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Suggested readings list missing              

                RULE-FOLLOWING, MEANING, AND NORMATIVITY

At #138 of the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein raises an objection to the view that the meaning of a word is determined by its use—a view which, with qualifications, he has seemed in earlier remarks to endorse.  He says, “But we understand the meaning of a word when we hear or say it; we grasp it in a flash, and what we grasp in this way is surely something different from the ‘use’ which is extended in time!”  Moreover, as he indicates in #139, what we grasp in understanding seems to determine how the word, so understood, is to be applied.  In raising this concern, Wittgenstein seems to be thinking of Frege’s views on sense and his own views at the time of the Tractatus.  These considerations lead him to investigate what it is that might come before our mind when we mean or understood a word.  He notes that, when I understand the word “cube,” what comes before my mind may be, for instance, a mental picture of a “cube.”  However, he argues that a picture or something like a picture can not determine how the associated word is meant to be applied.  Even if the picture has been evoked with the intention that it serve as a sample of a cube, in the absence of a method or procedure for matching shaped objects to the sample, the picture tells one nothing about how the word “cube” is correctly ascribed to potential instances. 

Wittgenstein does allow that a method or procedure or a rule for applying a word (or for continuing a series) can also, in a certain sense, come before a person’s mind at a given moment, but this prompts him to explore what that certain sense might amount to.  In his subsequent remarks (#141-#187), Wittgenstein discusses various aspects of what it is to grasp a general rule, to be guided by a rule, and to follow it successfully. However, the major recurring theme in these and subsequent remarks (#188-#242) is the difficulty of seeing how a rule for applying a word in an unbounded range of cases can be i) something that is somehow present to a speaker’s mind and ii) something that determines in advance how the word in question ought to be applied.  

At the beginning of #201, these difficulties culminate in a notorious philosophical impasse. Wittgenstein says, “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 conflict with it.  And so there would be neither accord nor conflict here.”  In this remark, the word “rule” refers to the expression of a rule--a form of words that is supposed to be governed by a substantive rule for applying it correctly.  The paradox says that, since any action can be interpreted as being either in accord with or in conflict the rule, it makes no sense to suppose of any action that it is in accord or conflict with the rule, i.e., either the expression of the rule or the substantive rule that is meant to determine the instances of accord and conflict, 

In the very next sentence of #201, Wittgenstein says that the paradox is ‘based on a misunderstanding,’ and he hints at a way in which the paradox is to be avoided.  Thus, in understanding ‘the rule following considerations,’ one wants an account of at least the following three matters.  What exactly is the apparent paradox about rule following that Wittgenstein mentions in #201?  How, according to Wittgenstein, is the paradox to be resolved or otherwise defused?  And finally, what is the bearing of the paradox and its proper resolution on questions of what it is to mean something by a word?  These questions and Wittgenstein’s discussion of them have intrigued many important philosophers of language since Philosophical Investigations and Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics were published. Michael Dummett, Saul Kripke, Crispin Wright, and John McDowell, to name only a few, have written extensively and influentially on the topic.  Unfortunately, the secondary literary is vast, complex, and often confusing.  Any brief strategy of summary and explication is bound to be inadequate, ignoring a host of valuable exegetical and philosophical contributions that the literature on the subject contains.  

Nevertheless, here is the strategy that I will follow in this entry.  Kripke’s reading of Wittgenstein in his book, Wittgenstein: On Rules and Private Language (WRPL) is probably the best known commentary on the rule following considerations, and it has influenced a wide range of other commentators on Wittgenstein. In fact, many of these authors partially define their own positions in reaction to disagreements they have with basic aspects of Kripke’s exposition.  The situation is further complicated by the fact that there are deep divisions about how Kripke’s book itself is to be understood. I will start out by delineating an interpretation of Kripke on Wittgenstein, an interpretation that seems to me to stand the best chance of fitting at least the basic concerns and insights expressed in the Investigations.  In doing so, I will sketch a conception of meaning and truth conditions against which Wittgenstein’s remarks are plausibly directed, and I will explain how Kripke’s reconstruction of Wittgenstein can be read as incorporating a broad attack on that conception. It is well-known that Kripke’s account involves the staging of a Skeptical Argument for a Skeptical Conclusion about meaning, and this is an argument that Kripke says Wittgenstein accepts.  The interpretation with which I will open offers what I will call “the (merely) dramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument.” The reader should be warned from the outset, however, that this explication of Kripke is controversial, and later in the entry I will sketch a common alternative approach to understanding Kripke’s Wittgensteinian argument. The Skeptical Conclusion, on this second exegetical approach, is decidedly more radical, and I will dub it “the melodramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument.”

I. THE DRAMATIC READING OF THE SKEPTICAL ARGUMENT
So, we begin with the conception of meaning whose credentials are to be investigated. At least for those basic general terms that speakers have learned either by ostension or by direct inductive training, the following conception is intuitively quite natural. I) If a speaker means something by a general term ‘Φ’, then the speaker has adopted a rule that specifies the standards of correctness for ‘Φ’ as she proposes to use it.  The rule, we may suppose, has for her the form: ‘Φ’ (as I shall use it) is to be ascribed to an object o just in case o satisfies conditions those conditions, where the conditions are given by some property or properties that the speaker has suitably in mind. These conditions are comprised of properties that exist independently of language and are exemplified (when they are), independently of our ability to ratify the relevant facts. II) It is also natural to suppose that speakers come to adopt such ‘semantic’ rules privately or individualistically.  That is, the ‘defining’ conditions for ‘Φ’ must be given by properties that are epistemically available to the speaker, properties that are somehow represented within her experience or as a part of her wider mental life. It is only on the basis of being able to grasp or pick out the conditions in such a privileged way that the speaker is able to form the particular intention mentioned above.  Of course, an individual speaker is likely to expect that other speakers will have adopted the very same semantic rule for their uses of ‘Φ’, and it may be the speaker’s further intention, in using ‘Φ’, that she is to be using it with the same set of standards of correctness that other speakers also employ. However, for any one speaker, the standards for her use of ‘Φ’ will have been set in place by her private adoption of the semantic rule in question. III) The speaker is guided in her application of ‘Φ’ by her internal intuitive apprehension of the standards of correctness that have been settled for the term by her acceptance of the intended rule. She judges in a particular instance that the pertinent test item has features in virtue of which it realizes the conditions that she has in mind for ‘Φ’, and her grasp of those conditions form a part of the reasons for which she judges as she does.  This is the core of the conception under scrutiny, and I) through III) describe an individualistic version of what Kripke calls ‘classical realism,’ classical realism about truth (or satisfaction) conditions in this case.   

