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In his  "On the Notion 'Rule of G r a m m a r ' " ,  Noam Chomsky  g ives  an exposi t ion of the 

need  for  a p r e c i s e  fo rmula t ion  of a r u l e  of g r a m m a r .  In so doing, he cau t ions  us  not  to take 

too r ead i ly  a gene ra t i ve  g r a m m a r  as  a model  for  the speake r  or  the h e a r e r  of a language 

(Chomsky,  1961, Note 16). Tha t  caut ion has  not  been  widely  heeded,  not  even by Chomsky  

h imse l f .  His tone in Language and Mind,  a l r e a d y  p r e s a g e d  in A s p e c t s ,  is  quite d i f fe rent .  

While  not ing t he re  tha t  o the r  f a c t o r s  a r e  involved in language  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  he ma in t a in s  

tha t  language  acqu is i t ion  i s  an  i n t e r na l i z a t i on  of a s y s t e m  of r u l e s  and tha t  language  p e r f o r -  

mance  is  t h e i r  employmen t  (Chomsky,  1968, p. 23). One migh t  expec t  th i s  c l a i m  to invi te  

an exp lora t ion  of the conceptua l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  bet~veen r u l e s  of language and p a t t e r n s  of v e r b a l  

behav ior .  Ra the r ,  many psycholog is t s  have taken C h o m s k y ' s  l a t e r  t h e s i s  as  a g iven founda-  

t ion for  inqui ry ,  not  a s  a p r ob l em  to be dea l t  wi th  (ef. McNeil l ,  1970; M i l l e r  and I sa rd ,  

1963; Sapor ta ,  1967). I hope th rough  exp lo ra t ions  of the notion of a ru le  to r e i n s t i t u t e  C h o m -  

sky ' s  e a r l i e r  caut ion.  

B a s e d  on C h o m s k y ' s  t he s i s ,  l i ngu i s t s ,  psycho log i s t s  and ph i lo sophe r s  a l ike  have  

found a r enewa l  for  the content ion tha t  v e r b a l  behav io r  in p a r t i c u l a r  and human b e h a v i o r  in 

gene ra l  i s  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r .  John Sear le  (1969) t akes  as  the t h e s i s  for  h i s  book, 

"Speaking a language is  engaging iu a r u l e - g o v e r n e d  fo rm of b e h a v i o r " .  G .A.  Mi l l e r  (1963) 

no tes ,  "The  quest ion r e m a i n s  open w he t he r  a d e s c r i p t i v e  s c i ence ,  such  as  psychology 

a s p i r e s  to be ,  can  i n c o r p o r a t e  s y s t e m s  of r u l e s  into a f r a m e w o r k  prov ided  by  the  m o r e  t r a d -  

i t ional  f o rm  of sc ien t i f i c  l aws" .  I find the o r i en ta t ion  invi t ing,  but  for  i t  to become  a w o r k -  

able  one t h e r e  i s  the need  to exp lore  not  only the r e l a t i on  of language to speaking,  but  a l so  to 

u n d e r s t a n d  the notion of r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r  in t he se  con tex t s .  The p r o b l e m s  have not  

gone un recogn ized  (el .  Quine,  1970), but pos i t ive  ways of deal ing  wi th  t h e m  r e m a i n  to be 

devised .  In exp lor ing  the  notion of a ru l e ,  I wil l  expose  some  ques t ions  I find r e l e v a n t  to the 

notion of a ru le  in the psyehol inguis t i e  e n t e r p r i s e ,  and some  t h e s e s  tha t  may  give some  

d i rec t ion  for  dea l ing  wi th  the  p r o b l e m s .  

I 

One way of get t ing a t  the notion of a ru le  is  to c h a r a c t e r i z e  how r u l e s  ope ra te  in 

d i f fe ren t  contex ts  of ac t ion  and inqui ry .  A f i r s t  gene ra l  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  i s  w h a t r u l e s  a r e  

. 
Henley (1969) sugges ted  the  s t a r t i n g  points  tha t  I have taken ,  but  they have undergone  c o n -  

s i de r ab l e  r ework ing  in my  hands .  He is  in no way r e s p o n s i b l e  fo r - - and  probab ly  would not  
a g r e e  w i th - -much  of the outcome.  The work  of Gumb (1973) is  a l so  pe r t i nen t  to th i s  s tudy,  
but  I have  not yet  had the oppor tuni ty  to s tudy it .  
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context -dependent .  A rule  is  always a rule  of something,  a ru le  of c h e s s ,  a ru le  of etiquette, 

e t c . ,  and that  something d e t e r m i n e s  the context  in which the ru le  is  opera t ive .  A rule  need  

not be l imi ted  to a single context ,  but for  it  to be a ru le ,  it  mus t  opera te  in some context .  

This gives as  our f i r s t  t he s i s :  

T - l :  Rules  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  contex t -dependent ,  and i t  i s  a lways poss ib le  to 

specify the ru l e -con tex t  whenever  Y'rule" is  p roper ly  used.  

A par t  of unders tanding a ru le ,  then,  is  to unders tand  the context  in which it ope ra t e s .  

Not only a re  ru l e s  context -dependent ,  but they also se rve  d i f ferent  r o l e s  in re la t ion  

to the i r  contexts .  This  g ives  us our second thes i s :  

T-2:  Rules  opera te  accord ing  to d is t inguishable  and de te rminab le  r o l e s  within 

any given context.  

The dis t inct ion of r o l e s  r e q u i r e s  a typology and any one offered  will  inevi tably be subjec t  to 

debate.  The ca tegor i e s  that  follow give at l e a s t  a workable  typology, and will  faci l i ta te  our 

explorat ion of the notion of a ru le  in psychol inguis t ics :  A ~enera l iza t ioa  ro le  i s  one in which 

the rule  s e r v e s  to formula te  r e g u l a r i t i e s  of the context; e . g . ,  ru les  of safe dr iv ing or  ru les  

of p rope r  diet .  A regulat ive  ro le  is  one in which the rule  s e r v e s  to regula te  opera t ions  wi th -  

in a context ,  o r  b r ing  o r d e r  to a context ,  e . g . ,  r u l e s  of the road or  ru l e s  of table e t iquet te .  

A const i tut ive ro le  is  one in which the rule  s e r v e s  to es tab l i sh  a context  or  define it; e . g . ,  

r u l e s  of c h e s s  or  of some o ther  game.  This  logical ly l eaves  the way open for  a s ingle ru le  

to play d i f fe rent  r o l e s  in d i f fe rent  contexts .  Indeed, it may be poss ib le  for a s ingle rule  to 

play d i f fe rent  r o l e s  in the s ame  eontexL but th is  r e q u i r e s  fu r the r  explora t ion.  

