal operators, andetingivalences among obligation,

permission, and forbiddance and their negations @mgA is obliged inC just in case not

doingAis forbidden inC) are established by the fact that negation is treatad@splement

operator Using the language of commitment, entitlement and incompatibility, the content
determining linguistic normative statuses of a natural language are enforced via the
corresponding normative attitudes. Thathékingt hat (y ecnmatnaibles under st o
terms of regardingommitment o (G as i ncompati by, ehesthsh ent it

5 These definitions concern the moral deontic modalities, wipplydo everyone. More restricted forms of
deontic sentence involve either quantifiying over different agents in the specifications of the corresponding
hyperplans, or building that restriction into the specification of the circums@nce



mental statés that of pan, were one any member of the linguistic commundaysingle
mindedly choose nottoutterapt i N any owhecem®nancese’ commi tt e

The distinction between the singl@nded and the indifferent frame of mind is needed
to model the difference between the strong and weak ddortas. Butowing to the fact
that the intentional modal ity OshaHel 6 does n
intentional state of mind, whether individualstrared can be modelled simply in terms of
choices for and against various optigese Stovall Fahcoming A for detailsBratman, e.g.
2014,and Ludwig 2016 likewise thin&f sharedntentionality in terms of planning)Let an
intentional hyperplarn bea maximallyconsistent plan of action such that, for every
circumstanc€, every agent U g&lahdevetyactiomakat aUchsi abkl
choose to perform &, either (exclusively):

1) U cho®sm€snht a

2) U chooskisConlat to

Where6 96 as a metalinguistic variable taking e
as its value, theAis@marst it ev sleud eplad vher@dd et a lolr

everyone who is one of the group determined by the indexical chimo&ésgethemwith the
groupin C on the corresponding intentional hyperpldiie inclusion of the condition that
they choose té togetherrules out certain kinds of cases commonly discussed in the
literature on shared intentionality; see Stovall Forthcoming B)

[[oshallAin C]] =der. {hi: © ¢ ht@Aotayetherin Con hi}

On this semantics both the deontic and the intentional frame of mind are species of a genus of
practical rationality concerned with how to
one would do were one other members of a shared commumipartVIl | will survey

empirical research that suggests this philosophical picture of practical rationality is tracking
physiological facts abouhe exercise of practical rationality in human beinBat the fact

that thesemantics for sentences whose assastgive expression totentional mental stase

does not require distinguishing the singiended from the indifferent attitudriggests that

the intentional frame of mind, whether individualstiaredis a lessonceptually

sophisticated form of menthde than is the deontic frame of mind. This provides a clue, to

be developed below, as to the groundistursive cognitiomn the natural world.

" The specification in terms of choosing notto utteryioti s t o all ow that we do not n
are committed td it is enough to not say something we are committed to the negation of.



[l An Overview of B#sDdgramés Meani ng

That a semantics of this form canfrevidedis noteworthy, particularly as dtevelops and
def ends s ome o faboBtenbral eeassning astiaredntentichality &ee the
discussionn StovallForthcomingA). But its significance goes beyotite formalism, for as
a theory of practicalationality it makes bol@nd interestinglaims about the nature of
practical reasonings a foundation for theoretical reasonirigdoes so by supplying the raw
materials for framing an understandioighow discursive cognition of the sort made passib
with a natural language can be built upon the basis of our natural capasitafed
intentionality. To see this| propose to use a line of thinkingr a n d Betwées Saying
and Doing(2008)as a guide. At the core of that book igraphi@l method for representing
necessity and sufficiency relations between practices and the vocabularies those practices
either presuppose or supply a foundation tde calls theseneaninguse diagrams

Brandom begins by examinimglationsof meaning and usemongvocabulariessufficient to
specifypracticesor abilities(VP-sufficiency relations)practicesor abilities sufficient to
deployvocabulariegPV-sufficiency relations)and vocabularies sufficient feaharacterizing
other vocabularies bypscifyingthe practicesr abilitiessufficient todeploythem(VV -
sufficiency relations) When a given vocabulary is V&ufficient for specifying practices that
are P\fsufficient for deploying another vocabulary, the ¥g\fficiency relation that results is
said to be pragmaticallymediated semantic relatidretween the two vocabularie$o get

a grip on what Brandom means here, tandear the way to an extensiontbfs mode of
reasoningn the direction of an evolutionapnderstanding of human rationaljtywill look

at twoof the meaningise diagrambe discusses.

ConsiderFigurel meant to represent Sellarsoé cl ai
should be understood as a9%J3ipi2zt)ansposedo | angu

Figure 1:

PV-suff.

VP-suff. ‘( Proda

The horizontal line orhis diagrandepictsthat a vocabulary of norms is sufficient for
specifyingthe practice oélethicmodal reasoningtalk of what one i®bligedandpermitted
to assent to can be used to specify the practice of reasoningnddatusnecessaryand



possible(a vocabularypractice onVP-sufficiencyrelation). The vertical line depicts thate
practiceof modal reasoning is in turn sufficient for deployia vocabulary of modality (a
PV-sufficiencyrelation). For one who has learned whatdresheis obliged and permitted to
assent to can thém principle)talk of what is necessary and possib¥es a consequencé)e
diagonal line depicts that normative vocabulary is sufficient foharacterizingn alethic

modal vocabularygVVV-sufficiencyrelation) in virtue of specifying practices that are

themselves sufficient for deploying that modal vocatydahere is a pragmatically mediated
semantic relation between normative and alethic modal vocabulary, whereby the language of
norms functions as a metalinguistic analogue to ofgejuage alethic modal vocabulary

The language of modality, then, isransposed language of norms insofar as practices
involving the objeclanguage use ohlethicmodal vocabulary can be specified in terms of

the metalinguistic use of normative vocabul a

A

give expression to ghclaim that one isommittedor entitledto theasselibn of 6 G 6 .