Extending the core conception somewhat, two further theses should be added. IV) As the speaker employs the term in question, she will intend, in ascribing ‘Φ’ to an object o, to express the proposition that o satisfies the ‘defining’ conditions C.  V) Moreover, it is also natural to suppose that ‘Φ’, as the speaker uses it, has the meaning that it does in virtue of the fact that she has adopted the semantic rule and the fact that her ensuing application of ‘Φ’ is governed by her sustained commitment to that rule.  That is, the speaker’s commitment to the rule determines what has to be the case in order for ‘Φ’, as the speaker uses it, to apply correctly to an arbitrary item o, and it is because S has this continuing commitment to the rule that ‘Φ’, as she uses it, means what it does. With an eye to returning to #201, we may say that the speaker’s adoption of a particular semantic rule for ‘Φ’ assigns a truth-conditional interpretation to the speaker’s use of ‘Φ’.  It assigns conditions C as the interpretation of ‘Φ’ within her idiolect.  Theses I) through V) give us an individualistic version of classical realism about meaning. V), in particular, expresses a truth conditional theory of meaning conceived in individualistic terms.
Classical realism about meaning is closely akin to an unmodified form of ‘the contractual model of meaning’ that Crispin Wright, in his early writings on rule-following, took as the principal foil of Wittgenstein’s critical remarks on meaning and understanding.  This is the view, in Wright’s words, that “…grasping the meaning of an expression [is] grasping a general pattern of use, conformity to which requires certain determinate uses in so far unconsidered cases.  The pattern is thus thought of as extending of itself to cases which we have yet to confront” (Wright 1981, p.34).  Presumably the ‘general pattern of use’ mentioned in this passage reflects the truth or satisfaction conditions for the expression, as these are construed by the classical realist. Wright agrees, as do many other expositors of Wittgenstein, that ‘the rule following considerations’ represent some sort of fundamental criticism of or challenge to this conception of meaning as individualistic semantic rule following.  Commentators differ about which aspects of the conception (I through V) are under attack, and they differ about the nature of the criticisms that Wittgenstein mounts against it.  Some commentators believe that the target of the attack includes significantly more than the individualistic version of classical realism, but they generally agree at least that this view is rejected--whether it is rejected as false or as philosophically defective in some other crucial way.

At the heart of Kripke’s discussion in WRPL is a characteristic structure of argument directed at classical realism about truth conditions and meaning.  The strategy is embodied in the so-called “Skeptical Argument,” and it can be understood to proceed in the following manner. Consider any speaker S who is supposed to have done something that constituted her having adopted a semantic rule for a term ‘Φ’.  Kripke constructs an argument, based on considerations derived from Wittgenstein, which is meant to show that there is not and could not be any fact of the matter about what semantic rule, if any, S has thereby adopted.  That is, let us begin by supposing that S has adopted a specific semantic rule, a rule that purports to establish conditions C as the standards of correctness for her use of ‘Φ’.    So, C purports to give the satisfaction conditions for S’s use of ‘Φ’, and they are established as such by S’s acceptance of her rule.   However, Kripke’s Wittgenstein argues that it is possible to construct an unlimited range of related but non-equivalent semantic rules, incorporating the potential truth conditions C1, C2, …Cn… respectively, such that there are simply no facts at all about S and her use of ‘Φ’ that determines which, if any, of these possible rules the speaker has actually adopted.   In other words, there is no fact of the matter about whether the (classical realist) truth conditions that S has putatively established for her use of ‘Φ’ are C or C1 or C2, and so on.  If the speaker’s word is “blue,” for example, then the admissible alternatives, depending upon the course of the speaker’s earlier applications, might include ‘blue,’ ‘navy blue’ ‘blue or green’ or ‘blue and three-dimensional,’ Goodman’s ‘bleen,’
 etc.. There will be nothing in the speaker’s history—either in her external behavior or in her overall psychological state—that makes it the case that for her ‘Φ’ is governed by C and not by one or another of the idiosyncratic alternatives. More specifically, the unbounded set of alternative satisfaction conditions can be constructed in such a way, that for any new candidate o for ‘Φ’ ascription, o will satisfy some of the conditions in the constructed set, and it will fail to satisfy some others.  Therefore, since, according to the Skeptical Argument, it is factually indeterminate as to which, if any, of these conditions govern S’s use of ‘Φ’, it will correspondingly be indeterminate, in any new case, whether or not ‘Φ’, as S uses it, is true or false of an arbitrary item o. 

Kripke’s skeptic does not doubt that the speaker takes herself to have a definite semantic intention that ‘Φ’ is to be ascribed to something just in case it satisfies the conditions that she is mind.  But, which are the conditions that she, in so intending, ‘has in mind?’  What are the facts about S that determine that her semantic intention is directed at conditions C (as we are supposing) instead of C1 or C2, etc?  Or, perhaps her intention is directed at no determinate conditions at all.  In the Skeptical Argument, Kripke’s Wittgenstein maintains that there simply is no defensible answer to this meta-semantic question. The various types of fact about S that might seem to establish which properties she has in mind and at which her semantic intention for ‘Φ’ is directed do not succeed in accomplishing that task.  Some initially promising answers turn out to yield intuitively wrong results.  They pick out a set of conditions which plainly are not the intuitive satisfaction conditions of ‘Φ’.  Other proposals fail to discriminate between the ‘right’ satisfaction conditions and a number of surprising alternative conditions that intuitively are ‘wrong’.  And other proposals fail in other crucial ways.  If all of the prima facie viable proposals have been investigated and rejected, then the global skeptical conclusion has been sustained: for any speaker S and general term ‘Φ’, there are no facts that determine which semantic rule, if any, governs S’s use of ‘Φ’.  This is the (merely) dramatic version of the Skeptical Argument.

 Kripke works through this argument using an example in which a speaker is supposed to have meant addition by the term “+”.  We begin by making the assumption that the speaker has learned to perform addition in some notation, e.g., has mastered a computational procedure for adding any pair of numbers in Arabic notation.  The speaker, taking herself to have learned the relevant procedure, intends to fix the satisfaction conditions for statements of the form ‘l + m = n’ in terms of the procedure in question.  It is her intention that a particular instance of this statement form is true just in case the application of this procedure to ‘l’ and ‘m’ yields ‘n’ as its result.  But, what are the facts about the speaker in virtue of which it is a computational procedure for addition that she has mastered and in terms of which she means to establish the satisfaction conditions for her use of “+”?.  What are the facts about her that rule out the apparent possibility that she has mastered some oddball algorithm that agrees with the results of an algorithm for addition throughout a certain initial range of cases but diverges beyond that range and that this is the algorithm upon which her semantic rule for “+” is based.

The first proposal that Kripke considers is the idea that the speaker mentally accepts some sentence or some other symbolic representation that formulates the algorithm she purportedly has learned.  There is surely a difference between mastering an algorithm (a computational procedure) and knowing how to provide a statement of it.  On the present proposal, the speaker frames for herself a set of ‘instructions’ that specify the computational procedure that she is supposed to carry out from case to case.  However, such a proposal only sets in motion the regress of interpretations emphasized repeatedly by Wittgenstein.  The relevant instructions will themselves imbed certain crucial general terms whose standards of correctness in S’s idiolect have to have been settled in order for those instructions to describe a determinate algorithm.  So, now let ‘Φ*’ be such a term imbedded in the instructions that S has offered to herself.  We can ask again, “What are the facts about S and her use of ‘Φ*’ that establish satisfaction conditions for this term?”  After all, the original question was meant to be a general question about any term whatsoever, and this proposal has merely shifted the focus from one targeted term ‘Φ’ to a related term ‘Φ*’ contained in the would-be explication. Surely, it can’t be that the answer for ‘Φ*’ is itself to be given in terms of still another set of instructions that the speaker gives for its employment. Otherwise, the obvious endless regress will ensue. 