Regulat ive ro l e s  for ru l e s  p resuppose  the context  as given, and thus the ru l e s  a r e  

dependent  upon the context .  For  genera l iza t ion  ro l e s  and const i tut ive r o l e s  the ex is tence  of 

contexts  and ru l e s  a re  co-dependent .  Regulat ive r o l e s  a r e  o rd ina r i ly  developed upon c o n -  

ventioaal foundations,  while genera l iza t ion  r o l e s  der ive  f rom knowledge of the nature  of the 

context ,  o rd ina r i ly  based  upon expe r i ence .  Here  we have an echo of the Humean ca t ego r i e s  

for knowledge which l ie at the base  of s tandard  in t e rp re t a t ions  of the ana ly t i c / syn the t i c  d i s -  

t inction.  Were  const i tut ive r o l e s  a lso  cons t rued  as  conventional ,  we would have a nea t  se t  of 

d i f ferent iae  by which no rule  could unambigously s e r v e  more  than one of the t h ree  ro l e s  in 

any given context.  So long as we l imi t  ou r se lve s  to games  for  pa rad igms ,  this  s e e m s  a safe 

move. The quest ion is whe ther  o r  not the Kantian ma n n e r  of t r ea t ing  const i tu t ive  ru l e s  i s  an 

appropr ia te  one. To ask waht cons t i tu tes  human exper i ence ,  o r  even ma thema t i c s  and n a t u r -  

al s c i ence ,  is  not like asking what  cons t i tu tes  c h e s s  or  br idge  or  baseb&ll. The a n s w e r s  

cannot be der ived  f rom convent ions,  nor  gene ra l i zed  f rom expe r i ences ,  but mus t  be found in 

an exposi t ion of the p resupposed  foundations for  any poss ib le  opera t ion  within the context.  It 

is  agains t  the backdrop of th is  expanded concept ion of a const i tu t ive  ro le  that  c o n t r o v e r s i e s  
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over  na t iv i sm and "innate ideas" ,  as  well as  those ove r  l inguis t ic  un ive r sa l s ,  begin to make 

sense .  With such a conception of const i tut ive r o l e s ,  we can at  l e a s t  unders tand  the c la im 

that  a l inguis t ic  model  may se rve  as  a psychological  one. The c la im is  that the r u l e s  which 

have a general izat ion ro le  in a theory  of language will  a l so  have a const i tut ive ro le  in i t s  use .  

All  t h r ee  kinds of ro le  for  ru l e s  have both desc r ip t ive  and normat ive  ( p r e s c r i p t i v e  ?) 

fo rce .  How these  f o r c e s  r e l a t e  to one another  and to pa r t i cu la r  r o l e s  for  ru l e s  in context  

s e e m s  a worthwhile  topic for  study unto i t se l f .  P e r h a p s  desc r ip t ive  fo rce  domina tes  in the 

genera l iza t ion  ro le ,  but normat ive  force  domina tes  in the const i tut ive one. Cer ta in ly  t he re  

i s  a normat ive  force  to the formulat ion of regula t ive  ru l e s  as  well  as  to the i r  employment .  

Whatever  the deta i l s ,  such a study based  on these  s t a r t ing  points  would faci l i ta te  M i l l e r ' s  

concern  with the s ta tus  of r u l e -gove rned  behavior  in sc ience ,  without gett ing hung up on the 

notions of desc r ip t ive  vs .  p r e sc r ip t i ve  meanings  for  ru l e s .  

L e s t  we too read i ly  a s s imi l a t e  ru l e s  to laws,  it  i s  impor tan t  to note that  ru l e s  can 

always be broken.  So long as  we deal with the notion of a law in a leg is la t ive  context ,  it  can 

be a s s imi l a t ed  to the notion of a ru le .  Statutory laws a re  regula t ive  ru l e s  and const i tut ional  

laws (presumably)  a r e  const i tut ive ru les .  To break  a regula t ive  rule  is  inappropr ia te  within 

the ru le -con tex t ,  but to break  a const i tut ive rule  does violence to the definition of the context  

i t se l f .  Action breaking a const i tut ive rule  will  be ineffectual  o r  imposs ib le  within the r u l e -  

context ,  or  it will be judged not in that  context  at all .  Moving the king more  than one space  

in a single move is  ineffectual ,  t rumping with a king is  imposs ib le ,  and stacking a king on 

top of a rook may be a pa r t  of some game,  but c l ea r ly  not a game of c h e s s .  Not all  cons t i t u -  

t ive violat ions a r e  so neat  a s  these  examples ,  and not all  contexts  a r e  so neat  as  a w e l l -  

const i tu ted game,  as  const i tut ional  law will  so read i ly  tes t i fy .  More difficult  examples  may 

well  s t r a in  T-1 .  

The re la t ion  of genera l i za t ion  r u l e s  to na tura l  laws is  m o r e  difficult .  Rules  of 

p r o p e r  diet ,  for  ins tance ,  a r e  based  upon b io -chemica t ,  physiological  and o ther  na tura l  laws.  

In th is  ro le ,  the notion of a ru le  c o m e s  c l o s e s t  to the laws of the " d e s c r i p t i v e "  s c i e n c e s .  But 

in th is  ro le ,  ru l e s  a r e  der iva t ive  f r o m  laws and not equat ible  with them.  These  ru l e s  can be 

violated without violat ing the re levan t  laws;  indeed,  in the v e r y  violat ion of the r u l e s ,  the 

re levant  laws a re  given negat ive ver i f ica t ion .  They a r e  not reducible  to the laws ,  however ,  

s ince they involve value cons ide ra t ions  not enta i led  by the laws t h e m s e l v e s .  For  ru l e s  of 

p roper  diet  you need the value cons idera t ion  of good health; for  the ru l e s  of safe dr iving you 

need the value cons idera t ion  of persona l  safety.  But it  s e e m  plausible  that  genera l iza t ion  

ru l e s  can be analyzed into the re levan t  na tura l  laws,  toge ther  with the r e l evan t  value c o n s i -  

de ra t ions ,  tf  so,  given the c l a ims  of r e cen t  l inguis t ics  and psychol inguis t ics ,  th is  cannot be 

the notion of a ru le  we a re  seeking.  
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Wittgens te in  and his fo l lowers  have made much of t r ea t ing  s u b - c l a s s e s  of languages 

on an analogy to ru les  of games .  While this  may prove sa t i s f ac to ry  for  ce r t a in  a spec t s  of 

semant ic  concern ,  it s e r v e s  as  a s ingular ly  inappropr ia te  model for  a language as  a whole.  

Games involve a conscious  enter ing  into, whe reas  a language provides  a bas i s  for en te r ing  

in. F a r  f rom being the r e su l t  of convention,  language is p resupposed  by v i r tua l ly  all con -  

ventional engagements .  For  ru l e s  of games~ const i tut ive ru l e s  as  well as regula t ive  ru les  

a r e  made definite by conventions for speci f ied  purposes .  The ru les  of Hoyte as  well  as  the 

ru l e s  of Goren for br idge came into being by human decision~ whe the r  expl ic i t  o r  impl ic i t ,  

s ingular  o r  col lect ive .  Linguis t ic  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  const i tu ted  by physiological  and psycho-  

logical  as  well as  socia l  condit ions.  The F r e n c h  Academy may se t  for th  r u l e s ,  but these  a r e  

regula t ive  r a t h e r  than const i tut ive.  Whether  posi t ive m e r i t  na t iv i sm may have (and I think 

it has l i t t le  or none), i ts  negative th rus t  is  that  the pos i t iv is t ic  options of emp i r i ca l  g e n e r a l -  

izat ion or conventional definit ion a re  inadequate.  Rules  of languages  a r e  not like ru les  of 

games .  