The second nedningusedagrrosimdl $ook at hereis an extension of
the first and it introduces two new meaninge relationspracticemecessaryor deploying
vocabulares(PV-necessityelations) andpractices sufficient for engaging atherpractices
(PP-sufficiencyrelations) The first relation obtains when the use of some vocabulary
presupposes the @®f another. For instance, the practice of normateeijuating the
actions 6 agents is P¥hecessary for usingoral vocabulary: one cannot be in the business
of talking about what is morally right and wrong except insofar as one evaluates (perhaps
merely possible) agentive behavid?P-sufficiency relatbns obtain whethe ability to
engage in one sort of activity is sufficient for engaging in a different @hes notion
develops out of automata theory and the search for procedures implemented in one kind of
computational system that are sufficientrtgplement a different kind of procedure. To take
one of the examples Brandom u$2808, pp.267), there are algorithms that employ
subtraction and multiplication and which suffice for computing long divisids a
consequencehe practice of subtractirand multiplyingaccording to a particular algorithm
is PRsulfficient for a practice of long division. In this redat is possibldor anything
capable of responding to numbers by subtracting and multiplying them to substitute that
response, via the algthm, for one of division.This is a process @ilgorithmic elaboration
where the ability to engage in one kind of activity is appropriated for use in engaging in a
different kind of activity according to a set of instructiohdore generallyrespong
substitutionis a process whereby the ability to respond to some stimulus (e.g. the presence of
two numbers) with a particular response (multiplying or subtracting them) is substituted for a
different response (the procedure of multiplication and suimrathat implements
divisiond for more on tlesenotiors of algorithmic elaboration angsponse substituticsee
Brandom 200%p.26-7 and36-8).2

8There are features of &rimludihghisinterestio aumnomdus distusite | pass
practices (understood as languages games that asuffedfent in the sense that one could play them without

needing to play any other language game; cf. 2008 p.41), and his discussion of LX reldieyaby a

vocabulary ielaborated fromandexplicative osome practice (as conditionals can be elaborated from and give
objectlanguage expression to the drawing of inferences; cf.20088).47
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With this backgroundh place,l will work incrementally throughhe line of reasoning
the second diagrardisplays(Figure 2) though it has been developed extensively by Sellars
(e.g.1953 andl958) and Brandom (2008At its core is the Kantian thought that the use of
alethicmodal notions is a condition on the possibility of making any judgment about the
empirical world Brandom caSdlsl arhsi st htehsei sbdK aasntout al e
consists of two claims (2008, p.102, emphasis in the original):

1. In using ordinary empirical vocabulary, one already knows how to do everything one
needs to knowow to do in order to introduce and deploy [aletimddalvocabulary.

2. The expressive role characteristic of alethic modal vocabularymsike explicit
semantic, conceptual connecis@and commitments that are alreadhplicit in the use
of ordinary empirical vocabulary.

Here is the ideaGrasp of ordinary empirical descriptive (OED) vocabulary requires being

able to specify at least something about what that vocabulary entails and rules out at various
contexts of useTo underdand whais said withanassertiorof6t he cup of water
tabled(to understand how the use of this sentence describes the oeket) to know things

about water and tables, such as that if the cup is tipped over the water would spilll out, an

that this would occur in a variety of contexiEhere may be no minimally necessary

conditions that anyone must grasp to understand that sentendd,dart drawno such

counterfactually robust inferences abthé cup of water and the taliteen | @nnot be said

to understand what 6t he cAadibecaube | undersamdthe s on t
material inferential relations within whidhat sentences situate in English, being told that

sentence alstells me that the spilling ofiateronto the floor is a pregnant possibility at this

context, and so | will be cognitively and affectively responsive to the range of conditions that
would realize that possibilityTo put the point in Kantian terms, grasp of these material

inferential relationsexpressethrougho n e 6 s withatleeiolbjectitnguage use of

subjunctive conditionals, is a condition on the possibility of understanding OED vocabulary.

This line of thought was given systematic exposibgrsellarsparticularlyini | nf er ence a
Meaningo fCOBRY)emmact ual s, Di spo®i ((il®dms8,) .and
From8108of the latter:

It is only because the expressions in terms of which we describe objects, even such basic
expressions as words for the percblgticharacteristics of molar objects locate these
objects in a space of implications, that they describe at all, rather than merely label.

It follows that e capacity to understand whatever we understand about the world (as

reported with OED sentences)isapacitythat presupposesur ability tomake

counterfactuallyrobust inferenceabout the world (as reported with conditionals that do not

entail their antecedent strengthenings). Thus, the practice of counterfactual reagéxing is
necessaryor theuse of OED vocabulafyi n t he sense of O6used that
linguistic meaning) any practice that counts as using OED vocabulary isctiqe that must

employ the kind of reasoning that counterfactual conditionals make explgitre 2)
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Figure 2:

Vemp.

PV-nec.

Similarly, the practice of discriminating ranges of counterfactual robustnegssafficient

for practicesnvolving the use of modal vocabularyhis is because the ability to respond to
the world byutteringvarious counterfadaals can be substituted witbsponse that use

modal vocabula anytime one is disposed tofer the consequerit of a counterfactual
under the supposition ahyanteceent this dispositioncan bereplacedvith a disposition to
utterdii s n e ¢amd amdimeyoide is disposedinder the consequerit underthe
suppositiorof someantecedenthis response can be substituted fordisposition to uttedi

is possiblé@ This fact about the relationship between the practice of using counterfactual
conditionals and the practice of using modal vocabulary is reflected in the following
definitipnas (aviuvdr idabl e aman @i>dg asv drhes emtuen @
conditiona] | defend these identities ahapter 3 of StovaR015:

I Gt pp> @)
Ol aer(Mp)(p> G)

When | recognize that there are various things that could happen while thewdsti be

on the table, but thato matter whaif the cup were destroyed it would not be on the table,

then one can substitute this quantification over the antecedents of subjunctive conditionals
with the use of t he . Goreaiely, sepgethabatcupofwaterssc es s ar
on the table, and knowing that if the cup were tipped over the rug would get wet, underwrites

a response using the alethic modal: theomgdget wet. And sothe practice of drawing
counterfactuainferencegs PPsufficientfor engaging in practices that are themseR¥s

sufficientfor the use of modal vocabulaffyigure 3)
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Figure 3:

V modal

PV-suff.

s |

odal <

PP-suff.

Thisin turnshows that the use of modal vocabularyssufficienfor specifying a practice

of counterfactual reasonir{gee Figure 4) for one can bdi6tiasgtheo bé
associated with reasoning to the conclusioro matter what auxilliary factsbtain(and

similarl yidd.or obépossibly

Figure 4:

V modal

VP-suff.
PV-suff.

s |

odal <

PRsuff.

Finally, because modal vocabulary is sufficient to specify practitesunterfactual
reasoninghat are necessary for OED vocabularyrehe a resulting pragmaticaligediated
VV-sufficiencyrelation between modal amanpiricalvocabulary Uniting Figure 1 with

13



Figure 4, and including this last \Wsufficiency relationBrandompresents tis meaninguse
diagramwith Figure 5

Figure 5:
VV -suff.
Vmodal
A
VV -suff.
PV-nec
V norm. ;l Prodal l:
VP-suff. PP-suff.

