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games. The concept of language, like the concept of game, is under-

stood not in terms of i
an essence, but in terms of a “fami
semblance.” - aonlly re-

It is clear that in this account of Wittgenstein’s conception of
language I have been interested more in the “over-all similarities”
among languages—the general characteristics in respect of which the
family resemblances are most striking—than in the important differ-
ences among them. In the next chapter I shall be interested in one
group of languages, namely normative languages. My purpose in this
chapter has been to lay a groundwork for constructing a clear con-
cept of normative language. This concept, although drawn with
sharp boundaries, will nevertheless conform to the general nature of
language as analyzed by Wittgenstein.

The concept of a

normative Fﬂmﬁmmm

11

A. What is a normative language?

In light of Wittgenstein's analysis of language, a normative lan-
guage may be viewed as a set of social practices defined according
to certain rules governing the use of the language. There are two
basic types of rules that define a normative language. Together they
set the framework of a universe of normative discourse. The first
type govern the use of words in expressing value judgments and in
prescribing. The second type govern the use of words in giving
reasons for or against value judgments and prescriptions. We carry
on moral discourse, for example, when we pronounce moral judg-
ments and utter moral prescriptions according to the first type of
rules and when we justify moral judgments and prescriptions ac-
cording to the second type of rules. In both cases the particular
rules that set the framework of moral discourse define the language
of morals. Other normative languages may be defined in the same
way.

My thesis in this chapter will be that each universe of normative
discourse corresponds to a point of view, and that both are de-
termined by the rules of a normative language. To take a certain
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point of view is to be disposed to use a certain normative language
that is, to be disposed to carry on our reasoning within the ?EM@H
work of a particular universe of normative discourse. The first type
Q.” rules that govern the use of a normative language, namely ﬁrﬂmm
for the proper expression of value judgments and ?Wo&@ﬁosm are
the same for all normative languages. Such rules were mxmmom;m.@ in
Ovmmﬁm.am 2, 7, and 8, where I examined what it means to express a
value judgment and to prescribe an act to someone. The mwoobm
type wm wEmm govern the logical relations among evaluative and
prescriptive sentences on the one hand and the sentences in which
we give reasons to justify value judgments and prescriptions on the
other. The latter can be subdivided into rules of relevance and rules
of valid inference. They are the very same rules that make up the
canons of reasoning for each point of view, as stated in Cha Wmu 4
To mw our thinking in terms of these canons (and hence to Wme m
om.ZmE point of view) is to use a normative language in accordance
S.w% such rules. This is another way of expressing the main thesis I
wish to defend in this chapter. Em
Of the two types of rules that define a normative language, each
may be thought of as governing a different type of Hmmmcmmmw v ame
Thus Hﬁmm of the first type govern the language games of ex Hmmmms :
value judgments and prescribing. To know how to use m%ﬂmwomm
correctly for these purposes is to know how to play these langua M
games (by following the first type of rules). The sentences m\wom@
use is governed by these rules are evaluative and prescriptive se
ﬁmboomw which I shall call “normative sentences” for mwoﬁw "
<S.zow language games are governed by rules of the mmowbm type
that is, by the rules of relevance and of valid inference? Hwoamvw. u
?\o sorts of sentences governed by them, which I shall call “verific ;
Wou mmb..asomma and “validation senterices” (to contrast them ,SM“
bo.dbmﬂé sentences”). Verification sentences are mmuﬁmhomm in
which we state the good-making or bad-making (right-making o
wﬁonm-EwEsmv characteristics of something in the context of S%m ;
ing a value judgment or prescription. The rules which govern :
use of verification sentences define the language games Eme«Eor e
give reasons for or against a value judgment or prescription b M< y
pealing to a standard or rule of evaluation. Validation mmcﬁo:omvw .
the other hand, are the expressions we use in giving reasons mo“. MH“