While the analogy is thus defect ive ,  it points to another  problem.  However limited~ 

the analogue between ru les  of a game {say, bridge) and ru l e s  of a language (say,  English) 

would lead one to expect  a comparab le  analogue on the more  genera l  level .  Yet,  we a re  

neve r  incl ined to speak of ru l e s  of Game in the way so many read i ly  speak of ru les  of Lan-  

guage. If, indeed~ ru les  a r e  context  dependent ,  we fail to find a context  ca l led  "Game" that  

is  defined by any se t  of ru l e s .  What is  the re  to lead us to suppose  that  the re  is  a context  

cal led "Language" that  s e r v e s  as  a context  for  ru l e s  of language ? Such a context  is  ne i ther  

p r e s e n t  for  obse rv ing  ru l e -gove rned  behavior  no r  for  engaging in it .  T-1 s e e m s  to make 

the notion of a rule  of Language an anomalous one. 

Thus far ,  we have spoken only about ru l e s  of language, net  about ru les  for  speaking. 

The shif t  f rom of to for s e e m s  not an ins ignif icant  one. Where  the f o r m e r  r e l a t e s  ru les  to a 

context,  the l a t t e r  r e l a t e s  ru les  to goa l -d i r ec t ed  activi ty.  This invites an analogy of ru l e s  to 

tools .  The h a m m e r  is  a tool o f  ca rpen t ry ,  but is  a tool fo_.~ doing c a r p e n t r y  work.  Here ,  we 

must  not be hasty  to a s s imi l a t e  r u l e -gove rned  behavior  to goa l -d i r ec t ed  act ivi ty,  or to equate 

ru l e s  with tools .  There  a r e  haza rds  enough with such moves  as  we shal l  see  p resen t ly .  

Rather~ the point that  I would make here  is  that  the r o l e s  of ru l e s  in language a re  d i f fe rent  

in kind f rom the r o l e s  of r u l e s  in speaking-- indeed,  even the s e n s e s  of " in" he re  s e e m  d i f -  

fe ren t .  Adequate expl icat ion of the na ture  and re la t ion  of these  r o l e s  is  a condition for  m e e t -  

ing the conce rns  with which we began. 

We might  hope for  an explication of ru l e s  for  speaking in s p e e c h - a c t  ana lyses  such as  

those of Sear le  (1969), but ru les  for s p e e c h - a c t s  a r e  not equatable with ru l e s  for  speaking. 

In semiot ic  t e r m s ,  s p e e c h - a c t  ana lyses  a re  p ragmat ic .  They a re  concerned  with what the 



193 

speake r  can do in and th rough  the ac t  of speaking.  Phone t ic ,  syn tac t ic  and s e m a n t i c  r u l e s  

may  provide the s p e a k e r  with  the equ ipment  fo..~r tha t  doing i n  and  through.  So fa r  the r u l e s  

a s  tools  t r e a t m e n t  s e e m s  p laus ib le .  Yet,  t he re  is  the ac t  of  speaking  to be c o n s i d e r e d  as  

well .  The doing of the  speaking  i t s e l f  cannot  so p laus ib ly  be t r e a t e d  as  a g o a l - d i r e c t e d  a c t i -  

v i ty  a s  doing someth ing  in and  th rough  tha t  ac t .  Some d i s c u s s i o n s  have  been  hope le s s ly  m i s -  

lead ing  on t h i s  point.  Fodor ,  for  example ,  m a i n t a i n s  tha t  a ch i ld  " a p p l i e s "  o r  " emp loys"  

l inguis t i c  r u l e s  to pe rcep tua l  input (Fodor ,  1966, p. 117). Such m e a n s - e n d s  c h a r a c t e r i z a -  

t ions  which  a r e  app rop r i a t e  to g o a l - d i r e c t e d  ac t iv i ty  s e e m  s ingu la r ly  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  for  l o c u -  

t i ona ry  ac t s ,  while  quite s a t i s f a c t o r y  for  i l locu t ionary  and pe r locu t i ona ry  ones .  

F o r  l ingu i s t i c s ,  gene ra l i z a t i on  r o l e s  s e e m  app rop r i a t e  for  cons ide ra t ion  of ru l e s  of a 

language.  F o r  psychology,  r egu la t ive  and cons t i tu t ive  r o l e s  s e e m  app rop r i a t e  for  c o n s i d e r -  

a t ion of r u l e s  for  speaking.  A t t emp t s  to confla te  gene ra l i z a t i on  r o l e s  with  cons t i tu t ive  r o l e s  

a r e  a t t empt s  to provide  a b r idge  be tween  l i ngu i s t i c s  and psychology.  They a r e  a l so  the 

b a s i s  for  conceptual  confusion ove r  the na tu re  of a theory  of language.  Inso fa r  as  one r e -  

g a r d s  the r u l e s  in gene ra l i z a t i on  r o l e s ,  the concept ion  of a hypothe t ico-deduc t ive  model  is  

app rop r i a t e ,  s i m i l a r  to an  e m p i r i c a l  sc i ence .  In so fa r  a s  one r e g a r d s  the r u l e s  in c o n s t i t u -  

t ive  r o l e s ,  the concept ion  of an  ax iomat ic  s y s t e m  is  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  s i m i l a r  to a f o r m a l  sc i ence .  

C o n t r o v e r s i e s  ove r  which  concept ion  i s  app r op r i a t e  to a t h e o r y  of language  have been  g e n e r -  

a ted  out of the a t t emp t  to have the  theory  bo th  ways .  Th i s  i s  not  to say  that  we cannot  have 

i t  both ways,  but  how th i s  could be so  r e m a i n s  a conceptua l  p rob l em.  

These  p r e l i m i n a r y  exp lora t ions  of p r o b l e m s  with contexts  and r o l e s  for  r u l e s  l eave  us 

with a t  l e a s t  two ques t ions  r e l e v a n t  to our  c o n c e r n s :  

Q - l :  How c lose ly  knit  a fami ly  is  the se t  of concepts  e x p r e s s e d  by " r u l e "  ? 

(e. g . ,  ru le  of a game,  ru le  of thumb,  ru le  of in fe rence ;  or  ru le  of g r a m m a r ,  

ru le  of l ingu is t i c  acquis i t ion ,  ru le  of action) 

Q-2 :  How, if a t  a l l ,  do r u l e s  of  language function as  ru l e s  f o r  speak ing?  

To deal  with  such  ques t ions  we need  to make  f u r t h e r  exp lo ra t ions  into the concept  of r u l e -  

gove rned  behav io r ,  and into i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  to the l anguage - speak ing  d i s t inc t ion  r e l e v a n t  to a 

theory  of language.  