V. Normative Attitude s, Imperatives,and Purposive Practices

Meaninguse diagrams are best seen as a heustaall the work is done in arguing that the

various PP, PV, VP, and VV relations hold. Nevertheless, they are a useful hekostfc.

wereordeBr andomods p thelasdiagtamie havenan apparent teleology or

motion (Figure 6)
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Figure 6:

Vemp.

VV -Suff.
PV-nec

me PC—f inf.
A
VV -suff.
PV-suff.
PPR-suff.
VP-suff.
Vnorm su > I:)modal

This encourages us to ask what is lower ahierarchy. Fonormative or deontic

vocabulary is not primitive in the species. So what practicesufficient for using that
vocabular®? Brandom suggests at one p@#@08,p.111)that there is a normative practice

that underlies the use nbrmativevocabularg presumably this practice is one of deploying
thenormativeattitudes that are made suchWwease of inMaking it Explicit a practice of
treating oneds i nancentitlertcvariogsmprepositional camterfseet t e d
Figure 7.
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Figure 7:

Vnorm

PV-suff.

Pnorm

We can now ask: kat kind of vocabularyould be sufficient fospecifying a practice of
adopting normative attitudeand how might that vocabulary in turn be grounded in more
primitive practice8

Imperatives are a vocabulary sufficient to specify normative practdesther
concerning whabne ought and may say or more generally about what one ought and.may do
For by commanding that something be ddimethe right contextpne can impean auditor to
conform to a norm concerning what is obligaddby commanding that something not be
doneonecan impelan auditor to conform to a norm concerning what is forbidden. And on
the principle that what is not forbidden is permitted, norms concerning what is permitted are
enforced in virtue of the absence of a command not to perform the aclitiéyuse of
imperativesnay be haphazard and unsystematic, of coanrse at any rate mechanisms for
enforcing a command (and punishing violators) may need to be in @atdy(moreor-
less)systematicallcommanding that some types of action are tddree and not to be done,
with other actions eliciting neither sort of command, it is possible to use a language of
imperatives to specify practices tlatuntas correct and incorrect within a communifnd
soa systematicise ofimperativessuffices to set up institutions withim community
delineatingobliged,forbidden and permittedbehavior including linguistic institutions like
the use of normative langaugéhis is to say thad vocabularyof imperativess VP
sufficientfor practices involvinghie use ohormative vocabulargFigure 8).
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Figure 8:

Vnorm

PV-suff.

Vimp. Prorm

v

VP-suff.

Because the use of normative vocabulary is mediated by thetiaemractices specified by
avocabulary of imperatives, there is a resulifig-sufficiencyrelation between imperatival

and normative vocabulanfk or wi t h grasp of a | anguage we ¢
that 6, oO6that is forbiddmerdpéom Ddeddtef do ¢ &=
neither the command to do something nor the command not to do it is.igswkdo there is

a pragmatically mediated semantic relation between imperatival vocabulary and normative
vocabulary.The result is Figure 9.

Figure 9:

Up to this point | have been treating these practices and vocabularies as situated
within an up-andrunninglinguistic communityand so the normative practices at issue have
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been the ones which govern the use of languages is the wayBrandomconceives of these
vocabulary and practice relatigmsd while hegestures toward stickbeating as a predecessor
to the explicit expression of normative attitudethe use of normative vocabulahedoes

not discuss that newerbal behavior in any detail. My interest here, on the other hand, lies in
tracing pre andproto-linguistic practices and vocal capacities that can help us understand
how we got here from there.

We are nowvading into philosophical anthropologyd the justo stories tat result
While having a limitedexplanatory valughese effort€an beuseful in helping us think
about the largscale features afur evolutionary past. The best instances are well
integrated with existing bodies of research, help to draw that research into a more coherent
overall picture of the world, and offer predarts that can be empirically teste@ls | proceed
| will indicate places where this proposal appears consonant with relevant empirical research,
and in parIl | will argue thatempirical research intthe ontogeny angbhysiology of
intentionalityand nomative psychologyandimperatival behavior imuman anchon-human
primates, is predicted by and so supports this analisigchological nominalisrgives us a
method forproceeding Using the conceptual resources of language use as a guide, we
constructan analogical understanding of pamd protolinguistic hominid behavior by
looking for vocal practices that, while not yet verbal, play much the same role in
understanding our ancestofigrunts and groawsas their properly verbal analgues play in
our inderstanding of the discursive rationality characterizeselthconsciousise of a
natural language. Throughout the effort to construct this analogical undersiavelimgst
consider ways in which more primitive sorts of practices and (Hretcabulaies could, by
response substituticand algorithmic elaboratigie replaced with their conceptually
sophisticated linguistic analogues. While filéldged linguistic categories likemperative
andmodalitymay be useful guides in searching for the madémentary cognition and
behavior that underlie our ability to employ these categories, it is important to remember that
pre- or protelinguistic habits ar@re- or proto-linguistic, and we may not yet have adequate
conceptual resources to understand bimege habits operat®ut if successful this will result
in a picture of the transition from néimguistic communal hominid behavior to linguistic
rationality that is grounded in our best scientific understandings of ourselves, and which
offers the prospa of further empirical(and philosophical development.

Toward that end, it is noteworthy that the disposition to positively and negatively
sanction some behavior, if spread within a community, can s fgctonorms about that
behavior:

acting on thentention to stickbeat doing in C and flocktend not doing in C is one way
of training people to conform to the norm tias forbidden inC

acting on the intention to stickbeat not doAg C and flocktend doind\ in C is one way
of training people to conform to the norm tiAas obliged inC

® The classical critique of this #af explanation, direted at sociobiology, is Gould and Lewontin (1979). For
a reply see Lennox (1991).
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acting on the intention to not stickbeat doA&g C and not flocktend not doirgin Cis
one way of training people to conform to the norm this permitted inC*°

The intentons lying behind these noremforcing sanctioning dispositions may not be

cognitively sophisticated nonhuman primate sanctioning behavior may be intentionally
directedtoward hierarchical access to foatthout the ones engaging in that behavior

having in any meaningful sensathoughtwe woul d gi v e thealppamalssi on wi
gets to eat firgt In this regard the notion of intentionality is not thiscursivesort that

interests Brandom in the last chapter of (20883 which he conceives in terms of the grasp

of a natural languagéut rather thgractical intentionalityhe associates with behavior that is
directed toward an objectds environment and
atp.190hereferso t hi s as the fimost Baethiglikethis m of 1 n
latter notion of intentioality occurs inthe literature on human and animal cognitaswel|

including in cases where young humans do not yet have grasp of a natural language or a

theory of mind Tollefsen (2005), for instance, argues that young children can engage in joint
intentioral behaviorprior to the development of a a robust theory of mind, Teordasello

(1995)defends the following proposal (p.105)

[B]y the end of their scond year of life:
1. Children understand other persons in terms of th&ntions.
2. Children understand that others have intentions that may differ from their own.