THE CONCEPT OF A NORMATIVE LANGUAGE 281

against the standard or rule which is appealed to when something is
being evaluated. In Chapter 3 we saw that giving such reasons
consists in various kinds of appeal to higher standards or rules.
A normative language, then, consists of normative sentences,
verification sentences, and validation sentences. The use of norma-
tive sentences is governed by the first type of rules and the use of
verification and validation sentences is governed by the second type
of rules. Within the second type, what distinguishes rules of
relevance from rules of valid inference? Rules of relevance tell us
what specific verification and validation sentences go with a given
normative sentence, while rules of valid inference tell us that a
verification sentence must express good-making or bad-making
characteristics and that a validation sentence must express an appeal
to higher standards or rules. If our use of verification and valida-
tion sentences complies with the rules of relevance, then the reasons
we give by means of such sentences are relevant reasons. If our use
of verification and validation sentences (which are already known
to be relevant) complies with the rules of valid inference, then the
reasons we give by means of such sentences are good reasons. This
does not mean, of course, that using verification and validation
sentences consists of two separate acts, ie., giving relevant reasons
and giving good reasons. To utter a verification sentence is to assert
(when it is uttered in earnest and affirmed by the speaker) that an
object or act has a set of moom-B&anm or bad-making, right-making
or wrong-making characteristics. The point of making such an asser-
tion is to give a reason for a value judgment or prescription. This
reason will be a good reason only if the sentenco expresses a relevant
reason, that is, it “goes with” the normative sentence in question,
and at the same time what is says is true. We decide whether the
sentence expresses a relevant reason by reference to the rules of
relevance governing the universe of discourse in which the sentence
is uttered. We decide whether what the sentence asserts is true by
verifying it according to the rules of verification. (If the sentence
is a validation sentence, we decide ‘whether what it asserts is true
by verifying it according to the rules of validation.) Thus the rules
governing our use of verification and validation sentences are the
canons of reasoning which set the framework of a point of view.
I claimed in Chapter 4 that rules of valid inference are the same
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F. all normative points of view and that rules of relevance are what
mpmmumsmmﬂo one point of view from another. I now ummmwn this claim
in another way by saying that rules of valid inference are common
to all normative languages and that rules of relevance are what
differentiate one normative language from another. To follow one
set of rules of relevance is to carry on normative discourse in one
sw?oamm of discourse; to follow another set is to carry on normative
discourse in another universe of discourse. The rules of valid in-
mm.wmbom. on the other hand, are common to all universes of normative
discourse. They are the rules which govern the ways of reasoning
analyzed in Chapter 3. In that chapter I was actually making
explicit the rules of valid inference which define the verification and
validation of a value judgment—any value judgment, whether it be
moral, aesthetic, political, or of some other kind. We also saw, in
ﬂwﬁwnmﬂ 8, that these same rules govern the justification of wnmmow.mw-
ﬁ.osm.. They do not vary in accordance with the type of prescrip-
tion involved. Consequently they do not differentiate a moral judg-
ment or prescription from an aesthetic, a political, or a religious
one. : .
What does differentiate one kind of judgment or prescription from
another are the rules of relevance governing its justification. Rules
of relevance constitute the unifying principles of a normative
language. They are what bind together the three types of sentence
(normative sentences, verification sentences, and validation sen-
tences) which make up a single universe of normative discourse
They have the capacity to do this in virtue of the fact that they ﬁmn
us what verification and validation sentences “go with” a given
b.odﬁ.ma,\m sentence. Thus if I utter a moral judgment or prescrip-
co.H.u in a normative sentence, certain reasons will be relevant to its
verification and validation and other’reasons will not. Reasons which
are relevant to a moral judgment or prescription may not be relevant
to an aesthetic one. In each case the normative sentence in which
z»w. E@mﬁmﬁ or prescription is expressed will “go with” those
<9.Hmomcon and validation sentences that express relevant reasons
and will not “go with” those that express irrelevant reasons. What
mm.nmwBEmm whether a given verification or validation sentence “goes
with” a given normative sentence, therefore, is a rule of relevance
If one sentence “goes with” another then both sentences belong &
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the same normative language. This is what is meant by speaking of
“the same normative language.” The rules of relevance governing
all the verification and validation sentences which “go wit ” a given
normative sentence define the whole normative language to which
the sentence belongs. What does it mean to say that one sentence
“goes with” another (ie., that both sentences belong to the same
normative language)? The answer may be stated in- the following
definition. A verification or validation sentence, V, goes with a
normative sentence, N, if—and only if—a person who knows what
V means and what N means (i.e., who knows how to make sense by
using such sentences) has implicitly or explicitly adopted a set of
rules of relevance such that the assertion expressed by V will be
accepted by him as a reason for or against (i.e., as relevant to the
verification or validation of) the value judgment or prescription ex-
pressed by N. Let us designate the particular set of rules of relevance
so adopted R. Then we may define the whole normative language to
which N belongs as follows: The normative language to which N
belongs is the whole set of normative sentences (including N) and
the whole set of verification and validation sentences (including V')
which rules R allow to go with those normative sentences.

To use one normative language rather than another, then, means
to follow three sets of rules—the rules which govern the correct
use of normative sentences; the rules of relevance which tell us
which particular verification and validation sentences go with
which particular normative sentences, and the rules of valid in-
ference which govern the processes of verification and validation.
The rules of relevance vary from one normative language to another,
and it is only when one set of such rules (defining one universe of
normative discourse) is being followed that we can say a person is .
using one normative language.