In an especially influential part of his discussion, Kripke goes on to examine the idea that it is facts about the way in which S is disposed to calculate when confronted with a problem of the form ‘l + m = what?’ that determines the arithmetic procedure upon which the intended satisfaction conditions for “+” are based.  In its crudest form, the dispositionalist account proposes that the procedure in question can simply be ‘read off’ from the series of calculations that S would actually produce if she were posed, per impossible, an exhaustive series of basic ‘addition’ problems.  But, the crude account fails immediately for at least two different reasons.  First, the speaker’s computational dispositions are themselves finite.  For certain enormously long ‘addition’ problems, the speaker may have no dispositions to execute the needed calculations whatever.  She might fall into paralyzing confusion, quit, or die before she had proceeded very far at all.  So in these cases there simply are no values that the speaker is disposed to produce in the course of her computational activity. Second, the speaker may, in fact, be disposed to make recurrent errors.  Intuitively, the procedure she has actually mastered dictates for any given problem how the required calculation would be carried out correctly.  The procedure or the rules that are embodied in that procedure are ‘normative’ in this sense. But the speaker may well be disposed to execute some of these calculations incorrectly.  If we were to read off the procedure she intended to be following directly from her flawed attempts to carry it out, then the speaker could never make a computational mistake. Anything she was disposed to do would, by definition, constitute an instance of the procedure she was trying to execute. The procedure she was performing would turn out to be, not a procedure for adding, but a procedure that corresponded to whatever aberrant arithmetic mapping tracked her actual calculations--the correct calculations and the incorrect ones alike.  

Kripke spends a fair amount of space examining refined versions of the dispositionalist account, versions in which the intended calculation procedure is to be read off some idealization of the speaker’s actual computational dispositions.  His conclusion is that these refinements will either fail for reasons similar to the problems that defeat the original crude version or the idealized specifications of the speaker’s disposition will become circular by stipulating, in effect, that the computational dispositions are to be the ones that the speaker would have if the algorithm she intended to be following, in using “+”, were an algorithm for addition (and not some other arithmetic operation).     

A third proposal that Kripke scrutinizes holds that the content of the speaker’s semantic intention is fixed by the qualitative character of some experience the speaker undergoes in association with having the relevant intention.  But, this proposal is defeated by the same considerations that are exemplified in Wittgenstein’s example of a speaker who entertains a picture of a cube when the meaning of the word “cube” has come before his mind.  At best, the putative experiences could provide samples or illustrations of how a computation for “+” should go, and in the absence of a general specification of how the samples and illustrations are themselves to be interpreted and deployed, they do nothing on their own to determine for S how “+” is to be applied from instance to instance. This is still another case in which Wittgenstein’s regress of interpretations objection comes into play.

 In a similar vein, Kripke discusses other possible responses to the skeptic and develops considerations, suggested by themes in Wittgenstein that are meant to show that none of these proposals can succeed either.  Thus, the pattern of case-by-case argument is the one that was sketched out earlier. If all of the possible answers have been considered and defeated, then there is no fact of the matter as to whether it is S’s mastery of addition or her mastery of some related but non-standard arithmetic operation that fix for her the satisfaction conditions of her use of “+”.  As Kripke himself emphasizes, the overall argument he presents is an indeterminacy argument.  There are no facts about the speaker S that determine what the satisfaction conditions for her use of ‘Φ’ might be.  If the conclusion of the argument is right, then, within the framework of  classical realism about meaning, it follows from III) that there will be no factually determinate content to the rule or general semantic intention that is supposed to be providing psychological ‘guidance’ to S in her various ascriptions of ‘Φ’.  By IV), there will also be no fact of the matter about whether the speaker’s ascriptions of ‘Φ’ to an arbitrary item o are true or not. Finally, by V), there will be no fact of the matter about what S means by ‘Φ’.  It will be utterly indeterminate what meaning ‘Φ’ expresses within S’s idiolect.  Several skeptical related conclusions will have been established, and the individualist version of classical realism about meaning—meaning as private rule following--will be in shambles.  

This framework yields a Kripkean reading of the paradox that Wittgenstein mentions in #201.  It is clear in context that Wittgenstein’s initial use of “rule” in #201 refers to the expression of a rule, e.g., to the verbal order, “Add 2.” Then, because it has come to seem as though there is no fact of the matter about which possible semantic rule—which truth conditions—assigns a determinate ‘interpretation’ to the expression, there can be no fact of the matter about which items are in accord or conflict with the predicate, ‘the result of adding 2 to x yields y.’  

Wittgenstein goes on to say,


“It can be seen that there is a misunderstanding here from the mere fact that in the course of our argument we give one interpretation after another; as if each one contented us at least for a moment, until we thought of yet another standing behind it. What this shews is that there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation, but which is exhibited in what we call ‘obeying the rule’ and ‘going against it’ in actual cases” [PI #201]. As noted before, the dramatic reading suggests that an ‘interpretation’ here can be construed as a classical realist semantic rule which is intended to govern the form of words in question.  We can think of one possible alternative interpretation after another, any one of which might ‘content us for a moment,’ but it is utterly indeterminate as to which of these various incompatible interpretations actually serves to define accord and conflict for the pertinent expression.  This should show us that meaning something by an expression is not, in general, a matter of privately assigning it a semantic rule, and understanding the meaning of the expression, as used by another, is not, in general, a matter of knowing which semantic rule the other speaker has adopted for it.  At least in a range of basic cases, meaning or understanding the expression of a rule must be something that is exhibited in the behavior that we count as obeying or going against that ‘rule.’  Naturally, this elucidation of what Wittgenstein means here by “interpreting an (expression of) a rule” is contentious, but it yields an apparently coherent account of what he says in #201.


The argument just outlined, being directed at an individualistic version of classical realism about meaning, seems to me to correspond rather well with the philosophical themes and commentary that Wittgenstein elaborates in the setting of the rule-following remarks. Moreover, according to Kripke, a version of the Private Language Argument will fall out as a more or less direct consequence of this Skeptical Conclusion.  A private language is a language that contains terms that apply to objects which only the given individual can experience and whose truth conditions and meaning only that individual can establish, presumably by private ostensive definition.  But, this means that the truth conditions and the meaning of such a term, as used by the speaker, is established by the speaker’s individualistic adoption of a semantic rule directed at the properties of the objects that are accessible to him alone.  However, the possibility of the successful adoption of such a rule has already been foreclosed by the prior argument to show that individualistic versions of classical realist truth conditions and meaning are incoherent.  If sensations are private objects and the basic terms that are ascribed to them have their meaning fixed by private ostensive definition, then terms for sensations in an idiolect acquire their meaning in accordance with classical realism individualistically construed.  But, if individualistic classical realism has already been refuted, then the idea of a private language is an illusion.  Or, in any case, this is Kripke’s intriguing suggestion.