3. Children understand that others have intentions that may not match with the
current state oéffairs (accidents and unfulfilled intentions).

I n al l cases, the term Aintentiond i s mean:
which human beings guide their behavior, not to the philosophical sense of intentionality
includingallmentah ct i vity showing fiaboutnessoé

In subsequent work Tomasello and his colleagues have spelled out this notion of
intentionality in terms of the ability to franfand shargplans of action (e.g. Tomasello et al.
2005). In humans this ability emergesimfancy and appears to develop on the basis of
simpler forms of action interpretation: by 6 months of age infants can anticipate what
humans will do in familiar circumstangesdtheybegin to engage with others in dyadic
relations where they share enootg by 9 months they recognize agential behavior as goal
directed and persistent in the face of obstaeed they engage triadically with others in
attending to objects in the environmead by 14 months they begin to understand that
people form plans achieve their goalsand they engage with others collaboratively in
pursuing shared goals (see Tomasello &@)5,p. 689. The semantics provided in pairt
supplies a framework for thinking about the-paad protelinguistic practically intentioal
mental statethat precede, in the geregy of the species and tloatogenyof individuals,

the discursive intentionality that comes wititl -fledged participation in a linguistic

10This might be put in terms of simply not having the intention etihstickbeat doingd in C or to flocktend
not doingAin C.
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community For on that semantitke contents of intentional mentéhtes are modelled by
plans that are not specified in termglwé distinction between the singi@nded and the

indifferent attitude, which is necessary for distinguishing the strong and weak deontic
modalities. In part V | will arguethatpracticalintentions individual andsharegcan indeed
be seen as the basis for the practices that will become the explicit adoption of norms.

For the purpose aharking the evolutionarytransition from norverbal positive and
negative sanctioning (flocktending and stickbeating) to thecseiécious obedience to norms
thataccompaniesse of a natural languageis instructive to considehe sharedintentional
conditions for discursiveognition as situateith the famework of evolutionary natursm.

As organismdlourishing within a particular ecological nicheuman beings are purposefully
directed toward our environment in various ways, and success in human life rédggires
sharedpursuit of common purposéshunting, finding sheltetool manufacturing and use,
etc. Itis no arbitrary fact about us that prehistoric cave paintings share common traines
Tomasello et al. (2013rgue that a period in hominid evolution requiredatmdrative

foraging (staghunt scenarios) for survivathich in turnselected for the capacity to engage in
sharedaction directed atommonpurposes.Activity directed at commogoals may be

shaped by nomocal positive and negative reinforcement (stickbeating and flocktending), but

in many contexts vocal and visual cues will be better fitted to achieshgradend (think
of two hunterdirectingo n e a nmowemens white sneakingowarda prey).

Considera hypothetical ancestral community whose members began to communicate

with one another through patternsvoicalbehavior. If grasp of the counterfactual conditions

t hat govern an obj ect onslitiopdnahinking about thogesobjects a nd t

in the determinate ways they exgte KantSellars thesis)then grasp of the counterfactual
conditions that govern the purposive behavioorgfanic activity(ours and that of other
specieswill be an importanpart of whatiets ussurvive. It is only by knowing what we do
about the subjunctive stabilities toward which organic generation and growth tend that we
can intelligently plant a garden and reap its haévéstsay nothing of our ability to reason
about tke subjunctive space within which the wolf as against the antelope is situated
maintain that there is a clear pattern test organisrenabled subjunctivelgtable relations;
cf. chapter 6 of Stovall 2015)Of the purposive activities the grasp of which is essential for
homi nid survival, the behavi oKnowihgttene 6 s
subjunctive stabilities that govern our individual ahédredagency affords uan increased
measure ofinderstanding and control over one of the most important elements of our
evolutionary environment: the communities within which we live and move and have our
being(cf. chapter 7 of Stovall 2015)This puts evolutionary pressure toward developing the
capacity to anticipate the subjunctivetyable ends toward which human behavior is
habitually directed that is, it puts pressure dime species towaraur developing thebility

to read the intentions of the members of our community

Suppose the members ofiaeage within this communitgf hypothetical ancestors
were more adept at recognizing and anticipating the purposive activities of their féllows
being able to more accuratehpackthe subjunctivespacs of those activities With a nod

cons

toward Sellas (1956) l et us call t he membhecagacitytbh such a
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track counterfactual relations among states of affairs in the world with regard to the pursuit of
purposes would have a bemmeheicanimareeffoEly ect on
interact with oneds fell ows (whether by way
when one has a better sense of what they are. Wyith the ability to better anticipate the
purposively directed activities of other humans, the Jonesas@aneffectively stickbeat

and flocktend their fellows so as to achieve tl&m purposes.And just as the individual in

the communitycapable of engaging in such activities of tracking and shaping the purposive
tendencies dliis or herconspecificavould gain a soial (and so reproductive) advantage

over his or her peers, so would a lineage of these Joneses spread throughout a community.

An evolutionary game of keeping up with the Joneses would have begun.

In the context of meangause analysis this lenof reasoningicenses the conclusion
thatthe puposive practices of human beingavingdevelogdevolutionarilytowardthe
capacity to track and shape the practices of others in the compaue®yV sufficientfor the
use of imperatival vocabulagee Figure 10)This is because our shaping the behaviors of
others in the community is motivated by the ends that we individually and collectively share
as the kinds of organisms we ar# is because of their need to hunt with spears, for instance,
tha our ancestors trained their young to fashion spears in a particulaBgaipped as we
are with various purposively directdispositionakcts, thoughts, and feelirysvritten into
the skein of the central nervous system, as it véine use of imperates sees to it that our
individual andsharedourposes armore effectivelyachieved Forwe substitute the
stickbeating and flocktending practices of bodily positive and negative reinforcement
(what will become}he \erbal practice of uttering commeds anytime one is disposed to
stickbeatdoindhinCone can be t au@ih@ 6t oo rs ay oonddan &dto d ch
an agent doind in C.1* And in doing so we exercise our agency more effectjvely
particularly when workingogether

Figure 10:
Vimp.

PV-suff.

I:’pur.