Let us consider some examples showing this function of rules of
relevance. I take as my first example the judgment that a novel is
a good novel, as expressed in aesthetic language, in moral language,
and in political language. When the judgment is expressed in aesthe-
tic language, only certain reasons will be accepted as relevant to its
justification. In other words, only certain verification and validation
sentences will be accepted as properly going with the normative
sentence “This is a good novel.” Suppose that the verification sen-
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tence “The writer draws his characters with great skill” is accepted
as expressing a good-making characteristic of the novel. We would
then have prima facie evidence that the value judgment is an
mm.mﬁummo one, that it belongs to the universe of discourse of literary
o.H.EQmB. For the verification sentence which goes with the norma-
tive sentence expresses a reason of a sort that is typical of literary
criticism. Let us suppose, furthermore, that the verification sentence
“The style is loose and at times obscure” is accepted as stating a
relevant reason against the judgment that the novel is a good one.
<.<m would then have further, confirmatory evidence that the norma-
tive language is aesthetic. This hypothesis is still further confirmed
if we find that, when the standards of evaluation being used in the
mwamm&dm verification sentences are brought into question, a valida-
tion sentence like the following is considered relevant: “Appropriate
standards for evaluating a novel are such that any novel which
fulfills them conveys to the reader a clear imaginative grasp of
human motivation and character.” Evidence that the normative
language being used is not aesthetic would be the fact that such a
validation sentence as the following was considered relevant: “A
standard for evaluating a novel must be such that, when it is ful-
filled, a novel has the power to make the reader a better man or
woman than he or she was before reading it.” If the standards of a
writer’s skill in presenting human character and the clarity of his
style were validated in this way, we would begin to think that the
original value judgment of the novel was not intended as an aesthetic
judgment but as a moral one. The rules of relevance which define
an aesthetic normative language in this example would include such
statements as “A writer’s skill in presenting human character is
relevant to evaluating a novel,” and “Characteristics of the writer’s
style are relevant to evaluating a novel.”

,.ES normative sentence “This is a good novel” is uttered in the
universe of moral discourse when such verification sentences as the
following are accepted as relevant: “The writer succeeds in arous-
ing the reader’s indignation concerning vicious behavior.” “No in-
decent act is allowed to go unpunished.” “The general effect of the
story is to strengthen our moral convictions.” If these are taken to be
relevant reasons in support of the judgment that the novel is good,
we have prima facie evidence that the normative language involved
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is moral, not aesthetic. Similarly, we have prima facie evidence that
the judgment of the novel is being made in the universe of political
discourse when the following reasons are considered relevant: “The
hero of the novel is the leader of our party.” “The writer condemns
reactionary groups which struggle to gain control of the state.” The
final victory in the story belongs to our fatherland.”

In the foregoing example I have merely tried to indicate the sort
of evidence which would give us good reasons for saying that the
normative language was of one kind rather than another. I have not
tried to state the particular features of a rule of relevance that make
it defining of aesthetic discourse, moral discourse, or political dis-
course. This is a complicated and difficult task, as many recent
studies of the differentiae of moral, aesthetic, and political discourse
show. But as I pointed out in Chapter 4, itis a task that goes beyond
the scope of this book, since I am concerned here only with elucidat-
ing the concept of a normative Fbm_cmmo in mmbmam_.

My second example shows how the prescribing of an act may take
place in three different normative languages. Suppose a friend of
ours is going to buy a new suit but cannot decide which suit to
select among various possibilities. We then say to him “You ought to
buy the brown one.” If we consider as a relevant reason for his buy-
ing the brown suit that it is well worth the price being charged for
it, then our prescription is in the universe of economic discourse.
Qur prescription is in the universe of aesthetic discourse if we con-
sider as a relevant reason the fact that the style and color of the
suit look well on our friend. We use the language of prudence when
we consider such reasons as the following—the suit is comfortable; it
will wear well; it is proper dress for the purposes our friend has in
mind; our friend needs a new suit; and so on. In all three universes
of discourse, the relevant reasons are expressed in verification sen-
tences, and the relevance of the reasons allows the verification
sentences to go with the normative sentence which we utter.