II 

In h i s  d i s cus s ion  of r u l e s ,  Wi t tgens te in  d i s t i ngu i shes  be tween  a p r o c e s s  be ing  in 

acco rdance  with a ru le  and a p r o c e s s  involving a ru le  (Wit tgens te in ,  1958, p. 14). His 

example  is  the n u m b e r  s e r i e s  "1,  4, 9, 1 6 , . . .  " .  A r r i v i n g  a t  the next  n u m b e r  in the s e r i e s  

may  be in acco rdance  with the ru le  of squar ing ,  but i t  need  not  involve tha t  ru le .  I might ,  

for  ins t ance ,  see tha t  by adding 3 to 1, I g e t  4; 5 to 4, I g e t  9; 7 to 9, I g e t  16; so tha t  
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by adding 9 to 16, I will get 25. This rule works as well for generating the series as does 

the squaring rule. That they have proved to be logically equivalent only assures me that they 

work equally well. Clearly, my calculations using the one rule will be a different kind of 

operation from what it would be with the other, even though my activity in employing either, 

or another, or none (on the implausible basis of persistent lucky guesses) wou~d appropriate- 

ly be characterized as being in accordance with both. In like manner, it is plausible for me 

to speak in accordance with the rules of a language without those rules being involved in that 

speaking. If our sense of rule-governed behavior is to be behavior in accordance with cer- 

tain rules, then we would have a clear, but innocuous sense of how to answer Q-2. It would 

jus t  as  c l ea r ly  be inadequate to the conce rns  of the re la t ion  of l inguis t ic  theory  to p s y c h o -  

logical  inquiry.  By the same token it would r econc i l e  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behavior  to na tura l  laws 

s ince  any regula r i ty  could be counted as in accordance  with a ru le .  

A p r o c e s s  involves a ru le ,  accord ing  to Wit tgens te in ,  if "the symbol  of the rule  f o r m s  

par t  of the calcula t ion" .  But this  sugges t s  that  the p r o c e s s  under  cons idera t ion  is  a goa l -  

d i r ec ted  act ivi ty  in which ru les  a r e  tools ,  in which the r u l e s  of language a r e  m e a n s  to the 

end of a p r o c e s s  of speaking.  We can hardly  say that  a speaker  uses  his  language to speak 

( r a the r ,  we say he speaks  inn his nat ive language). The al ien may indeed use his knowledge 

of the ru les  of a foreign language as a means  to speaking it, but the mark  if the native is  that ,  

i n so fa r  as he i s  competen t  in speaking,  this  m e a n s / e n d s  dis t inct ion is absen t  f rom his p r o -  

c e s s  of speaking-- tha t  it  is  not a calculat ion.  Where  "accord ing  to a ru le"  proved too weak 

for  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behavior ,  this  sense  of "involving a ru le"  p roves  too s t rong.  

The notion of following a rule  s e e m s  t rapped  ambiguously between these  two. 

Suppose the speaker  is  following a rule  without knowing it .  This s t r a in s  our metaphor  of 

following, and leaves  us with nothing more  than act ing in accordance  with a ru le .  On the 

o ther  hand, to explici t ly know he is  following a rule  puts us back with goa l -d i r ec t ed  act ivi ty,  

this t ime with the rule  as  analogous to a guide toward  a goal.  The guide analogy fai ls  on the 

same s o r t s  of counts as the tool analogy. If we appeal to some so r t  of taci t  knowledge about 

following a ru le ,  we have made no gain until the c h a r a c t e r  of both the knowing and the fol low- 

ing a re  s o r t e d  out. Thus,  in seeking an answer  to our init ial  ques t ions ,  we have picked up 

another :  

Q-3" What sense  of "involving a ru le"  or  "following a ru le"  is  impl ied by " r u l e -  

governed behavior"  ? 

There  is  a sense  in which this whole manner  of t r ea t ing  the p rob lem m i s s e s  the mark .  

Rules  that  s e r v e  as  tools or  as  guides in r u l e -gove rne d  behavior  a r e  ord inar i ly  regula t ive  

ru les ,  not const i tut ive ones .  They se rve , to  make the act ivi ty more  effect ive  or  more  eff ic ient  

or  more  appropr ia te ,  but they do not se rve  to make the act ivi ty what it is  as an activi ty.  The 



195 

cons t i tu t ive  ro l e  in  r e l a t i o n  to ac t iv i ty  within i t s  contex t  i s  usua l ly  one of se t t ing  l i m i t s  on 

ac t iv i ty  within the context ,  r a t h e r  than provid ing  guidance for  act ion.  Th i s  p rov ides  a b a s i s  

for  a new tac t  wi th  a new t h e s i s :  

T - l :  Rules  account  for  opposi t ion by se t t ing  l i m i t s  for  ac t ion .  

T-3  p r e suppose s  tha t  r u l e s  a r e  fo rmula t ions  in ac t ion r a t h e r  than f e a t u r e s  of r ea l i t y .  The 

f e a t u r e s  of r e a l i t y  a r e  the  oppos i t ions  conf ron ted  in ac t ion .  I t  f u r t h e r  p r e s u p p o s e s  t ha t  the  

fo rmula t ions  wil l ,  in i t ia l ly  a t  l eas t ,  be nega t ive ,  se t t ing  l i m i t s  on ac t ion  within the context  

of tha t  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r .  Thus  the  r u l e s  govern  the b e h a v i o r  by r e s t r i c t i n g  i t s  scope 

and c h a r a c t e r ,  

A c o m p a r i s o n  to m o r a l  contex ts  may  be helpful .  Mora l  t h e o r i e s  a r e  usua l ly  divided 

into t e leo log ica l  and deontological  t h e o r i e s .  The f o r m e r  a r e  c o n s t r u e d  in t e r m s  of ends  o r  

goals ,  the l a t t e r  in t e r m s  of r u l e s  or  m a x i m s .  Te leo logica l  t h e o r i e s  invi te  fo rmula t ion  of 

obl iga t ions  in t e r m s  of what  one ought to do; deontological  t h e o r i e s  invi te  fo rmula t ion  of o b -  

l i ea t ions  in t e r m s  of what  one ought not to do. I t  is  in th i s  way tha t  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r  

has  a q u a s i - m o r a l  or  deontologieal  c h a r a c t e r .  Rules  te l l  us  what  we may  not  do. 