As noted above, Crispin Wright agrees that Wittgenstein’s remarks are directed at an individualistic version of classical realism, but the argument that Wright derives from Wittgenstein is apparently quite different.  Bob Hale has provided a succinct re-formulation of Wright’s argument:

The difficulty here is to see how it can be justified to describe the situation [of the  speaker S] in terms of recognizing what her supposed pattern [standard of correctness] requires her to say, in any particular case, as opposed to her merely being disposed to apply [Φ] (or not, as may be).  The former description is justified only if there is a distinction to be drawn between S’s going on as the pattern demands on the one hand, and on the other her merely seeming to do so.  But S cannot make this distinction for herself, since it is bound to seem to her that her sincere and considered application of [Φ] conforms to the requirements of the pattern: and by hypothesis, the distinction is not to be made out on the basis of others’ assessment of her performance. (Hale 1997, p. 382) 

However, the extent of the difference between this argument and the one that Kripke develops depends partly upon how a certain ambiguity in such a formulation is resolved.  When it is claimed that ‘S cannot make this distinction for herself,’ this could mean either that S herself cannot epistemically discriminate between, on the one hand, the cases in which she is actually using ‘Φ’, as she intends, in accordance with her previously adopted standard of correctness and, on the other, the cases in which it merely seems to her that her present use is being governed by those standards.  On this interpretation of Wright’s argument, there is a genuine distinction of fact as to whether or not, in a given use of ‘Φ’, the speaker is following her pre-established standard of correctness.  The difficulty is supposed to be that the speaker is utterly unable to know, from instance to instance, which of the two possibilities has been realized.  It is therefore impossible that she is genuinely guided by any determinate standard of correctness at all. Her grasp of the standards cannot be among the reasons for her judgments involving ‘Φ’. On an alternative reading, it is the very idea that there is a genuine distinction here that is taken to be mistaken. There is no fact of the matter as to whether any of the speaker’s particular applications of ‘Φ’ are governed by one possible semantic rule rather than another out of an indefinitely large range of incompatible but admissible alternatives.  In other words, there is no fact of the matter as to which standard of correctness S has pre-established for her subsequent employment of the term.  If Wright has the second interpretation in mind, then his original argument may need to be supplemented with some of the considerations that are brought forward in the course of Kripke’s Skeptical Argument.  From this perspective, Wright’s Wittgenstein and Kripke’s hold kindred positions both about the critical target of the rule following considerations and about the basic argumentative line of attack that Wittgenstein develops.


It is true that Wright tends to frame his conception of the issue as an epistemological one: how does S know what the rule requires of her in any particular case?  And, he opposes this epistemological question to the more purely constitutive question that he takes Kripke to be posing on Wittgenstein’s behalf.  However, Wright supposes that Kripke is putting forward what I call below ‘a melodramatic version’ of the Skeptical Argument and not the merely dramatic version presently before us.  What is more, he agrees that Wittgenstein rejects the idea that the epistemological question is to be answered along the following lines.  At each stage of possible application, there is an ‘autonomous’ requirement that the rule supplies for the case in question, and S has the capacity to muster an intuitive grasp of what that specific autonomous requirement amounts to.  Certainly, this line of thought has important affinities to the rejection of classical realism about truth and meaning that Kripke discerns in Wittgenstein.        

However, the discussion so far has focused only on individualistic versions of classical realism, and, in the contemporary philosophical setting, it is natural to wonder whether social or community-based versions of classical realism might be invulnerable to the skeptic’s arguments.  If it is only the individualism that is the source of the skeptical problems, then the interest of Kripke’s Wittgensteinian argument will be substantially mitigated. That is, the following conjunction of views may well seem to be potentially viable.  First, consider a term ‘Φ’, as it is used in the linguistic practices of an interacting community of speakers.  Isn’t there a determinate fact about the satisfaction conditions and the meaning of ‘Φ’, when it figures as an element in the community’s shared language?  Wasn’t it precisely the individualism that is presupposed in the original skeptical argument that created the basis for the skeptical challenge just outlined?  Won’t we find that there are facts about the community and its co-operative practices that establish what ‘Φ’ means in the shared language—what classical realist satisfaction conditions it has?  Let us suppose, for a moment, that this is so.  Then, second, we might  propose that ‘Φ’, as used by an individual member of the community, means what the community means by ‘Φ’  if the linguistic behavior of that individual and his dispositions to relevant linguistic behavior stand in the right kind of alignment with the meaning-constituting practices of the community as a whole. In other words, ‘Φ’, as the competent individual speaker uses it, inherits its satisfaction conditions from the satisfaction conditions that have been established by communal practice.  

However, Kripke indicates that he believes that Wittgenstein rejects such a social version of classical realism as well.  In particular, he states that it is likely that objections can be developed to the first strand of the social version that will be analogues to several of the objections to the individualistic version of classical realism about truth conditions. (See WRPL p. 111).  More specifically, Kripke seems to think that the truth condition determining facts will have to arise from facts about the community’s collective dispositions in using ‘Φ’, and he holds that such appeals to the collective dispositions of the community will face analogues of the problems that defeated similar appeals to the dispositions of the individual. Of course, Kripke allows that Wittgenstein’s account of  meaning does insist on recognizing the social dimension of linguistic use, but the social aspect so recognized will not provide for classical realist satisfaction conditions for terms in the community’s language.  Hence, the meanings of terms in a given language will not derive from classical realist truth or satisfaction conditions either. Whether Kripke is right about Wittgenstein’s outlook on this point or not, his discussion does not explore the exegetical or substantive issues that are raised by the topic at any length. This is an area in which further clarification and elaboration are needed.  Nevertheless, it is plain that the Skeptical Conclusion in WRPL embraces skepticism about any version of classical realism, individualistic or social.  

Here again Crispin Wright is in agreement with Kripke.  His version of Wittgenstein also rejects community based versions of classical realism, although his arguments are different from Kripke’s and are elaborated in much greater detail. Throughout the various versions he has set out (1980, 1981), he attempts to extend and modify his original argument against individualistic classical realism.  These arguments against the social version turn on the idea that there is for the linguistic community as a whole no genuine distinction to be drawn, on the one hand, between overall agreement in ascribing a term which arises out of a genuine conformity to community standards of correctness and, on the other, a mere de facto consensus which only seems to so arise, an agreement based on nothing more than a fortunate similarity in linguistic dispositions 

II.  THE SKEPTICAL SOLUTION
  

Of course, if someone accepted the Skeptical Argument just outlined and also accepted the classical realist truth conditional theory of meaning, then it would follow that there is no fact of the matter about what meaning a term expresses, either for the individual speaker or in the language of a particular speech community.  Now, in fact, some of Kripke’s formulations of the Skeptical Conclusion seem to affirm some such non-factualist thesis about meaning.  For example, Kripke characteristically states that the Skeptical Argument establishes that there is no fact about the speaker that constitutes his meaning such and such by ‘Φ’. For instance, he says, “… I choose to be so bold as to say: Wittgenstein holds, with the skeptic, that there is no fact as to whether [by “+”] I mean plus or [some related arithmetic operation]”(WRPL, pp. 70-71).  But, the dramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument purports to show, in the first instance, only that there can be no fact as to what classical realist satisfaction conditions a given term might have. Even if this notable result is right, non-factualism about meaning will not follow unless the classical realist truth conditional theory of meaning is presupposed.  That is, one might maintain that the meanings of terms in a speaker’s idiolect or a community’s language simply are not based upon classical realist satisfaction conditions at all, and that classical realism about meaning ought to be rejected and replaced with some alternative account. And yet, this is also an idea that Kripke thinks that Wittgenstein favors:  Kripke’s exposition of Wittgenstein’s response to the Skeptical Conclusion proceeds by  this very strategy.  The Skeptical Conclusion is said to be embraced by Wittgenstein, but a Skeptical Solution is offered to contain its destructive impact on the concept of ‘meaning’.  A critical part of the ‘solution’ is to adumbrate a quite different notion of what it is for a term (or sentence) to have meaning within a linguistic community. Kripke explains the matter in this way:

Nevertheless as Dummett says, “the Investigations contains implicitly a rejection of the classical (realist) Frege-Tractatus view that the general form of explanation of meaning is a statement of the truth conditions.”  In the place of this view, Wittgenstein proposes an alternative rough general picture…  Wittgenstein replaces the question, “What must be the case that for the sentence to be true?” by two others: first, “Under what conditions may this form of words be appropriately asserted (or denied)?”; second, given an answer to the first question, “What is the role, and the utility, in our lives of our practice of asserting (or denying) the form of words under these conditions?” (WRPL, p. 73). 