If any of the standards or rules which we implicitly appeal to in
evaluating the brown suit are themselves brought into question,
they must be validated. Both rules of relevance and rules of valid
inference will govern such validation, but only the rules of relevance
will tell us which normative language the original prescription be-
longs to. Thus if the validation sentence “Any standard according to
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which the economic value of the brown suit is measured is a valid
standard” is allowed to go with the normative sentence “You ought
to buy the brown suit,” then we have evidence that the normative
sentence belongs to the universe of economic discourse. The pre-
scription is made in the universe of aesthetic discourse if the follow-
ing validation sentence is considered relevant: “A standard for
judging the suit is appropriate when it pertains to the appearance of
the suit.” In the case of the universe of prudential discourse, a rele-
vant validation sentence would be: “Any standard is valid whose
fulfillment would further the self-interest of the buyer of the suit.”
The rules of relevance that are followed whenever one of these
sentences is made to go with the given prescription determine the
normative language to which the prescription belongs.

It may be seen in both of these examples that one and the same
normative sentence may belong to more than one normative lan-
guage. It is quite possible that a movel is good for both aesthetic
reasons and moral reasons, or for both moral reasons mb&.womaom_
reasons. Similarly, we may prescribe to our friend that he ought to
buy the brown suit not only from an economic point of view but

also from an aesthetic point of view or from the point of view of -

prudence. Thus it may be said that universes of normative dis-
course sometimes overlap. (This corresponds to my claim in Chapter
4 that points of view sometimes overlap.)

Just as there may be normative sentences which are common to
more than one universe of discourse, so also may there be verifica-
tion and validation sentences common to more than one universe of
discourse. For example, the verification sentence “The brown suit
fits you well” may occur in the language of aesthetic discourse and
also in the language of prudence, since the fact that the suit fits well
may be a good-making characteristic both from the aesthetic point
of view and from the prudential point of view. If all we know is
that the verification sentence is given as a relevant reason for buying
the suit, we do not know which universe of discourse or normative
language is being used. A similar ambiguity would occur in the case
of a validation sentence such as “This rule of conduct is valid be-
cause the effect of its being followed in society is to further the
common welfare.” For such an appeal may be made in the universe
of moral discourse or in the universe of political discourse. The

THE CONCEPT OF A NORMATIVE LANGUAGE 287

same standards and rules may thus be shared by &m@.@wﬁ w%Eﬁm OM
view. It is only when we know the whole set of rules W re m&%mﬁ
governing the validation of a standard or Hﬁm that we womz S:m ”
aniverse of discourse it belongs to. There is no mm.m.o.:o in mzw o
the standard or rule itself which tells us whether it is a BMS m&m
an aesthetic one, or of some other kind. Obmm we Wboé. M w. w. ’
set of rules of relevance governing verification and <mr. MSoP. W
know which verification and validation mobﬁmsmumm go ./Sn a m%MA.Ws
normative sentence and thereby know in which EE.&G@. o _M
course the normative sentence (and its H&%mﬁ <mﬁmom§%5 an
validation sentences) occurs. The whole set of rules of relevance
niverse of discourse. o
&w%ﬁﬂmw@_“ui consider four corollaries to my thesis that it is .E«om
of relevance which differentiate normative ﬁbmﬁmmom. H.. ZoHBwMMM
languages cannot be distinguished mooo&ﬁm to .EMHM MMMMH&S
purposes. 2. Normative languages cannot be distinguis e accore mm
to who is competent or qualified to use them. 3. ZoHBmwm\w N %om %ou
cannot be distinguished according to the Bmmpommvom.ﬁw 2ton
appropriate to them. 4. Normative languages cannot be distingu
according to the cultures in which they are used. - s
1. What makes a language a normative Fu.mawmo. T mm answe Jies
in the fact that it is used for expressing value _zmmaosﬁ.mv .oH. wnm,ww Mmm
ing, and for justifying value judgments mbm wammoﬁmﬂon.m.oo hes
uses or purposes are common to all normative languages, m.ﬁE o mM
are what make them normative. Consequently they cannot ser ©
the basis for differentiating one normative language from another.
When we express a moral judgment and when we express m~b
aesthetic judgment we are playing the same Hmsm%.mhw mmwbwmv%w”oom
expressing a value judgment. We are using two di omg la g m&
in the same way for the same purpose. What occurs here is one use
of language, not the use of one language. In like manner, m%. MMSE
prescribing is one use of normative language, though HM_EJ\ if ren
normative languages may be so used. To cﬁm.n a anm wmmmwzw wmgv
an aesthetic prescription, or a political prescription is to pertorm the
same linguistic act within the framework o.m ﬂ».amw mummmouﬁ. c%imumwn”
of discourse. A similar argument holds for Hﬁmﬁmv.asm value ju m.“wmb
and prescriptions in different universes of maooﬁmm.. ,.Ho utter a
verification or validation sentence for the purpose of giving reasons
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for (or against) a value judgment or prescription is to perform a
certain kind of linguistic act. It is to use language in a certain way
for a certain purpose. Which particular language we in fact do use
in this way is not to be discovered in the nature or purpose of the
linguistic act itself.
One might object that the purposes for which we use moral lan-
guage are different from the purposes for which we use aesthetic
language. Well, what is this difference? Must we not say that we
use moral language to guide the moral conduct of people, or to make
a moral appraisal of their character, or to give them moral advice,
or to educate them morally? What is this but to say that in guiding
the conduct of people (or in appraising their character, or in giving
them advice, or in educating them) we appeal to moral standards
and rules rather than to aesthetic, political, or prudential standards
and rulesP And what makes a standard or rule a moral one rather
than some other kind? Here I submit that we must refer to the
kinds of reasons considered relevant in justifying value judgments
and prescriptions used in the guidance, appraisal, advice, or educa-
tion. What determines whether reasons are relevant is the set of
rules of relevance implicitly assumed in the process of guiding,
appraising, advising, or educating. So it is misleading to say that we
use moral language for purposes different from those for which we
use aesthetic language. Moral advice is advice given by means of
moral language; aesthetic advice is advice given by means of aesthe-
tic language. But giving advice, whether by means of one language
or another, is still giving advice. It is using language for one kind
of purpose in one kind of situation. To say that a person is giving
moral advice rather than aesthetic advice is to say that he is carry-
ing on normative discourse in the universe of moral discourse rather
than in the universe of aesthetic discourse. Of course we might want
to say that giving moral advice is giving advice from the moral
point of view and giving aesthetic advice is giving advice from the
aesthetic point of view. And this is perfectly correct. But it is not
saying anything different from what has already been said. For the
canons of reasoning that define each point of view are the rules of
relevance that differentiate one universe of discourse from another.
2. In his essay “Ordinary Language” ( Philosophical Review, LXII,
2; 1953), Professor Gilbert Ryle makes the distinction between the
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phrases “the use of ordinary language” and aoH&.SmQ linguistic
usage.” To talk about the use of ordinary language is to SF.&BM"
language that is common or colloquial, used by everyone H.bH.n N
ordinary affairs of everyday life. It is not to talk mvocn a specialist’s
use of his technical language. Ordinary Hmbmawmm. is thus to be ooﬂ-
trasted, for example, with the language of physicists. Professor wvﬁw e
points out that no sharp dividing line can be drawn between ordi-
nary and nonordinary language.