Th i s  unde r s t and ing  of r u l e - g o v e r n e d  b e h a v i o r  r u n s  coun te r  to the r o l e s  r u l e s  play in 

the fo rma l  s c i ences .  T h e r e ,  the r u l e s  a r e  both  cons t i tu t ive  and te leo logica l .  They both  

cons t i tu te  the s t r u c t u r e  of the s y s t e m  and s e r v e  a s  expl ic i t  m e a n s  for  new fo rmula t ions ,  by 

fo rma t ion  or  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .  However ,  i n so fa r  a s  these  s y s t e m s  a r e  c o n s t r u e d  l o g i c i s t i c -  

a l ly ,  the ru le  contexts  a r e  d e t e r m i n e d  convent iona l ly  aga ins t  the backdrop  of pu rposes  beyond 

the s y s t e m  (cp. Carnap~ 1950). On an in tu i t iona l i s t  unde r s t and ing ,  the  ru l e  contex ts  a r e  

d e t e r m i n e d  by the l i m i t s  of r ea l i t y ,  giving again  a deontological  ba se ,  e x p r e s s e d  nega t ive ly  

as  l im i t s .  However  one c o n s t r u e s  the foundat ions of m a t h e m a t i c s ,  t hese  a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e v e a l  

d i f fe ren t  unde r s t and ings  of the cons t i tu t ive  ro le  for  r u l e s .  E i t h e r  the cons t i tu t ive  c o n -  

s t r a i n t s  a r e  fo rmula t ed  te leo logiea l ly  by convent ion,  o r  they a r e  conf ron ted  deontologica l ly  

a s  l i m i t s  to act ion.  W h a t e v e r  o n e ' s  me taphys i ca l  c o m m i t m e n t s ,  the f o r m e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

has  many heu r i s t i c  va lues  for  m a t h e m a t i c s .  So long as  we c l a i m  to be work ing  wi th  na tu r a l  

l anguages ,  the f o r m e r  is  c l e a r l y  implaus ib le  both  t heo re t i c a l l y  and p rac t i ca l l y  for  s tud ies  of 

language and of speaking.  

With  T-3  as  a s t a r t i ng  point,  we have a b a s i s  for  unde r s t and ing  r u l e - g o v e r n e d  

behav io r  in the weakes t  poss ib le  s e n s e :  

R u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r l=Df"  Habi tuated ac t iv i ty  within a de l imi ted  context ,  

whe re  the  habi tua t ion  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  nega t ive ly  by these  l im i t s ,  but can  be 

d e s c r i b e d  as  be ing  in a c c o r d a n c e  wi th  a se t  of r u l e s  tha t  make  the  l i m i t s  def ini te .  

On th i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i t  is  poss ib le  for  d i f fe ren t  se t s  of r u l e s ,  log ica l ly  equiva len t ,  to 

define the context  for  act ion.  It  i s  a l so  poss ib le  for  many  p a t t e r n s  of ac t ion to be governed  
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by these  ru l e s ,  without these  act ions  e v e r  confront ing the l imi t s  of the context  for  which the 

r u l e s  give an accounting.  Thus, i t  is  poss ib le  for  ac t ions  to be cons t r a ined  by l imi t s  without 

involving a rule .  This makes  the n o n - s m o k e r  "governed"  in his act ions by the regulat ion of 

a no-smoking  ru le ,  s ince the act  of smoking would be poss ib le  for him independent  of the 

context ,  and the ru l e s  of the context  would prohibi t  that  action.  Still,  while we might  be 

will ing to concede that  he was  governed  by the ru le  in th is  weak s e n s e ,  we would find i t  odd 

to say that  he was obeying it~ and ludicrous  to say that  he was following it .  

In the light of such cons idera t ions  as these ,  Saporta,  1967, p. 22) r e j e c t s  such a weak 

sense  of r u l e -gove rned  behavior .  He mainta ins  that "in any case  where  the s i mp l e s t  s i m u -  

lat ion of the o rgan i sm r e q u i r e s  computat ions  that  appeal  to the ru le ,  it follows that  the o r g a n -  

i sm whose behavior  i s  s imula ted  mus t  know the r u l e . "  This  would at l e a s t  be a plausible  

c la im,  were  a given se t  of ru les  uniquely appropr ia te  to a given context .  But as we saw in 

the example of the squar ing and addit ive ru les ,  this  is  not the case ,  To s imula te  the p r o c -  

e s s e s  r equ i r ed  to develop that  number  s e r i e s  does r e q u i r e  computat ions  that  appeal to a ru le ,  

but not to a uniquely de t e rmined  one. If the psychol inguis t  f inds his own ru les  uniquely 

de te rmined ,  it i s  because  they a re  so de t e rmined  by the theore t ica l  s y s t e m  in which he o p e r -  

a t e s ,  not by the act ivi ty context  in which his subject  ope ra t e s .  This throws us back to the 

p rob lems  of in fe r r ing  f rom the genera l iza t ion  ro le  of l inguis t ic  ru l e s  to the const i tut ive and 

regulat ive  r o l e s  of r u l e -gove rned  behavior  in speaking. Even if we concluded on some 

ground or  another  that  the squar ing rule  is  theore t i ca l ly  p r e f e r ab l e ,  the subjec t  would not  

have to know it in any s e n s e  of "know" to c a r r y  out the act ivi ty r equ i r ed .  That he would have 

to know some  rule in some sense  s e e m s  to be r equ i r e d  for  t rea t ing  pa t te rned  behavior  as  

ru l e -governed ,  and this does r equ i r e  a s t ronge r  sense  of r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behavior  than our 

f i r s t ,  weak sense .  

A s t r o n g e r  sense  of r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behavior  is  one in which the o rgan i sm knows where  

the limits are, though he may not know what the limits are. 

Rule-governed behavior2=Df" Habituated activity determined negatively by the 

limits of the context and deriving its patterns from confrontation with those limits. 

The limits are learned by breaking the rules in the sense of activity exceeding the limits of 

the context, and thus proving in a variety of possible ways unsuccessful action for that con- 

text. This need not involve the formulation or "internalization" of rules for the context, but 

only an accommodation of action to its limits. Such a trial and basis for habituating action 

to the limits of a context is for a variety of reasons both inefficient and inadequate. But an 

individual's society cooperates with him in the development of his action patterns, both by 

positive reinforcement and by derivative negative reinforcement. By such social constraints, 

the organism may be habituated to certain patterns of action in accommodation to derived 
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l i m i t s  imposed  by his  soc ie ty .  Such coopera t ion  would not r e q u i r e  the o r g a n i s m  to know the 

u l t ima te  l i m i t s  of the context ,  much  l e s s  r u l e s  tha t  govern  act ion in r e l a t i o n  to them;  but 

i n so fa r  as  i t  we re  in ten t ional ,  such coopera t ion  would r e q u i r e  his  soc ie ty  to know what  the 

l i m i t s  were  and some se t  of r u l e s  tha t  would account  for  them.  

Ne i the r  of the s e n s e s  of fered  so f a r  g ives  us  a b a s i s  for  ta lk  about  i n t e rna l i z ing ,  

knowing, employing  o r  applying r u l e s .  F o r  th i s ,  we need  a yet  s t r o n g e r  s ense .  

R u l e - g o v e r n e d  behavior3=Df"  Habi tua ted  ac t iv i ty  unde r s tood  by the a c t o r  as  in  

a context  d e t e r m i n e d  by r u l e s  account ing  for  the  l i m i t s  of tha t  context .  Such 

r u l e s  may  be employed  by the a c t o r  as  guides  for  f u r t h e r  ac t iv i ty .  