So the idea that meaning is based on classical realist truth or satisfaction conditions is 

repudiated and replaced.  Indeed, it is the errors of classical realism that embody for Kripke’s Wittgenstein the ‘misunderstanding’ that is supposed to resolve the paradox referred to at the outset of #201.  But, to repeat, it is hard to see how a Skeptical Conclusion about the factual indeterminacy of meaning (non-factualism about meaning) can be thought to follow from the Skeptical Argument and how it can be a conclusion that Kripke supposes that Wittgenstein accepts. Within Kripke’s reconstruction, it is important to distinguish the Skeptical Conclusion, which is endorsed by Wittgenstein, from something he calls ‘the skeptical paradox,’ which is not.  The skeptical paradox is the ‘insane and intolerable’ conclusion which the Skeptical Solution is meant to block.  According to the dramatic reading at least, the paradox states that there is no fact at all about what anyone means by any term, and the Skeptical Conclusion says only that there is no fact about the speaker or about the linguistic community which establishes one potential satisfaction condition for ‘Φ’ rather that another as (the basis of) its meaning. But, Kripke’s varying formulations do not always make it easy to keep the content of these distinct theses straight.  This reading of the Skeptical Conclusion does not entail the skeptical paradox, and hence, it doesn’t entail non-factualism about meaning.  Whether such a Skeptical Conclusion deserves to be regarded as a kind of skepticism at all is, naturally, a further question.      

The Skeptical Solution offers an account of what it is for terms to have meaning in a language which does not explain their meaningfulness in terms of truth or satisfaction conditions at all.  Rather, a term means what it does in virtue of its uses in the language games in which it figures within the speech community.  This is essentially the view that engendered the rule following worries in the first place.   According to Kripke’s skeptical solution, the view that ‘meaning is use’ claims that a term ‘Φ’ has the meaning that it does in L in virtue of the assertabilty and deniability conditions for ‘Φ’ ascriptions that systematically prevail among the competent ‘Φ’ users in L.    Or rather, the meaningfulness of ‘Φ’ depends jointly upon the practices of justified ‘Φ’ assertion in L and the larger language game role that ‘Φ’ assertions, so regulated, have for members of the speech community in question.  In this way, the Skeptical Solution makes no explanatory appeal to truth conditions in its account of meaning.  Let us say that a theory of meaning that rejects classical realist accounts of truth conditions and explains the meaningfulness of an expression in terms of assertability conditions is ‘anti-realist.’  So, the Skeptical Solution is paradigmatically anti-realist in this specific sense. Still, anti-realist accounts do not deny that ‘Φ’ ascriptions ‘have truth or satisfaction conditions,’ at least in some deflationary sense of the phrase.  If ‘Φ’ is meaningful in L, then a sentence in L that says that

‘Φ’ is true of o in L if and only if o is Φ

expresses a truth, and it will be accepted as a commitment concerning ‘Φ’ ascriptions by masters of ‘Φ’ within the speech community for L.  Such a sentence can be said to give the ‘satisfaction conditions’ for ‘Φ’ in L, but the conditions in question are minimalist in nature, and they inherit whatever normative consequences they have from the prior imperatives of the assertability and deniability conditions that govern ‘Φ’ within the  community.  In other words, satisfaction conditions of this ilk are explained in terms of a more fundamental concept of meaningfulness (in use) and not, as in classical realism about meaning, the other way around.             

However, these considerations only underscore the dilemma about how the Skeptical Conclusion ought to be construed.   Again, the consensus view is that it is a thesis embracing the non-factualist status of meaning, and Kripke’s text repeatedly, but not consistently, seems to support such an interpretation.  Nevertheless, if the skeptical paradox is blocked by the Skeptical Solution, as described above, then it is puzzling how meaning ascriptions could fail to state or report facts in some sense.  Indeed, it would seem that correct meaning ascriptions about individual speakers should describe facts about their apparent mastery of the community’s assertability conditions for the term and their linguistic responsiveness to its role and utility in the relevant language games. Of course, it is not to be expected that necessary and sufficient conditions for meaning ascriptions concerning ‘Φ’ are to be given in terms of the assertability conditions and linguistic role of ‘Φ’, but, if the Skeptical Solution makes sense at all, then these features of the term’s use should surely figure as the subject matter of correct meaning ascriptions. And, given that they have such a subject matter, these acriptions should surely enjoy some sort of factual standing.  Thus, although Kripke’s Wittgenstein is widely reputed to be some kind of non-factualist about meaning, this is not an obvious upshot of the version of the merely dramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument. How this discrepancy in the text of WRPL is to be explained remains an open question.   

III.  THE MELODRAMATIC READING OF THE SKEPTICAL ARGUMENT
Since most commentators on Kripke have taken the Skeptical Argument to aim directly at a non-factualist Skeptical Conclusion, they have naturally supposed that the argument proceeds according to a significantly different strategy from the one heretofore portrayed.  This is the interpretation of Kripke’s reconstruction of Wittgenstein that I propose to call “the melodramatic reading.” The content of the Skeptical Conclusion on this reading (non-factualism about meaning) is the same as the skeptical paradox in the dramatic reading. Here, for example, is Crispin Wright’s summary characterization of his version of Kripke’s Skeptical Argument:

Roughly, the conclusion that there are no facts of a disputed species [i.e., about meaning] is to follow from an argument to the effect that, even if we imagine our abilities idealized to the point where, if there were any such facts to be known, we would certainly be in possession of them, we still would not be in a position to justify any particular claim about their character.  So we first, as it were plot the area in which the facts in question would have to be found if they existed and then imagine a suitable idealization, with respect to that area, of our knowledge acquiring powers; if it then transpires that any particular claim about those facts [about meaning] still proves resistant to all justification, there is no alternative to concluding that the ‘facts’ never existed in the first place. (Wright 2001, pp. 94-95) 

There are two key components to this approach.  First, there is a delineation of a totality of genuine facts in terms of which the factual status of correct meaning ascriptions is potentially to be justified.  Second, there is an account of how such ‘justifications’ may be legitimately carried out.  Naturally, there are a number of possible views about how the totality of basic genuine facts might be characterized, but several authors believe that this totality consists of all facts that are describable in non-semantic and non-intentional terms.  These philosophers argue, as we will see below, that both semantic and intentional ‘facts’ can not, for present purposes at least, be treated as primitive and, hence, that their factual status requires a suitable justification.   Given a delineation of the factual base, correct ascriptions of meaning, e.g. ‘Φ, as S uses it, means so and so’ can be understood to describe or express facts only if it is possible to demonstrate that the facts that they purportedly describe are reducible to or supervene upon suitable segments of the naturalistic base.  Thus, when the skeptic challenges us to ‘justify’ the factual status of meaning ascriptions, we are being challenged to demonstrate how the facts that true meaning ascriptions purportedly describe are reducible to or supervene upon a suitable selection from the admissible range of basic facts. The main line of the non-factualist Skeptical Argument then proceeds by surveying the potentially relevant factual domains within the base and arguing, for each case, that the purported facts of meaning can not plausibly be shown to reduce to or supervene upon facts drawn from that domain.  This version of the Skeptical Argument is, as before, a case-by-case argument, and the types of fact that are considered under the individual cases are roughly the ones that I outlined in presenting the dramatic version.  And also as before, the range of cases considered is supposed to exhaust the plausible justifying possibilities. 