There is no sharp boundary between nncBBon“ and n—wboouhsBoP nmmr-
nical’ and ‘untechnical’ or ‘old-fashioned’ and ‘current. Is mmagwaoﬂow. rm.
word in common use or only in rather uncommon use? Is ‘purl mow the
lips of Everyman, or on the lips only o.m m?m&ioﬁwbm éwmﬂmo BMMM
slaughter,’ ‘inflation,’ ‘quotient’ and ‘of-side’? On the other and, no 0
would hesitate on which side of this no-man’s-land to Hwommm Hmownomw or
‘bread, ‘material implication’ or i, ﬂﬁmwmmaﬂm cardinal’ or mwwﬁwb“
‘ween’ or ‘suppose.” The edges of ‘ordinary’ are blurred, but smcmmvw we
are in no doubt whether a diction does or does not belong to ordinary
parlance. (Ibid., pp. 167-168.)

In contrast to the use of ordinary language, the ordinary use of w
linguistic expression refers to a standard, typical or woﬁbﬁ use o
a word or phrase, aside from whether the word or w.memw is a @MZ

of ordinary language. Thus there can be a nonordinary use or a
word found in ordinary language, and an ordinary use of a word
found in technical language.

Whether an implement or instrument is a common Orf 2 specialist one,
there remains the distinction between its stock use wsm.bob-mﬂoow uses
of it. If a term is a highly technical term, or a non-technical term, ﬁ.rmam
remains the distinction between its stock use and b.ob-mﬁoow cmom.Om it. HW
a term is a highly technical term, most m.owm&o sm.E. not know mm.mﬁ.oo

use or, a fortiori, any non-stock uses of it either, .Hm it has any. If it is a
vernacular term, then nearly everyone will know its mﬁ.oow use, and M_.o&mn
people will also know some non-stock uses of it, if it has any. (Ibid.,

p. 168.) .