Th i s  is  the f i r s t  s e n s e  which s e e m s  adequate  to the inqu i r i e s  of l i ngu i s t i c s ,  m a t h e m a t i c s  

and compu te r  sc ience ;  i t  i s  s t r o n g  enough to suppor t  c o n c e r n s  with explanat ion ,  p red ic t ion  

and in fe rence ;  i t  is  too s t rong ,  as  we have seen ,  to impute  to the s p e a k e r / h e a r e r  a s  a con -  

di t ion for  h is  compe tence ,  and i t  is  s t r o n g e r  than n e c e s s a r y  for  a soc ie ty  to a ccu l t u r a t e  i t s  

m e m b e r s  to pa t t e rn s  of ac t ions  within r u l e - o r d e r e d  contex ts .  Because  mode ls  for  l anguages  

in l i ngu i s t i c s ,  m a t h e m a t i c s  and compu te r  sc i ence  p re suppose  someth ing  l ike  th i s  u n d e r s t a n d -  

ing of r u l e - g o v e r n e d  behav io r ,  they a r e  c l e a r l y  i napp rop r i a t e  for  mode l s  for  psychologica l  

deve lopment  and p e r f o r m a n c e .  None of the s e n s e s  of fe red  give an adequate  unde r s t and ing  of 

r u l e - g o v e r n e d  ac t iv i ty  for  the s p e a k e r / h e a r e r ;  and if  we had such,  we would s t i l l  need  an 

account  of how the o r g a n i s m  moves  in h i s  deve lopment  f r o m  r e a c t i o n  to ac t ion to r u l e - f o r m a -  

t ion to r u l e - e m p l o y m e n t .  In t e r m s  of T -3 ,  th i s  l a t t e r  ques t ion  b e c o m e s :  

Q-4 :  How does an o r g a n i s m  develop in i t s  ope ra t ions  f r o m  conf ron ta t ion  with l i m i t s  

to fo rmula t ing  l imi t s  as  r u l e s  for  use  in subsequen t  a c t i v i t y?  

III 

While  the na t i v i s t  would a g r e e  tha t  t he re  is deve lopment ,  he would ma in t a in  tha t  the 

r u l e s  t h e m s e l v e s  a r e  not  the c r e a t i o n s  of human ac t ion ,  but a r e  in some  s e n s e  bui l t  into the 

o r g a n i s m  f r o m  the outse t .  Th i s  d i s c u s s i o n  b a s e d  on T-3  i s  thus  c l e a r l y  a n t i - n a t i v i s t i c .  Th i s  

does  not  imply  tha t  i t  is  therefore~ as  so many  would infer ,  behav io r i s t i c .  This  explora t ion  

has  throughout  p re supposed  that  ac t ion  is  in ten t iona l  ac t ion .  The e m p l o y m e n t  of "behav io r "  

in psychology is usua l ly  a s l i ppe ry  one, s ince  i t  c l a i m s  honor i f i ca l ly  to be e m p i r i c a l ,  and yet  

s e r v e s  to r e f e r  to ac t ion  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  in ten t ional .  F o r  m o s t  p u r p o s e s  th i s  i s  h a r m l e s s  

enough, but wil l  not  do when the notion of behav io r  i t s e l f  is  in ques t ion.  P h i l o s o p h e r s ,  w o r k -  

ing on the concept  of act ion,  usual ly  d i s t ingu i sh  ac t ion f rom behav ior ,  only to be lef t  w o n d e r -  

ing how to u n d e r s t a n d  in tent ion,  and how to r e l a t e  the notion of ac t ion  to tha t  of behavior .  

One pa tent  move  i s  to r e d u c e  ac t ion c a t e g o r i e s  to b e h a v i o r  c a t e g o r i e s .  Such a t t e m p t s  i n e v i -  

tab ly  r e s o r t  to some d i spos i t iona l  concep ts  ( "be l i e f " ,  "a t t i tude" ,  or  m o r e  gene ra l l y  " h a b i t s " ,  
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"propensities") as reduction devices. Work with reduction sentences has shown that disposi- 

tions require ana analysis in terms of contrary-to-fact conditionals, and that these condi- 

tionals cannot be completely reduced to perational considerations (cp. Hempel, 1965). 

T-4- Reduction of dispositional statements to observation statements is systematic- 

ally impossible. 

With such a conclusion, it should become clear that the "behavior" spoken of in "rule-gov- 

erned behavior" is not strictly speaking observational, but requires interpretation as 

intentional action or dispositions to action. 

I am inclined to maintain a stronger thesis than T-4; namely, that dispositions can 

only be understood as potentials for actualizations of some ends, and must therefore be dealt 

with in a teleological framework of explanation. Even this stronger version would not pre- 

clude the development of intentions from dispositions from events, as Q-4 seems to call for, 

but it does expose something of the conceptual complexities involved. To deny that such 

development takes place would require that we posit either dispositions or intentions as 

starting-points. Pe~:haps this is what is embedded in the nativist claim, but that too requires 

some explanation. In the end, I think we need an adequate understanding of intentional action 

to get  at the notion of a ru le  in ru l e -gove rned  act ivi ty.  To say that  intentional  act ion is  goal -  

d i r ec ted  act ion is  inadequate.  Goa l -d i rec t ion  is  a suff ic ient  condition for  intention,  but not a 

n e c e s s a r y  one. It is  quite appropr ia te  to call  an action intentional even when it is  not done 

"on p u r p o s e . "  Indeed, it was jus t  a t  this point that  we found our ana lys i s  of "governed"  in -  

adequate.  For  a rule  to be "involved" does not r equ i r e  it to be a tool o r  a guide to act ivi ty 

any more  than intention r e q u i r e s  purpose .  The sense  in which " r u l e - g o v e r n e d "  act ivi ty in -  

volves a ru le ,  but not as a tool for calculat ion,  is  just  the sense  in which act ivi ty  is  in tent ion-  

al ,  but not goa l -d i r ec ted .  It i s  in th is  as  yet  inadequately explored  range of meaning that  the 

sense  of a notion of a rule  re levant  to concerns  in psychology of language l ies .  

IV 

So far ,  quest ions  and t he se s  r ega rd ing  ru l e -gov e r n e d  behavior  have been exposed by 

treating "rule", "governed" and "behavior" in turn. Another tact of exposition might be to 

examine o ther  s e t s  of c a t ego r i e s  re levan t  to psychol inguis t ies  with which ru l e s  and action 

seem to have some aff ini t ies .  There  is  some temptat ion to draw analogies  along the l ines  of 

r u l e / ac t i on  = s t ruc tu re / func t ion  = c o m p e t e n c e / p e r f o r m a n c e  = explana t ion /observa t ion .  The 

extent  to which such equat ions of the r e l a t ions  of ca t ego r i e s  can be run would make an i n t e r -  

es t ing  comceptual  explora t ion  in i tself .  We can explore  the ma t t e r  he re  only so far  as the 

var ious  s e t s  of ca t ego r i e s  shed some l ight  on the notion of a ru le .  
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St ruc tu res  s e r v e  as  a bas i s  for  function as  r u l e s  s e r v e  as a bas i s  for  ac t ions .  The 

s t a t emen t  is  patently fa l se ,  but invi tes  fu r the r  explorat ion.  F i r s t ,  kinds of s t r u c t u r e s  mus t  

be dis t inguished.  Social,  l inguist ic  and physical  s t r u c t u r e s  di f fer  in kind f rom one another  

p r ec i s e ly  with r e f e r e n c e  to the ro le  played by ru l e s .  The s t r u c t u r e s  of language and socie ty  

a re  desc r ibab le  in t e r m s  of ru les  for  the formulat ion of s t r u c t u r e s  and of ru les  for  the o p e r -  

ation of functions within those s t r u c t u r e s .  Phys ica l  s t r u c t u r e s  by c o n t r a s t  can be de sc r ibed  

without r e c o u r s e  to r u l e s ,  and it makes  no sense  to speak of the ru l e s  of fo rmat ion  for  

physical  s t r u c t u r e s .  Phys ica l  functions a re  desc r ibed  in t e r m s  of laws,  not ru les .  How like 

laws ru les  may be and to what extent  the l a t t e r  can be reduced  to the f o r m e r  a r e  sa l ient  p r o b -  

l e m s  in philosophy of sc i ence ,  and on them turn  many of the ques t ions  about how socia l  and 

behavioral  s c i ences  a r e  r e l a t ed  to physical  and biological  s c i ences .  But taws a re  not ru les .  