The central line of reasoning in this version of the Skeptical Argument cannot get started if meaning facts are deemed to be primitive, i.e., genuinely factual but not determined by any more basic level of fact.  However, this alternative is rejected by Kripke as ‘desperate’ and ‘completely mysterious’ (WRPL p.51).  What he means by this reaction is that, if meaning facts are, in this sense, primitive—if we respond to the Skeptic in this way--,  then we have explicitly precluded ourselves from being able to give any sort of philosophical explanation of some of meaning’s crucial features, e.g., that speakers normally know directly and with a high degree of certainty what they mean by the terms in their language, and that the meaning of a term carries with it an unbounded range of normative consequences for the speaker’s prospective linguistic behavior. If we say that meaning facts are simply primitive and sui generis, then we return to the problem that motivated the rule following considerations in the first place.  We apparently have no way of explaining how facts about what a speaker means by a term can be grasped by the speaker immediately and in a moment and how they determine how the term is to be applied over an indefinite range of possible candidates. So meaning facts, if they exist, should be shown to have some type of naturalistic grounding, a grounding that might make it possible to explain their principal epistemological and normative properties. On the other hand, as the argument moves from one case to another, it is argued that meaning facts cannot be derived from the basis delineated for that case. Wright (1984), McDowell (1984, 1992), and Soames (1998b), among many others, take this or a variant of it to be the underlying strategy of the Kripke’s Skeptical Argument.
  

Warren Goldfarb (1989), who accepts this as the proper reading of Kripke’s Skeptical Argument, argues forcefully that it is implausible that Wittgenstein in his later writings accepted any such tendentious conception of ‘the totality of genuine facts.’ That conception derives from a contemporary form of naturalism with which Wittgenstein would have been unlikely to have had much sympathy. Correlatively, Goldfarb finds it implausible that Wittgenstein had the project of certifying the factuality of meaning by the ‘justifying’ tactics here envisaged. However, the issues are delicate and complicated.  Paul Boghossian (1989) and Scott Soames (1998a, 1998b) think that the scope of this version of the skeptical challenge is considerably broader than a question about the factual status of linguistic meaning.   Focusing for the moment on sentences in an idiolect or a communal language, the skeptic does want to know, in the first instance, what are the facts that constitute its being the case that a given sentence P expresses one proposition rather than another from an open range of admissible alternatives.  But, in the same way and on the same grounds, the skeptic can and does ask, concerning a given state of believing, desiring, intending, and so on, “What are the facts in virtue of which it is true of a specific concrete psychological state that it expresses one certain propositional content rather than any one of a range of counterintuitive alternatives?”   For Boghossian, Soames, and others, this skeptical challenge is a natural and unavoidable generalization of the more limited challenge that is directed at linguistic meaning.  If this generalized form of the challenge is granted to be plausible, then it is plausible as well that any suitably general answer to the challenge will have to be restricted to justifications of factuality that appeal only to facts than can be described in purely non-intentional terms.

In pursuing the issues raised by this proposal, it is important to keep different questions in focus.  On the one hand, one can wonder whether the more encompassing challenge, taken on its own terms, is intelligible and legitimate.  Much contemporary philosophy of mind will allow that it is, as the proliferation of theories of mental content amply attests.  The case-by-case considerations that figure in the non-factualist version of the Skeptical Argument, where they are sound, raise legitimate problems for various theories of linguistic and mental content. On the other hand, since exegesis of Wittgenstein is in play, one can also wonder whether this is a challenge that Wittgenstein himself would have countenanced, and that idea is extremely dubious.  The proposed generalization of the challenge rests on the idea that, e.g., a person believes that P at t just in case there is an inner state s of the person, realized at t, that is an instance of believing (rather than wanting or intending) and which has the proposition that P as its content. The skeptical challenge is extended to s and its putative content ‘that P.’ This is an idea that seems deeply at odds with much of what the later Wittgenstein says and suggests about the propositional attitudes, and it seems an improbable foundation for his explicitly expressed concerns about meaning and following a rule.  Finally, one can ask whether Kripke believes that Wittgenstein adopted such a perspective. The textual evidence in WRPL for a positive answer to this question is equivocal at best.    

Given the conclusion of the non-factualist reading of the Skeptical Argument (even on its narrower reading), there are no facts that true meaning ascriptions can describe.  But, Kripke’s Wittgenstein does not hold that meaning ascriptions are themselves meaningless, and he grants, in addition, that there must be some substance to the practice of treating many of them as ‘correct.’ In particular, he certainly doesn’t endorse the utterly self-defeating thesis that no one ever means anything by an expression. The chief role of the Skeptical Solution is now to explain, in the face of non-factualism, how these theses can be maintained.  The proponent of the non-factualist version of the Solution denies that meaning ascriptions even purport to describe facts and claims instead that they have some other type of standard linguistic function.   It is highlighted in the Skeptical Solution that there are a range of circumstances in which members of the community will be taken to be justified in asserting and denying meaning ascriptions, despite the non-descriptive function they are supposed to serve.  Thus, meaning ascriptions, like other expressions in the language, will have characteristic assertability conditions, and they will have a characteristic role or utility in the relevant language games of linguistic instruction, encouragement, and correction.  So, in the terms of the Skeptical Solution, ascriptions of meaning will have a distinctive kind of meaning, and it is allowed that there is a distinction between those that are defeasibly warranted in the speech community and those that are not.

Nevertheless, many writers have charged that non-factualism about meaning is incoherent or otherwise self-defeating.  For example, since the truth value of an arbitrary sentence is jointly determined by the facts about what it means and the facts about its subject, Crispin Wright points out that non-factualism about meaning threatens to give rise to a global non-factualism about the truth or falsity of any statement whatsoever.  We will not pursue that question here.  However, Scott Soames (1998a) has raised a different objection to the basic strategy of the non-factualist version of the Skeptical Argument. Suppose that we grant the success of each part of the case-by-case argument.  That is, we grant that it is impossible to demonstrate the truth of intuitively correct meaning ascriptions from the totality of basic non-intentional facts considered for that case.  In other words, we cannot derive the relevant statements about meaning from the designated configuration of non-intentional facts even working within the background of a set of true a priori principles concerning mind and language.  Should such a conclusion convince us that facts about meaning do not supervene upon the non-semantic, non-intentional base?   After all, we presumably start out with the strong conviction that a) meaning ascriptions are somehow factual, and we may very well believe that b) every domain of genuine fact must supervene upon a naturalistic base.  

At the same time, we are likely to be much less confident that, in any given case, we can identify a minimal but adequate naturalistic base with significant accuracy, and, even more importantly, we may be deeply unsure that we are in a position to construct a derivation that demonstrates that the wanted supervenience obtains.  It is an open possibility that the semantic does supervene upon the non-intentional even though we are in no position to demonstrate, from one case to another, how this might be so. Therefore, our inability to answer the Skeptic in his own terms may quite reasonably fail to trump our intuitive conviction in a) and b) above.  In the same way, we might conclude that we are unable to demonstrate from facts about our immediate sensory impressions that there is a mind-independent world to which we have perceptual access and about which most of our ordinary sensory impressions are veridical.  The philosophical failure to construct the desired derivation is hardly likely to shake our conviction in an external world about which our senses provide us with generally reliable information.  Hence, even on the most favorable scenario, the skeptical challenge about facts of meaning may fail to convince in a manner that is characteristic of similar projects of overly ambitious philosophical skepticism. 