In discussing the use of normative language I have been &mosmm.-
ing both the use of ordinary ?oﬁooﬁﬁom@ Hmnmcmmm wbm Em oaw
nary (stock) use of expressions (such as. good” and ought”). >
normative languages are part of the ordinary language we use in
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everyday life. One does not have to be trained in a specialty or pos-
sess technical knowledge in order to be able to use at least some of
the language of morals, of art criticism, or of politics. Nevertheless,
all normative languages shade off into technical languages. Thus
ordinary moral discourse shades off into the technical discourse of
moralists, the ordinary language of art criticism shades off into the
sometimes highly technical jargon of professional critics and scholars,
and so for the other universes of normative discourse. In each case
it would be an arbitrary act to separate ordinary normative language
from technical normative language. For much of the vocabulary of
evaluative and prescriptive terms that have stock uses in everyday
life will also have the same stock uses in the reflective discourse of
specialists.

We cannot define a normative language in terms of the technical
training and competence of those who know how to use it. In this
respect normative discourse differs from the discourse of physics or
electrical engineering. One can plausibly define these universes- of
discourse in terms of the qualifications a person must have in order
to be competent in them. But we cannot say simply that the language
of morals is the language of moralists, in the way that we can say
that the language of physics is the language of physicists (i.e., the
language they use as physicists). Aesthetic discourse cannot be
identified with the discourse of art critics, but the discourse of elec-
trical engineering can be identified with the discourse which elec-
trical engineers carry on qua electrical engineers. It is true that the
discourse of electrical engineering overlaps with the discourse of
physics, but this fact can be accounted for in terms of overlapping
education and training in the two fields. The overlapping of norma-
tive languages cannot be accounted for in this way because they are
not languages used only by people” educated or trained in special
skills.

In general, any technical language can be defined as the language
which is used by a certain group of people when they are com-
municating with one another about a common field of interest and
are using skills they have ‘acquired through special education and
training. Knowing how to use the technical language correctly is,
of course, one of those skills. An ordinary language, whether norma-
tive or nonnormative, cannot be so defined, since the very fact that
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it is an ordinary language implies that there is no special &AE re-
quired for using it correctly. This holds both for the ordinary
(standard, stock) uses of expressions and for nonordinary (unusual,
nonstock) uses of expressions. .
3. My third point is that normative languages cannot .dm dis-
tinguished according to the methods which are appropriate .EH
carrying on rational discourse in each language. The reason for this
is that the methods of rational discourse used in morals are the same
as those used in art criticism, in politics, in religion, and in any other
universe of nofmative discourse. Which particular assertions will
count as relevant and good reasons in each universe of discourse .EE
vary, but the methods of reasoning are governed by rules of valid
inference and these rules are the same in all normative languages.
They are the rules which define the processes of verification and
validation. To verify a value judgment or prescription is to reason
in a certain way, and when we reason in that way we are carrying

- on-(with others or with ourselves ) normative discourse. It does not

matter in which universe of discourse: such reasoning is done. The
logical pattern of discourse remains the same. Similarly, the method
of validation remains constant regardless of what kinds of standards
or rules (moral, aesthetic, political, or other) are being validated.
The method is defined by certain rules of inference and these govern
the validation of standards and rules in all universes of normative
discourse.

Rules of relevance, on the other hand, do not define one basic
method of reasoning common to all universes of normative-discourse.
They tell us which particular verification and validation mouﬁ.mdomm
go with which particular normative sentences. In virtue of this fact
they comprise the unifying principles of a normative language.
Different rules of relevance demarcate different normative languages
and as such are to be contrasted with the methods of verification
and validation common to them all. However, these rules of rel-
evance are not entirely unconnected with the methods of verifica-
tion and validation. Their connection can be made clear by con-
sidering the question: When a reason is offered in justification of a
value judgment or a prescription, under what conditions is it a good
reason? The answer is that a reason is a good reason under two
conditions—when it is expressed in a verification or validation sen-
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tence that is relevant, and when what is said in the sentence is frue. .
The relevance of the sentence is determined by the rules of relevance
of the normative language concerned. The truth of the sentence is
determined by the methods of verification and validation, as ana-
lyzed in Chapter 3. Thus although rules of relevance vary from
H.SHEmﬁ,\m language to normative language while rules of valid in-
ference remain constant, both sets of rules must be appealed to in
deciding whether a reason is a good reason. The differentiae of a
normative language are based on certain features of a reason which
make it a good reason in the given universe of discourse. (They are
the features which make the reason a relevant one.) Common to all
normative languages are the features which make a reason a verify-
ing or validating reason, according to the rules of valid inference
which define the methods of verification and validation. A good
reason in morals is not necessarily a good reason in aesthetics, but
what makes a reason in morals a verifying or validating reason is
the same thing that does so in aesthetics.