11 wittgensteineamvorries about what exactly is commanded might arise here. In principle these worries are
philosophically interesting, but in fact we are animals that share a form of life and so when, e.g., two hunters are
stalking a prey across the savannah there énafery little left to doubt when a command of some sort is

issued. Tomasello makes much the same point at @pof 3 omasello (2009).
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We need not suppose that what will become explicit imperatives are conceived as
such at the stagrhowever and the vocal abilities that become properly verbal may have been
at work long before any hominid ever uttered anything likeed (things much like
sentencemayneed tdoe in play much earlier)But just as a representational state caonfbe
a field of flowers without beingsa field of flowers in the cognitive economy of the thing in
that state (cf. honey bees), so can obedience to an imperative have the practical consequence
of sharing purposesven ifthe creatures responding to the comahare not aware of the
purpose for which the command is given. Positive and negative reinforcement schedules
allow us to shape all sorts of dispositions amotigranimals without their being aware of
the purposes we have in doing so; the same is frug. o

The practice of using normative vocabul@&yn turn PP sufficienfor a purposive
practice,as can be seen by the fact that the responses of the former sort of practice (responses
of using normative vocabulary) can be substituted with responsles latter sort of practice
(using imperatives, and tlaetsof stickbeaing and flocktenthg these imperatives give voice
to). Forone who isusing a language of norms is already doing enough to be able to engage
in the purposive practice of shapingthe havi or of the memdndrs of
the language of normativeodalitygives a community the ability to specify that which
stickbeating and flocktendirayedirected toward 6 ymwstA in C6.)A language of
imperatives mediates this transition from brute dispositidhddiscursive understanding of
what onedés comsmueimbpdi eddonngogneds dheasp of
behavior§ including linguistic behaviofs of the members of &t community*? Taking
these considerationsdethemwith Figures 9 and 1Qye haveFigure 11.

12 0f course, for the imperative to be an imperative there must be some institution or threat of sanctioning in
force. But in societies with internal sanctioning the mere fact that one is collectively recognized as having
violated a norm may be enough to count as sanctioning.
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Figure 11:

Vnorm
A
VV -Suff.
PV-suff.
VP-suff.
> Prorm.
PV-suff.
PP-suff.

n

Finally, noticethat any practice sufficient for introducing modal vocabulaBRsufficient,

via response substitutiofor engaging in practices sufficient to introduce normative

vocabulary. Foone who uses modal vocabulary can be taugbtibstitute that use witihe
corresponding normative vocabulaby teaching them to gmetalnguistic: the objeet

| anguage al etribbec ammadal colnaigmeplaces wittteet r i ci t y o
metalinguistic nor matribbeec omldasicrh s6 f8tl eics rwrcd rt gy «
Consequently, Figures 6 and ddmpose akigure 12

13 A thatclause and proposition might be used as:well 6i t i s vibbercogdudist e € @ yThic h a ty 6 .
introduces questions about the statuéafay s t hat 6 a sropositions ; éhe abjecvlanguagend o f
that are orthogonal to the line of thought | am developing.
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Figure 12:

PV-nec.

PPR-suff.

Pmodal

VV -suff.
PP-suff.

VP-suff.

PP-suff.

Call thisJ o nsd.adder. | f Jacobds Laddedescendedframe on whi
heaven to eartld, o nséaddér is one on which human beings have ascended from nature to

spiritd through thedevelopment and propogation of a natural language and its associated

norms If this line of argument is sounthen we nowhavean answer as to how the practice

of adopting normative attitudem the way that underlies use of a natural langacmmages to

be instituted: via the purposive practices that give rise to the imperatives that shape the
proto-linguistic vocalbehaviors of the members thie community.

Still, we face a question of how to mark th@nsition frombrute sanctioning
dispostionsto participation in the game of giving and asking for reasons. | do not think we
are in a position to answer that in the detail | am suggesting wetheadh | hopéo be
indicatingpromising lines of furtheinvestigation Toward that end | warto draw attention
to a linguistic device thatllows us to issue imperatives whose use clearly signals discursive

cognition Itis a feature ofthetwp| ace t el eol ogi cal operator 0:
operators (should, ought, must, etc.), thaermits alimited) embedding of imperatives

while remaining in the imperatival mode  Wh i | eantékstwo declarative® and
deliveradeclaratvenodal j udgment relating them as meart
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the baby doesnotcatcltcao | d6) , thi s device can al so take
and a declarative in the second, which resul
the baby does natatcha ¢ o IUsk!oféwhat | caltheseteleological impeativesgives

voice to our capacity tmtelligently guide the behavior of other memberaf linguistic

community by giving them reasons for what we tell them to do, and this lets us collectivize

our intellectual resourcdsee the discussion ahapter 7 oStovall 2015).6 Shut t he door
may get the door shut, but O6shut the door so
reasorfor which that imperative issued and in doing so it guides the auditor to shut the

wi ndow as wel | ylesomethiing theagudtor will knolvhoids even & the

speakelis unaware that the window is open. Teleological imperatives thereby enable a

community to engage ireasorbasedsharedactionmore effectively Whatever else the

transition from brute sanoning to the lingustic use of imperatives involves, the presence of
teleologicalimperatives marks a community whose members are reaeagerers.

V. Practical Rationality as the Ground of Theoretical Rationality

Carrying the examination further we muskawhat are the purposive practidbat underlie

the initial employment of stickbeating and flocktending followedHgyuse of imperativesP

propose we understand thessharedntentions to pasively and negatively sanction

various activities among coondmdes thiplendatared and t h
agency by directing people towdtte means necessary to achieve our goals

In partlV | arguedthata vocabulary of imperatives sufficient to characterize a
practice of adopting normative attitudes, which practice is in turn sufficient for deploying a
normative vocabularyThis is to say thahere is a pragmatically mediated semantic relation
betweernimperatival and normativeocabulary.| also argued thahe purposive practicesf
human beings areV sufficient in the context of or evolutionary gendagy and social
upbringing,for the use of imperatives. These purposive practices may take thefform o
stickbeating and flodkending, and plans to stickbeat and flocktend are just the sort of thing
that theintentionalfragment of the semantics from pHrts meant to model. These plans
may have rough analogues in central nervous system dispositiors on this irpart VII),
but here | focus on their features as they figure in that semaftcst falls out ofthat
semantics, @aconsequence of the need to discriminate two choice attitudes in order to
model the strong and weérces for thaleontic modalig, that the deontic frame of mind
requires more cognitive sophistication than does the intentional one, whether individual or
shared One can exercise deontic practical rationality only insofar as one can discriminate the
singleminded from the indifferenthoice, and this capacity differs from merehoosingto
do something insofar as it requires that one also bear attitudes toward actiondertaken.
When choosing to A singlmindedly one rejects every action that is incompatible with A,
and he indiferent frame of mind also requires that the actor be attitudinally related to actions
not undertaken For on the definition given in part Il one choose#\ indifferently just in
case there is another option incompatible wittvhich one could have undeken, and
where both of these opnindedchoicesTde meselyy al | of o
intentional choice to do A, on the other hand, can be made without any regard to
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incompatible alternative’s. Sharedplans to stickbeat and flocktend in wayattmstitute
normative statues in a community thereby suffice to make it the case thartriegs that
ought and mapedonelong before anyone ever need to hmewnor thoughtabout the
normative statuses. Thus the intentional frame of mineh) gvesharedntentional one, can
be understood ashasis for instituting the conditions within whitlie deontic onean be
exercised