IV.  THE OBJECTIVITY OF JUDGEMENT AND THE NORMATIVITY OF MEANING
John McDowell (1984, 1992) has given special emphasis to an issue that has  remained implicit in the discussion so far.  Any account of meaning, mental content, truth conditions, and the explanatory connection between them must be adequate to validate our intuitive conception of the objectivity of judgment.  In a famous passage, he explains that notion in the following way:

The idea at risk is the idea of things being thus and such anyway, whether or not we choose to investigate the matter in question, and whatever the outcome of any such investigation.  That idea requires the conception of how things could correctly be said to be anyway—whatever, if anything, we could in fact go on to say about the matter; and this notion of correctness can only be the notion of how a pattern of application that we grasp, when we come to understand the concept in question, extends, independently of the actual outcome of any investigation, to the relevant case. (McDowell, p. 46)

So, this is a constraint on the ‘objectivity of judgment’ that any satisfactory theory must satisfy.  However, he argues, all of the approaches presented so far fail to fulfill this objectivity constraint in a plausible manner.  Take, for example, classical realism about truth and satisfaction conditions.  This is a prime instance of one sort of approach (McDowell dubs it “Scylla”) that McDowell unequivocally repudiates.  Classical realism is designed to ensure that the constraint on the objectivity of judgment is satisfied, but it does so by grounding objectivity on an inflated and ultimately incoherent explanatory basis.   In its individualistic version, the user of a term ‘Φ’ is supposed to pick out a pertinent property about which the speaker forms a suitable semantic intention.  How does this epistemic operation proceed?  For a certain type of Platonist, the speaker has immediate intuitive access to the world of properties (qua universals) and has the capacity to focus directly on and to form an intention about one property to the exclusion of the others.  Having supposedly formed the requisite intention, the speaker is thereafter guided, again in a direct and immediate way, by the particular consequences that it engenders. McDowell regards this approach as hopelessly mythological.  For him, it is simply a version of the theoretical picture of rule following that Wittgenstein ridicules as “the operation of a super-rigid yet ethereal machine.” (See the remarks on machines at PI  #193-194).
The alternative here is to allow that our grasp of properties is mediated by our experiences and by the operation of appropriate mental activities. The often postulated activity of abstracting a specific property out of some range of perceptual experiences is a familiar, albeit schematic, instance of a mediated approach.  However, the activity of abstraction (or whatever psychological process is proposed to do its work) can deliver a mediating mental product which represents one property rather than another only if the activity and its product have been subjected by the speaker to a specific and fitting interpretation.  And now, if we ask what is it that determines which, if any, interpretation of the abstraction process the speaker has had in mind, then we are launched on the familiar infinite regress of interpretations that Wittgenstein regularly invokes. (In this connection, see Wittgenstein on ostensive definition, especially PI #33-36, and on the possibility of a ‘private language, especially PI #256-266.)   So, McDowell agrees with Kripke and Wright that classical realism, at least in its individualistic version, can’t get off the ground.  Moreover, although McDowell does goes on to stress the crucial contribution of social practice to meaning, it is plain that he does not intend to be defending a social or community wide version of classical realism about meaning or truth conditions.

At this stage of his argument, McDowell may be in greater agreement with Kripke than he supposes.  McDowell believes that WRPL is to be read as representing the melodramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument and so has Wittgenstein embracing a radical non-factualism about meaning ascriptions.  But, of course, if Kripke had in mind only the merely dramatic reading of the Skeptical Argument, then he and McDowell both read Wittgenstein as opposing classical realism of meaning and truth conditions, and both philosophers have the ambition of repudiating classical realism without collapsing into a paradoxical non-factualism.  Thus, McDowell states, “When we say “’Diamonds are hard’ is true if and only if diamonds are hard”, we are just as much involved on the right hand side as the reflections on rule- following tell us we are.  There is a standing temptation to miss this obvious truth, and to suppose that the right-hand side somehow presents us with a possible fact [my italics], pictured as an unconceptualized configuration of things in themselves.   But we can find the connection between meaning and truth illuminating without succumbing to this temptation.” (McDowell, p. 74)  The temptation here is to imagine that the constraints imposed by our concepts have the sort of ‘Platonistic autonomy’ that classical realism about truth and meaning characteristically affirms.

Of course, Kripke maintains that the rejection of classical realism requires the reconstructive surgery of a Skeptical Solution, while McDowell thinks that no such philosophical reconstruction is called for here at all.  McDowell criticizes Kripke for failing to grasp the crucial role in Wittgenstein’s dialectic of his rejection of what McDowell calls ‘the master thesis’—the thesis that meaning and understanding is always a matter of ‘interpretation.’  And yet, as the earlier presentation of the merely dramatic version of the Skeptical Argument indicates, Kripke’s Wittgenstein can be read as rejecting a ‘master thesis’ that is expressible in those very words, and the rejection of that thesis is crucial to the resolution of the central paradox in #201.  Nevertheless, it is unlikely that Kripke and McDowell will understand such a ‘master thesis’ in the same way.  For Kripke, the master thesis, in the setting of his account of Wittgenstein, will simply constitute a succinct expression of classical realism.  For McDowell, it is the wider thesis that words and sentences have the meanings that they do only because an individual speaker or the linguistic community as a whole has somehow assigned their content to them. On his view, when the underlying basis of Wittgenstein’s rejection of such a master thesis has been fully grasped and assimilated, then we can see how it is intelligible to deny classical realism without reneging on our intuitive commitment to the objectivity of judgment and without elaborating some positive theory of truth and meaning..  Naturally, an amplified conception of McDowell’s master thesis and of the  considerations that, in his opinion, motivate rejecting it are crucial to his distinctive approach to these issues.  Some critics, e.g., Gary Ebbs in Rule-Following and Realism, have argued that, under critical pressure, McDowell’s position either veers back toward the metaphysics and epistemology of a social version of classical realism or winds up itself committed to at least a modest form of anti-realism.  I don’t have the space to explore these delicate questions here.     
If classical realism is a chief example of the Scylla that McDowell thinks that one has to avoid, then anti-realist accounts of meaning, such as Kripke’s Skeptical Solution, represent the equally threatening Charybdis. McDowell insists that anti-realist accounts simply fail to satisfy his objectivity constraint. (As noted above, McDowell contends that Wittgenstein, in his later thought, achieved the ‘perfectly satisfying’ intermediate account that avoids the overinflated semantic realism of Scylla and the failure to ensure the objectivity of judgment characteristic of Charybdis.)  According to the Skeptical Solution, ascriptions of meaning to a term are warranted by the bare facts about the actual ongoing linguistic practices of the speech community.  These will include facts about the circumstances under which members of the community endorse or reject the ascription of a term to its candidate instances; facts about the way in which a term is taught, including the character of expressions of criticism and agreement in teaching; and facts about the procedures that are in actual practice employed to ascertain the warrant of particular ascriptions. Finally, the Skeptical Solution also posits that it is relevant to what a term means for the community that the acceptance and rejection of various such ascriptions have characteristic consequences within the relevant language games and, therefore, have a certain role or utility within these settings.  Out of materials of these sorts, McDowell urges, it is impossible to construct a positive account of meaning that has any hope of satisfying his objectivity constraint.  He maintains that there is simply no way in which we can explain, in the framework of anti-realism, how it is that a speaker can be committed to a determinate normative pattern of application that covers an unbounded range of actual and possible ascriptions of the term, settling their correctness conditions across the range.  This is the heart of McDowell’s challenge to anti-realist accounts of meaning.  The challenge seems especially formidable if one agrees with McDowell that a fully adequate anti-realist account should have application to linguistic meanings and to the contents of propositional attitudes. He concludes from this adequacy condition that the Skeptical Solution must accept that facts about linguistic usage, taken at ‘the basic level,’ are purely non-intentional. However, even if the requirement that the ‘basic level’ facts must be non-intentional is relaxed, it still can seem that the difficulty for the anti-realist of satisfying the objectivity constraint is daunting. In my opinion, McDowell has raised an important challenge for anti-realist accounts to answer, but he gives the further impression that it is pretty obvious that the challenge can’t be met.