4. I turn now to a fourth corollary of the principle that rules of
R#Emdom differentiate normative languages. The same set of rules
of relevance may be followed in many different societies or cultures.
The concept of a universe of normative discourse is a cross-cultural
concept. All sorts of cultures, for example, may use the language of
morals. Their moral codes (i.e., their moral value systems) may
differ. But if people in the various cultures follow the rules of
relevance that define the universe of moral discourse when they try
to justify value judgments and prescriptions, they all have a moral
language (and a moral code). Similarly, they all carry on aesthetic
discourse, no matter how diverse may be their arts and their attitudes
toward the arts, if they reason about judgments of art according to
the rules of relevance that define the language of aesthetics. The
same considerations hold for the language of politics, the language of
religion, the language of custom or etiquette, and for ‘the other
universes of normative discourse. It is a major mistake to define
“realm” ethnocentrically, that is, to define it in such a way that only
the morality of one’s own culture is truly a morality, only the arts of
one’s own culture are genuine arts, etc. Such ethnocentric defini-
tions would make it absurd to talk about the moralities, the arts, the
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political systems, the religions, or the codes of etiquette of different
societies. But it is clearly not absurd to talk this way, if we are
willing to follow common usage. It is in order to account for this
common usage that I define each “realm of value” in terms of a
particular universe of normative discourse, distinguished from all
other universes of normative discourse by a unique set of rules of
relevance.

B. Normative languages and points of view

This analysis of normative language provides us with a further
clarification of the concept of a point of view. I said in Chapter 4
that taking a certain point of view involves a disposition to reason
according to certain canons of reasoning, and that these consist of
rules of relevance and of valid inference. We now see that the
canons of reasoning are actually rules governing the use of a norma-
tive language. They define a certain universe of discourse in which
we express value judgments and prescriptions and give reasons for
or against them.

Given this correlation of points of view with normative languages,
what is the relation between a point of view and the value systerns
which belong to it? Two or more value systems belong to the same
point of view when the same normative language is used in justify-
ing the standards and rules which occur in them. As people try to live
by each system, and as they make judgments and prescribe conduct
in accordance with it, they carry on normative discourse according
to certain rules of relevance and rules of valid inference. It is the
rules of relevance which tell us which particular universe of dis-
course is involved. The value systems may be made up of different
standards and rules arranged in different hierarchies of relative
precedence. But as long as their validation is carried out in one
universe of discourse, the value systems all belong to one point of
view. Thus two dissimilar sets of standards and rules: may both
constitute moral codes if it is the language of morals which people
use when they try to justify them or justify applying them to par-
ticular cases. What makes a language the language of morals are the
rules of relevance that determine which verification and validation
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sentences go with which normative sentences. To follow them is to
take the moral point of view, regardless of which standards and
rules make up the value system belonging to it.

In light of this account of points of view, how is the relative
precedence of value systems belonging to different points of view to

be understood? In Section A of Chapter 6 the relative precedence of

value systems was defined as follows. One value system V takes
precedence over another value system V” if and only if, according to
a given way of life, it is better to live in accordance with V than in
accordance with V’, whenever the two systems conflict. A way of
life consists of many different value systems arranged in an order of
relative precedence. Each system belongs to a different point of
view, so that conflicts between systems may be thought of as con-
flicts between points of view, and the precedence of one system over
another may be thought of as the precedence of one point of view
over another. If we correlate points of view with normative lan-
guages, what does it mean to say that two points of view are in' con-
flict or that one point of view takes precedence over another?
To say that two points of view are in conflict is to say, first, that
there are reasons both for and against a given value judgment or
prescription, and second, that the reasons for belong to one universe
of discourse and the reasons against belong to another. To say that
one point of view takes precedence over another (according to a
given way of life) is to say that the reasons belonging to one uni-
verse of discourse weigh more heavily than the reasons belonging to
another. A person who is living that way of life must act in accord-
ance with the value system that takes precedence. This means that
the reasons for his acting in a certain way outweigh the reasons
against it. The reasons for consist in verification and validation sen-
tences of the normative language corresponding to-the point of view
to which the superior value system belongs. The reasons against are
reasons stated in the normative language of the opposing value
system. Each set of reasons is given in a different universe of dis-
course. Suppose that a way of life includes both a moral value system
and a prudential value system and that when the two systems are in
conflict the way of:life stipulates that the moral ..mva.hm,B shall take
precedence. According to such a way of life, moral reasons oiémmmw
reasons of prudence whenever it is the case that to act morally is not
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to act in one’s own interest and to act in one’s own interest .mm to do
what is immoral. Anyone who intends to live that way of life must
allow moral reasons to make a stronger claim to his assent than
reasons of prudence, whenever both sorts of reasons are H&m<.m2 and
are in opposition to each other. In such a way of life, we Bﬂmwm say
that the universe of moral discourse “takes precedence over the
universe of prudential discourse. . .