In part Il | used a planning semantics for the deontic modalities to characterize the
normative attitudes that enfortiee meaningletermining normative statuses of a linguistic
communi ty: to regard ((-mndedlgandoseindtto sagrply 1 s

t o

anyti me one i s c¢ o mnseltconscibushregardisentencéshagstaadng | i t vy

in normatve relations thereby presupposes the practical capacity to choosemingkdly,

which is more cognitively sophisticated than the capacity simply to choose insofar as in the
former case one must reject all choices incompatible with that simgléed deision.
Neverthelesghe normativestatuse®f pre- and protelinguistic communicativesocal

behaviors can biastituted bysharedntentions toward positive and negative reinforcement
without presupposing that those behaviors couptragerlylinguistic. But one isawareof

norms as norms of thought and action age the ability to make the singlminded choice
emergesn a community that has instituted such statussly in thatcase is language on the
scene, and this requires the capacity to frlam a singleminded point of view.

Anotherfeature of practical rationality exhibited by the semantics of part Il reinforces
this conclusiorabout the cognitive sophistication that comes with the deontic as against the
merely intentional frame of mind~or the ability to distinguish the singheinded and the
indifferentchoicealsounderwrites a capacity to mark off practical species or determinations
from their practical genera or determinables. When | have decided-singledlyto dress
professiondy, while choosing indifferently between two suits which while incompatible with
each other are both compatible with that sifigladed decision, | have classified each of the
acts of dressing in one of those suits as an act that satisfies the more aytradrdiessing
professionally.And one is able to act on a judgment about what one ought to do only insofar
as one can determine what counts as satisfying that injunction. Owing to the determinacy of
the world,and the various ways a judgment about iwhayht to be done can be satisfithds
requires being able to sort instances of a general action type according to its specifittations.
follows thatthe ability to discriminate indifferent from singheinded choices is the ability to
discriminate the practical species or determinations of a practical genus or determinable.
Because this practical capacity underlies the ability to make a deontic jotgboeit what
one ought or may davhile this latter ability affords us the seldbnsciousness that comes
with the grasp of a natural languags is to say that ouheoretically rational capacityo
think in a dscursiveframe of mind is conditioned bgur practically rational capacityto

14 Hegel thinks that this difference demarcates the merely desamimal kingdom from the spiritual lives of

human beingsIn the presence of food nepiritual animals wilfi f al |  tcce rveimologyutand eat o
p.65) see the discussion in Brandom 2019 p-3%0We creatures of spirit, however, are able to imbwel fo

and drink with a ceremonial significance that involves treating that sustenance diferémntlyyy become the

body and blood of a divinity whose presence suffuses a community that collectively observes these ceremonies
To treat food in this way is teegard ingesting it singimindedly in a way that nediscursive cognition cannot.
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mark genus/species or determinable/determination relations in agéndyso | propose that
the practical rationalityaccompanyinghe deontic plan is whétindamentallydistinguises

us from the brutes, and that aapacity for theoretical rationalignd discursive cognitioof
the sort that accompis use of a natural languaigaderivative from it.

I sai d ab ocslaedertisoaeton whxhmheimads ascended from nature to
spirit. We are now in a position tieepen our understanding of that idea. Fodisgnction
between the kinds of plans needed to accourdtfaredntentions, and the kinds of plans
needed to account fdeontic cognitionmakes sense of the difference betweemtre
discursive cognibn andthefisubtle and polydimensional discourse of the drawing room, the
laboratory, and the studyhat Sellars refers to at the endawhpiricism and the Philosophy
of Mind. Thisfisubtle and polydimensional discouvse one that isifraught withoughb,
which is to say it is one that requires us to distinguish whatugatto do from what wenay
andmay not On the semantics given above, this means that such discourse regees
able to distinguish determination/determinable or species/gelai®ns inpractical
rationality,andit is this practical capacity thgtoundsour ability to exercise theoretical
rationality in the propositionally contentful ways we do.

At this stageof the argumenthe picture is the following: linguistic meiag, and the
discursive cognition exemplified by the grasp of a natural langismgeleast partially
explained by inferential role; inferential relareat least partially explained by normative
statuses; normative statuses are at least partiallyieggly normative attitudes; normative
attitudes are at least partially explained by purposive practices, and purposive practices are at
least partially explained bsharedntentions. In part VII | will complete this picture, if only
in outline, by looking at the natural basis staredntentionality. First | address an objection
that this account presupposes what it aims to explain, and by responding to it | hope to better
illustrate the explanatory relatiopsoposed here

VI.  An Objection

One might worry that intentions presuppose the semantic content of discursive cognition that
normative attitudes are supposed to underwtd. t er al | , 1 s nAntCthehe i nt
kind of thing that one must be a languager tobe capable &f That is not so, however, for

according to psychological nominalism the exercise of discursive cognition is a function of
oneds grasp of the rules that govern a natur
in conformity to a rule buglsothe ability to frame a representation afruleand act on a

basis of a recognition of its proprietAnd being disposed to flocktend doiAgn C may be

a trait an organisrhaswithout having the slightest sense of that trait as oneotigtitto be

possessed or acted odsing the language of Sellai954, 1969)developed more

extensively in Stovalf2020), we can say that intentional actioaybe patternconforming

without beinga case ofule-following. As rule-following actionproceed®n the basis of a

recognition ofthe proprietyof a rule it is deontic actiomnd sgoresupposes an ability to

choose singkeindedly and indifferently. Nevertheless, we can be maderitormto

patternswvithout recognizinghem as ruled and still lesgecognizingheir proprietyas
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ruled withoutbeing able to choose singheindedly or indifferently. Br as we saw in part

IV, the merely intentional choideven thesharedntentional ongis sufficient to set up

positive and negative reinforcement salled that habituate the members of a community
into conforming tonorms without presupposing that the members of such a community have
the capacity tehoose either singlmindedly or indifferently Indeed there is no
presupposition that the onesforcngthese behaviors have that capacity. And so these
habituated norrgoverned institutiorss including the institutions concerning vocal behavior
that will become the rules of a natural languageay be set up and pragated even if no
individual within the ommunity sees hiror herself as attempting to enforce a norm (cf. the
discussion of collective action that is individually intentional under different descriptions for
each actor but not collectively intentional under any description, as in poisoning the
environment, in Ludwig 2016, chapter 11).