An analys is  of how laws di f fer  f rom ru l e s  might be ve ry  revea l ing  for  how concepts  of s t r u c -  

ture  and function and the re la t ion  between s t ruc tu re  and function d i f fer  between a physical  

and a social  context.  

In a quite d i f fe rent  manner ,  l inguist ic  s t r u c t u r e s  differ  f rom social  s t r u c t u r e s .  In 

the sense  that  format ion  and function ru les  for  socia l  const i tu t ions  can be changed by human 

decis ion and act ion,  they a r e  conventional .  On a TG ana lys i s ,  l inguis t ic  r u l e s  a r e  not of the 

same sor t .  The preva len t  thes i s  is  that  they a re  built in; built into the o rgan i sm for  base  

s t ruc tu re  and into the language for t r ans fo rma t ions  to sur face  s t ruc tu r e .  The s e n s e s  of 

s t ruc tu re  he re  s e e m  amenable  ne i the r  to the physical  model  nor  to the socia l  one. Language 

s t ruc tu r e s  a re  analogous to physical  s t r u c t u r e s  except  that  they r equ i r e  ru l e s  for  the i r  

descr ip t ion.  SpeaMng functions a re  analogous to socia l  functions except  that  the i r  cons t i tu -  

t ive foundations a r e  not c l ea r ly  conventional .  Linguis t ic  ru l e s  hang in conceptual  d i s comfo r t  

between physical  laws and social  n o r m s .  Jus t  as  the i r  s ta tus  re la t ive  to the f o r m a l / e m p i r i c a l  

divide is p rob lemat ic ,  so is it ,  r e la t ive  to the phys i ca l / soc i a l  divide. However the analogue 

between r u l e s / a c t i o n  and s t ruc tu re / func t ion  may work out, the notion of a ru le  as  a p sycho-  

linguis tic phenomenon will r ema in  prob lemat ic .  

There  is  one c l ea r  s ense  in which s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  like, ru le s .  Both se t  l imi t s  to 

function. But, as  we have seen,  the re  a r e  ru l e s  in and for  act ion as  well  as  act ion according  

to ru l e s .  Rules ,  as  human formula t ions ,  s e rve  as  tools  as  well  as  l imi t s .  As such,  they 

differ  f rom physical  s t r u c t u r e s  and f rom physical  laws.  As such, they a lso  differ  f rom l in -  

guist ic  r u l e s ,  a t  l e a s t  f rom that  notion of ru le  that  we have been seeking.  

Also like r u l e s ,  competence  se t s  l imi t s  to act ion,  and in i ts  re la t ion  to pe r fo rmance  

s e e m s  to have a s imi la r  ro le  to that  of s t ruc tu re  in re la t ion  to function. The compe tence /  

pe r fo rmance  ca t ego r i e s  a l so  s e r v e  as  a conceptual  br idge between l inguis t ics  and psychology.  

The prevai l ing analogy between c o m p e t e n c e / p e r f o r m a n c e  and l angue /paro le  is  a mis lead ing  
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one,  however .  Competence ,  unlike s t r u c t u r e ,  i s  aa act ion ca tegory .  Competence  is  a con -  

dition for  p e r f o r m a n c e  in d i f fe ren t  ways  f rom s t ruc tu r e  as  a condition for  function, and 

f rom language as  a condition for  speaking. Competence  is  te leologica l ly  defined in ways 

(presumably)  s t ruc tu re  is not. Competence can only be unders tood in t e r m s  of the p e r f o r -  

mance it is  the competence  for ,  while s t ruc tu re  can be unders tood  independent  of function. 

So too with language and speaking, but in a d i f ferent  way. One speaks  a language,  but one 

does not p e r f o r m  a competence .  One must  su re ly  have competence  with a language in o r d e r  

to have the p e r f o r m a n c e  of speaking it ,  but th is  does  not w a r r a n t  equating the re la t ion  of 

language to speaking with that  of competence  to p e r f o r m a n c e .  Where  we can speak of ru l e s  

of language and ru l e s  for speaking and p e r f o r m a n c e ,  we cannot speak of ru l e s  for  competence .  

Another  p rob lem with the role  of "competence"  on psychol inguis t ic  d i s cou r se  is  a 

sys t emat i c  ambiguity between i t s  c apac i t y - s ense  and i ts  a b i l i t y - s e n s e  (the d is t inc t ion  here  is  

a technical one~ since "capacity" and "ability" are used interchangeably in most discourse, 

which facilitates the ambiguity). "Capacity" has a passive connotation and "ability" an active 

one. Capacities are "built in" to the organism, but abilities are developed. One may have 

the capacity to speak Language, but he acquires the ability to speak a language, and it is in 

the acquisition of this ability that he is said to acquire a language. Insofar as competence 

sets limits in the capacity-sense, it is related to performance just as structure is to function. 

But this is so just so far as we can say that physiological structure determines the capacity 

for speaking, and the structures involved here are not linguistic; nor does a notion of rule 

in any way come into play. While there may be some sense in which the acquisition and 

employment of abilities for speaking is rule-governed, the sense is not clear, nor is it clear 

that such psychological rules are of the nature of linguistic ones. An understanding of how 

the competence~performance categories serve as a bridge between linguistics and psychology, 

then, requires some sorting out of these issues. Far from illuminating the role of linguis- 

tic rules in the act of speaking, the presuppose an understanding of that role. 

I noted at the outset G.A. Miller's concern with the role of rules in descriptive 

science. The contrast of descriptive/normative motivated his concern, since it is in the 

context of the normative that discussion of rules most readily appears. We might equally 

well ask about the role of rules in an explanatory gcienee. Is "rule-governed behavior" an 

explanatory term in psyeholinguistics to give an account of observed and predicted acts of 

speaking? This seems a specification of the broader question of analogues between explana- 

tion/observation and rules/action. To pursue the matter, we need an additional thesis: 

T-5: Explanation influences description and is not reduceable to it. 