When a person commits himself to a way of rm.m. then, he noBE.nm
himself doubly. He commits himself to living in mooo«mmn._om 4.&9
those value systems that take precedence over omymw.m A.E situations
where they conflict), and he commits himself to %szws.ym in such a
way that reasons in one universe of discourse are given greater
weight than reasons in another universe of discourse. Hs stating Qwﬁ
a person’s way of life is, we may speak in terms of rﬁsm according
to certain sets of standards and rules, or we may speak in terms of
carrying on discourse according to certain sets of canons of reason-
ing. In cases of conflict, these must always go together. If it is
better for a person to live in accordance with value system V rather
than value system V’, then it is better for him to allow .Hmmmosm
offered in the first universe of discourse to outweigh opposing rea-
sons offered in the second.

What is the principle by which we determine whether reasons of
one sort are to weigh more heavily than reasons of another sort? It
is the same principle as that by which we moﬁmﬂ:wbm. the oamﬂ. of
relative precedence among value systems in a way o.m life. In Section
A of Chapter 6 I pointed out that when we commit ourselves to a
certain way of life, we decide that one value m%mﬂm.B shall take
precedence over another when the two are in o.oumuoﬁ. That one
value system takes precedence over another is simply one of the
principles to which a person subscribes in the act of choosing a way
of life. By choosing that way of life he makes one w&cm system take
precedence over another. In like manner a person’s ooBB#B.mE to
a certain way of life is his decision to have reasons ‘U&Obmﬂpm.ﬁo
one universe of discourse count more heavily than reasons belonging
to another. This decision is simply part of the person’s ultimate
normative commitment. We cannot give reasons to show why moral
reasons, for instance, ought to outweigh reasons of prudence, when
they are in opposition to each other. We can only say we have chosen
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a way of life which involves placing greater weight on moral reasons
than on those of prudence. Another way of life will involve placing
greater weight on reasons of prudence. In order. to determine
whether moral reasons are “really” superior to reasons of prudence,
we must find out whether the whole way of life to which we are
committed is justified. And as we saw in Chapter 6, this requires our
investigating whether it would be preferred to others under condi-
tions of a rational choice.

It may be the case, of course, that as choices among ways of life
become more and more rational, there will be more and more
agreement that one way of life is to be preferred to all others. Let
us suppose that this does occur, and that the way of life in question
is such that its moral value system takes precedence over all its
other constituent value systems. We may then claim that, whenever
moral reasons are opposed to other sorts of reasons, the moral rea-
sons “really” outweigh the others. If someone were to challenge this
claim, only the appeal to a rational choice among ways of life could

serve as a reply. There is nothing in the universe of moral discourse -

itself which shows that moral reasons outweigh all others. Nor is
there any higher principle outside all universes of normative dis-
course which requires that moral discourse take precedence over
other kinds of discourse. That reasons of one sort are to outweigh
reasons of another sort is precisely something we decide upon when
we choose a way of life. The only further question that can legiti-
mately be raised here concerns the justifiability of this choice, and
this question can only be answered in terms of the concept of a
rational choice.

anm\rﬁm 0m value”

12

A. How values may be classified

In Chapter 1, 1 considered briefly the Boﬁ.&bm of the <mn_o.$8
value,” which is approximately synonymous with “to on.. precious
or dear.” A person values something when rmarmm a certain sort o.m
wao-mﬁgmm toward it. When the word “value occurs as a noun, it
may be used either to designate the concept of desirability ( .moom-
ness, rightness, valuableness) or it may be used as a mnv.m.ﬁmbﬂ/\.m. .:
is in the first sense that we speak of the value of something; H.ﬁ is in
the second sense that we speak of a person’s (or mnocmumu or mhuo.ym@ m.v
values. In this chapter I shall be using the noun value” in this
second sense. v

When “value” is used as a substantive and we talk of 2 person’s
“values,” I suggest that the word refers to three sorts of ?Emmul.mrm
value judgments and prescriptions accepted vw. the person as being
justified (whether or not he has ever in fact tried to std@ them);
the standards and rules which the person would appeal to if he were
asked to justify his value judgments and prescriptions; and all other
standards and rules which constitute the value systems Ew person
has adopted, consciously or unconsciously. Thus a mxuwmobm values
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