Of coursepn the account | am proposintbe ability to say that something is obliged,
forbidden, or permitteddli n t he sense of O6sayingdé that cont
cognitiord presupposeanability to discriminate singkenindedness from indifference. And
so Kantian autonomy, or the selbnsciousness that comes with the exercise of judgment,
requires the resources of deontic cognition that uiedariguage use. Perhaps, as Sellars
suggest, there is room to ascribe propositionalbntentful psychological attitudes to ron
' i nguistic animals whose sensory/central/ mot
cognition that accompanies language wghout yet being able teeasonin thesense of
using logical vocabularyThis would be to ascribe akindiid n owi ng onedis way a
the world that is conscious without being ssdhsciousconceived as a kind of shadow cast
by the illumination that comes with rationafitya shadow thgbrecedes the illuminated
figure of humanity in the evolution of discursive cognitidéither way, the ability to
conform to the norms that govern what is obliged, forbidden, and permitted within a
community(including the norms that govern a natural laagg can be instituted simply on
the basis of stickbeating and flocktending behaviors specifiable in terms of intentional
choices that do not require singtendedness or indifference. And so because planning on
choosing whether or not to do somethingevene a particular member of a community is a
capacity that does not by itself presuppose a distinction between choosing indifferently and
choosing singlemindedly, whereas the ability to distinguish these two kinds of choices is a
condition ono n egta®p of the rules that governs the exercise of discursive cognition, there is
a clear sense in whicharedntentions can be understoodadsasis for thesocial practices
that underlighe exercisef discursive cognitiorias manifest in the grasp of a natu
language strong enough to contain its own metalangudtie)ut presupposing the exercise
of discursive cognition thegwactices make possible. This conception of a step from
intentional to discursive cognition is supported by studies of human owytcaethere is
good evidence that the ability to understand and share practical intentions emerges across all
cultures at around 1 year of age, whereas an understanding of semantically contentful belief
states develops in the following years apgearsd bemediated by the ability to
communicate linguisticallysee Tomasello and Rakoczy 2003).

To return to our jusso story, while the Joneses are imagined to have an advantageous
cognitive capacity to track purposive and causal relations, with a cortesga@bility to
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better shape t heiearlymenbersobthatlineageay sot be anvamne sf, t h e
what they are doing. But insofar as the abi
in the service of o0 na@astageousstiealslit © recognizetiiad | ut i o
this is what people are dg will be advantageous as well, aalibws for a more effective
discernment and shapidgndsoselt onsci ousness of oneds own a
speech and deed, will not ts behind the emergence of the Joneses. Once begun, and so

long as the Joneses are around, we play the game of keeping up with them.

VII.  The Physiological Basis oShared Intentionality in Human Beings

| close with a brief survey of some of the empirivakk that reinforcethe view | have
developed in this essay. As | mentiormedhe end opartl, some of this work is already
being used by philosophers, and some of it d@wSellarsian notions of rationality as a
normgoverned and essentially socativity. | believe more crogsollination between
philosophical and scientific investigations into this arealvglto the benefit of everyone.

In partlV | saidthat philosophical anthropolognd its justso storiesometimes
havepredictive value.There are two sorts of predictions that my proposal makes: one
concerning what we should expect te gethe existing empirical literaturethis proposal is
sound, and another concerning novel predictions that can guide further empirical research.
Begnning with the first, i the capacity to adopt deontic attitudes in human beings was
conditioned by the capacity to exercg®redntentionality, then we should expect to see
deonticcognitionandsharedntentionalityemerge early in human ontogemyth the latter
preceding the formerWe would also expect to see simildrough less sophisticated,
markers in norhuman primatesThese expectations are borne out. Human children engage
in normgovernedsharedntentional activiy from an early ageand it appearthat shared
intentionality emerges ontogenetically prior to the emergence of-anfarcing. From
Schmidt andRakoczy(2018 p.698):

Froman ontogenetic point of view, basic forms of shared intentionality seem to develop

from the second yeaf life: from 12 to 18 months, children begin to engage in simple
cooperative activities, both instrumental and playful, with others involving preverbal

indicators of true shared intentionality such as coordination, communication, division of

labor, andole reversal. More complex forms of shared intentionality with conventional
fact-creation emerge from the end of the second year, in particular, in the form of joint

pretense and other games. From this time on, children also show the first signgebf acti
tracking and enforcing the socially constit

The proclivity toadopt normative attitudes the context oharedactivitiesis distinctive of
human beings, and it emerges early in human ontogenetic develogiemtRakozy and
Schmidt (2013, p.20):

Human social cognition early in development is characterized and set apart from that of
other primates by incorporating the capacity to take the normative stance: to jointly
follow, respect, and to maintain social norms wasety of domains.
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From between 2 andy&ars of age human children are sensitive to normativity in the social
sphere in rather complex ways: they recognize the digtimbetween moral norms and
norms of convention, and the fact that the latter depend on the agreement of community
membergsee Chudek and Henrich 201ie opening pages of GOckeréizal.2014

Rakoczy and Schmidt 20,18ndSchmidt and Rakoczy 20}%8hey distinguismorms from
statistical regularityKalish 1998; Kalish and Cornelius 200@nd from around $ears of

age they enforce norms on oth@Rakoczy et al. 2008; Schmidt and Tomasello 20B2)
yearolds will also distinguish the strong from the weak deontic modalitgeiignding an
actordés entitlement to do something (e.g.
that entitlementand in some cases they recognize a seooter entitlement thatnaowner

of an object has to entitle another person to uS&elmidt, Rakoczy, and Tomasello 2013).
By the age of ®hildren engaged in joint activity with one another will create and enforce
norms without adult guidan¢&ockeritzet al.2014). Together lis research suggests not
only that the normative stanceimegral to he distinctively human form of life, but that this
stance develops on the basis ofsharedntentional nature of human socialitindeed, the
current essay can be read as an attempt to carry forward the proposal made in the last
paragraplof thereview essaypy Schmidt and Rakoczy (2018, p.6@8nphasis added):

So, one picture that is worth being explored more syatieatly in future research is that
while humans and other species, notably primates, share basic forms of individual
intentionality (and the corresponding natural norms of correctness and success), uniquely
human formsf norm psychology and uniquely human forms of shared intentionality
develop in close tandem in early ontogethy, former building on and growing out of the
latter.