I don’t believe that this is so obvious. The issue can be illustrated in the following way.  In the passage quoted above, McDowell gives the impression that an anti-realist account of meaning that partially but centrally explains meaning in terms of assertability conditions is unable to introduce and sustain “a notion of correctness” for ‘Φ’ ascriptions such that the correctness, in this sense, of a particular ‘Φ’ ascription is independent of any actual investigation of the question.  But, on first impression at least, this claim is too strong.  For example, let P be a proposition that says that an object o is Φ at t.  We stipulate that P is ‘counterfactually warranted at t’ if a competent investigator of ‘Φ’ ascriptions would be warranted in asserting P if he were to apply to o at t a standardly accepted test procedure for ‘Φ’ ascriptions.  As far as I can see, there is no reason why the Skeptical Solution cannot allow that there will be a fact of the matter as to whether P has counterfactual warrant at t even though no one has actually investigated the relevant case at all.  Having counterfactual warrant at a time is a property that marks its instances as being, in a certain sense, ‘correct,’ albeit in a restricted and conditional way.  Admittedly, the property of having counterfactual warrant falls far short of serving as a surrogate for an intuitive conception of ‘objective truth.’  For one thing, warranted assertability is a defeasible notion and so is the concept of ‘being counterfactually warranted.’  That is, a proposition can be counterfactually warranted at a time although the warrant that it has counterfactually might turn out to be defeated by additional and more far reaching considerations concerning either o or the epistemic standing of the test procedure itself.  Nevertheless, the fact remains that it constitutes a simple notion of ‘correctness’ for propositions that seems to be independent of all actual investigations of the matter.

Now, it is likely that McDowell intends to be appealing to a significantly stronger conception of investigation independence.  If so, it becomes important to have the envisaged strengthening spelled out.  Having counterfactual warrant might fail to be investigation independent in the hypothetical stronger sense, but the anti-realist framework of the Skeptical Solution also has richer resources. It leaves conceptual space for concepts of propositional ‘correctness’ that are richer and more robust than the concept of ‘having counterfactual warrant.’  After all, in the Skeptical Solution, the meaning of a term is not grounded merely upon its de facto assertability conditions but also on its role or utility in the language games in which it figures.  What is more, even simple language games will include community practices of counting, measuring, matching to a sample, etc.  It certainly seems possible that these materials will yield various more robust concepts of ‘propositional correctness.’  Let ‘R-correctness’ stand in for an arbitrary one of these more robust notions. It is an open question whether the pattern described in the previous paragraph won’t repeat.  That is, it will generally be an open question whether the fact that propositions—say ‘Φ’ ascriptions—that are R-correct are investigation independent in the strengthened sense as well.  The point here is not to make a prediction about how these questions might play out.   The point is that such a debate will not be settled by anything less than an extended, detailed investigation of the pertinent concepts of ‘correctness’ and ‘investigation independence’ and how they turn out to be related.  Hence, it is not obvious, as McDowell suggests, that an anti-realist account of meaning must clash with the intuitive investigation independence of certain anti-realist notions of ‘propositional correctness.’
  
However, McDowell may mean to be arguing a somewhat different point.  His view may be that an anti-realist account of meaning must conflict with at least some of our fundamental intuitions concerning objective truth.  Thus, the reference to investigation independence may be intended to highlight just this one significant facet of the richer and more fundamental concept of ‘truth.’  This claim does seem likely to be true.  It might even be, for instance, that our intuitive concept of ‘objective truth’ incorporates a classical realist view of truth or satisfaction conditions.  Still, what are we to conclude if this or something similar turns out to be right?  Surely, the anti-realist believes that some basic strands in the intuitive concept of ‘objective truth’ are defective.  This is almost certainly the perspective of any serious anti-realism about meaning and truth.  So, once again, the prospects that McDowell’s discussion can settle the case against anti-realism are not very promising.  The disagreements between McDowell and the anti-realist at this juncture seem to be roughly equivalent to the most fundamental divisions in philosophical opinion about the nature of truth. 
Kripke introduces the idea that meaning is normative in the following well-known passage:

What is the relation of this supposition [the supposition that I mean addition by “+”] to the question how I will respond to the problem ’68 + 57’?  The dispositionalist gives a descriptive answer of this relation:  if ‘+’ meant addition, then I will answer ‘125’.  But this is not the proper account of the relation, which is normative, not descriptive.  The point is not that, if I meant addition by ‘+’, I will answer ‘125’, but if intend to accord with my past meaning of “+”, I should answer ‘125’. (WRPL, p. 37)

A lot has been written about what this normativity of meaning could amount to, but, in its broadest features, the notion is clear enough.  If a person or linguistic community means something by a term, then they are thereby committed to standards of correctness that govern their prospective application of the term.  If some item o is a candidate for possible ‘Φ’ ascription, then depending upon the facts about what the relevant standards are and the relevant facts about o, a speaker who is committed to the standards should (or should not, as the case may be) ascribe ‘Φ’ to o.   Having said this much about the general concept of ‘the normativity of meaning,’ almost everything else is potentially in dispute. What kind of thing are standards of correctness?  Indeed, what sort of correctness is supposed to be in question here?  And, in what sense are speakers committed to the standards in question?  Are these commitments that individual speakers adopt, by forming and acting upon certain semantic intentions?  Or, are these commitments imposed upon the speaker because of his participation in certain social institutions of the community?  Or, is it some combination of the two?  Giving a positive theory of the normativity of meaning that answers these questions has proved to be very difficult, and it is unlikely that there can be a positive theory that is neutral between the different approaches to meaning, truth conditions, and rule-following that have been the subject of this entry.                                                              

                                                                    George M. Wilson 
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� A term introduced by Nelson Goodman in “The New Riddle of Induction,” reprinted in Fiction, Fact, and Forecast, 2nd edition (Indianapolis:  Bobbs Merrill, 1965), p. 79.  “bleen” applies to emeralds examined before time t just in case they are blue and to other emeralds just in case they are green.


� Soames (1998a) suggests that Kripke’s presentation contains important strands of both the dramatic and melodramatic versions of the argument and that there may not be a consistent overall reading of WRPL.  The proposal strikes me as plausible.


� These and related questions are explored at great length in Crispin Wright’s Truth and Objectivity.