Other features of human ontogeny predicted by my analysis also receive some
empirical support, including the early emergence of dispositions to sanction different sorts of
behavior, and that #se dispositions predate the explicit use of normativeukEgefSchmidt
and Rakoczy 2018 and Rakoczy et al. 2008hen presented with a puppet whose behavior
violatesthe rules of a novel game, botty8arolds and 2yearolds protest and criticize the
puppet, though the former used more normative langinagethe latte(from Schmidt and
Rakoczy 2018, p.69Gummarizing research froRaekoczyet al.2008. There is also
evidence that young children recognize the difference between impeaiyessertions as
having two directions of fit. Rakoczy andmasello (2009) found thatydar-olds protest a
commentator who asserts that an actor was performing an actiortvigeras not the case,
butthey protest the actor if she does not do something the commentator told heLthsko.
et al. (2014) found tit 4yearolds mark the different normative profiles of futufieected
predictions and imperatives with the same content, such that a speaker makes a mistake if the
prediction does not come true whereas an actor makes a mistake if the commanded action is
not undertaken.

The phylogenetic developmeatt our ability to adopt the normative stance in the
context of joint activity is harder to reconstruct, but there are some suggestive lines of
research.The capacity to engage in meseless rudimentary joirdction is a feature of
many higher animals, and the biological, evolutionary, and behavioral study of the associated
mental states proceeds within a naturalist framework (for discussion of the naturalistic basis
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of sharedntentionality sedutterfill 2015K or e R 201 6, Pacherie 2018,
Tomasello 2014, Tomasello and Rakoczy 2003, and Wamé&khen, and Tomasello 2006
Generally, communication among rboman primates is classified primarily in terms of
imperativeswhich indicates that thikind of communicative act does not require discursive
rationality (for an overview seBomasello 2019) This makes the imperativepdausible

basis for leveraging the evolved purposive capacities of our hominid ancestors into the
implicitly norm-conformng capacities that predate the development of a natural language.
And shared purposes likewise are a solid ground for the emergence of thesemguattic
activities. According to Tomasello and his collaboratdrs,gvolutionaryequirement for
humaisto communicate with one another in ordestacessfully cooperate in the pursuit of
shared purposes drobeththe development ahore sophisticated capacities &brared
intentionality, and the emergence of language as a moreiedéfeabde of communication
(see Tomasello et al. 2012nd Tomasello and Gonzal€abrera 2017)1 do not know of

any research oteleologicalimperatives, but it might be illumating to see where they
emerge in human ontogeny, and to study how theysae i communication.

Recent discoveries into the physiological basisharedntentionality in human
beings indicatéhat the mental states associated withredntentions are facilitated by
neural episodes that involve preparinggtx e r ¢ i practical capagities as if one was
performing the actions that others in the group perfaviimicry is a widespread feature of
human interaction (for an overview s€bartrand and van Baaren 2009), and human subjects
faced with joint tasks construct sbd spaces of agency by representing action affordances
from a common point of vieDavis et al 2010, Prm1997,Vesper et al 2010, Vesper et al
2013). When patrticipating in joint action, parts of the brain associated with motor activity
fire in an indivdual who is cooperating with someone else as if she herself were prepared to
perform the action that her compatriot was perfornfaigAtmaca et al 2008, Butterfill
2015,Loehr and Vesper 2018ezzulo et al 2@, and Wilson and Knoblich 2005 his
resarch provides an independent line of support for the planning semantics introduced in
part Il. Summarizinghis discussion of this literature Butterfill writes (2018, p.78, emphasis
added):

émuch coordination of joint action appears
actions from your own. Take motor simulation, taskeoeresentation and motor

representation of collective goals. In each case, coordination involves motor or task
representations of actions, tasks or goal s t
acton.Thi s i s not a matter of representing anoct
a matter of preparing actions and representing tasks that sheewvithym in ways that

would also be appropriate if it were you, not her, who was about to perform them.

This empirical feature of th&haredntentionality of human beingginforces the decision to
model judgments that give expressiorst@redntentionsin terms of plans concerning what
the speaker would do were he or she other members of the community.

Insight drawn from this scientific literature already helping térame our
understanithg of how the capacity f@haredntentionality leverages usom nondiscursive
to discursivecognition Butterfill (2015) argues that a philosophieglpropriatiorof the
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motor representations that undedleredaction can be used to modslaredntentionality

in a way that avoids the requirement for higbeder intentions that Bratmaemploysin his

account osharedntentionality, on which participants insharedaction intend that the

groupds intentions are executed vsharedmeshi ng
intentions interrelate in thisay is explained by motor representations in the central nervous
systenrather than by appeal to intentions concerning intentitftfiese physiological states

may count as wententional without requiring that their bearers frame expliiy

intentional thoughtghen we may be habitually or implicitly or 1+gel-consciously engaged

in sharedaction without our doing so counting as agential or explicsietfrconscious. This

would mark an important transition point betwgeelinguistic and linguistic cognition

insofar as such states are a precondition for the discursive exercibesarintentionality

that are made possible with participation in a linguistic commumitditionally, Rizzolatti

et al. (20@) distinguish lowlevel from high-level motor resonance, where the former

concern fAbr amovened™anrte rcso dvehcedr eand t he | atter ¢
where actions ar e c¢odedgharedntenfidnaity institutdsn t hi nki
normative statuses in a commiynit may be useful ttikewisedistinguish plans conceived

in terms of movements from plans conceived in terms of actions.

Finally, the semantics in part dlsoprovides a novel prediction for further empirical
investigation. For if | am right thathé deontic frame of mind differs from tekared
intentional frame of mindl insofar as the former requires distinguishing the singleded
from the indifferent choice, where this is wu
attitudinally related tencompatiblechoices that are not undertak&rthen this distinction
should appear asfeature of neural activity: the deontic psychological state should involve
some representation of actions not undertaken in a way thattietyrmtentional state of
mind does not.Perhaps this could be tested betwgmarolds and3-yearolds, insofar as
the latter use more normative language when protegittations of rulesn games
(Rakoczy et al. 2008

At the end opart VI gave an incomplete picture of thace of mind in naturdrawn
over the course of this essayhefuller picture is the following: linguistic meaning, and the
discursive cognition exemplified liie grasp of a natural languageat least partially
explained by inferential roteinferential roles areat least parally explained by normative
statuses; normative statuses are at least partially explained by normative attitudes; normative
attitudes are at least partially explained by purposive practices, purposive practices are at
least @rtially explained byharedntentions, andgharedntentions are at least piity
explained by the natural capacities we have as the kind of organism we are.
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