The thesis is necessary because unenlightened neopositivists and neobehaviorists have con- 

tinued to maintain a descriptivist view of theories (i. e. ,  that theories are shorthand deserip- 
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t ions  of obse rva t i ons ) ,  and th is  has  r e m a i n e d  m o s t  p r e v a l e n t  in psychology,  of al l  the s c i -  

ences .  The move away f rom such a view, i ron ica l ly ,  has  been led by such  logica l  pos i t i v i s t s  

a s  Ca rnap  (1936) and  Hempel  (1965) t h e m s e l v e s .  The l a t t e r  por t ion  of T -5  i s  but  a c o r o l l a r y  

to T-4 ,  s ince  ana ly s i s  of t heo r e t i c a l  t e r m s  inev i tab ly  r e s u l t s  in d i spos i t iona l  fo rmula t ions .  

The f o r m e r  por t ion  is  but a c l a i m  tha t  obse rva t ion  s t a t e m e n t s  t h e m s e l v e s  a r e  t h e o r y - l a d e n ,  

and r e q u i r e  for  t h e i r  unde r s t and ing  some t heo r e t i c a l  o r i en t a t i on  on the p a r t  of the o b s e r v e r .  

Once th i s  t h e s i s  is  g ran ted ,  d i s c o m f o r t  with  hypothe t ica l  c o n s t r u c t s ,  i n t e rven ing  v a r i a b l e s ,  

m e c h a n i s m s  and the l ike need  no longe r  domina te  c o n c e r n  wi th  the ro l e  of l ingu i s t i c  r u l e s  in  

psychology of language.  The a i m  is  no longer  to make  " r u l e "  obse rva t i ona l  or  even  o p e r a -  

t ional ,  but r a t h e r  to u n d e r s t a n d  i t s  ro le  in the unde r s t and ing  of psychology of language.  

Leav ing  d e s c r i p t i v i s m  behind,  we a r e  s t i l l  not out of the  woods. R e a l i s m  and 

i n s t r u m e n t a l i s m  r e m a i n  v iab le  a l t e r n a t i v e s  for  ways of unde r s t and ing  the ro le  of t h e o r i e s  in 

sc ien t i f ic  explanat ion.  On a r e a l i s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t heo re t i c a l  en t i t i e s  may  not  be o b s e r v a -  

ble,  but  they a r e  non the l e s s  r e a l  (e,  g . ,  s u b - a t o m i c  p a r t i c l e s  a r e  not  d i r e c t l y  o b s e r v a b l e ,  

but they  a r e  the re ) .  I t  i s  th i s  s o r t  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  tha t  has  led  to con ten t ions  by p s y c h o -  

l inguis t s  tha t  l ingu is t i c  r u l e s  a r e  involved in v e r b a l  deve lopment  and behav io r .  Cer t a in  l i n -  

guis t ic  r u l e s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  to give an adequate  account  of v e r b a l  behav io r .  Since the notion 

of a r u l e  i s  r e q u i r e d  for  such explanat ion ,  t he re  m u s t  r e a l l y  be such  a ru le  ope ra t ing  in the 

deve lopment  and p e r f o r m a n c e  of the  s p e a k e r / h e a r e r .  On my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of T-3 ,  " invo lve -  

mea t  of a ru l e "  is  anomalous  for  the r e a l i s t ,  s ince  I r e q u i r e d  denying the " r e a l i t y "  of a ru le ,  

jus t  whe re  he r e q u i r e s  a f f i rming  it.  Even if  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can be gotten a round,  the 

r e a l i s t  s t i l l  has the p r o b l e m  of te l l ing  us jus t  what  s o r t  of t heo re t i c a l  r e a l i t y  a ru le  i s .  Is  i t  

l ingu i s t i c ,  psychologica l ,  o r  phys io log ica l?  Can one o r  ano the r  of t h e s e  be r educed  to a n -  

o t h e r ?  With  these  ques t ions  we a r e  c l e a r l y  thrown back upon e a r l i e r  quand i res .  

My i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of T-3  i s  c l e a r l y  i n s t r u m e n t a l ,  t r e a t i n g  r u l e s  as  h e u r i s t i c  dev ices  

of inqu i ry  for  unde r s t and ing ,  p red ic t ing  and planning.  The ro le  of r u l e s  in explana t ion  a r e  

thus  seen  as  the tools  of the i n q u i r e r ,  not  the r e f e r e n t s  of the  inqui ry .  Th i s  l e a v e s  the  

quest ion of the r e l a t i ons  of va r i ous  c o n c e r n s  of l i ngu i s t i c s ,  psychology and physiology r e -  

ga rd ing  r u l e s  s t i l l  in ques t ion.  It  does ,  however ,  show tha t  the ques t ion  of whe the r  they a r e  

r e l a t e d  i s  an  open one, and i t  a l so  shows t ha t  the ques t ion  of whe the r  they  a r e  r e d u e e a b l e  to 
1 

one ano the r  Ks an  u n n e c e s s a r y  one. But  i f  i t  so a l l ev i a t e s  some  of the  p r o b l e m s  of a r e a l i s t  

1 
Something of th i s  l a s t  point  has  a l r eady  been se t  fo r th  in John  L a m e n d e l l a ' s  con t r ibu t ion  to 

th is  confe rence ,  a l though we may  d i f fe r  in the de ta i l s  of fo rmula t ion  and impl ica t ion .  An 
i n s t r u m e n t a l i s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e o r i e s  r e q u i r e s  no s ingle  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the  s a m e  o b -  
j ec t s  and even t s ,  but  a l lows for  a v a r i e t y  of exp lana t ions  acco rd ing  to a v a r i e t y  of c o n c e r n s .  
The r e a l i s t  r e q u i r e s  reduc t ion ,  for  economy of inqui ry  and s impl i c i ty  of ontology. 
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i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i t  b r ings  with i t  p r o b l e m s  of i t s  own. If " i nvo lvemen t  of a ru l e "  a p p e a r s  

anomalous  f rom a r e a l i s t  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  " i nvo lvemen t  of a ru l e "  a p p e a r s  m y s t e r i o u s  f rom an 

i n s t r u m e n t a l i s t  p e r s p e c t i v e .  If  the not ion of a ru le  i s  r e q u i r e d  for  explana t ion  of the p s y -  

chology of l ingu is t i c  deve lopment  and p e r f o r m a n c e ,  to say tha t  i t  is  only r e q u i r e d  for  the 

unde r s t and ing  of the i n q u i r e r  s e e m s  to deny tha t  he is  r e a l l y  get t ing at  what  is  going on in 

the  s p e a k e r / h e a r e r  s i tua t ion .  A r e  r u l e s  involved for  the a c t o r s  as  wel l  as  the s p e c t a t o r ?  

If so,  the quest ion of how they a r e  involved r e m a i n s .  That  they a r e  involved d i f fe ren t ly  for  

the a c t o r s  f rom t h e i r  exp lana to ry  ro le  for  the s p e c t a t o r  only accen t s  our  e a r l i e r  quand r i e s  

about  how r u l e s  a r e  involved in speaking.  

We under took th i s  exp lora t ion  of s t r u c t u r e / f u n c t i o n ,  c o m p e t e n c e / p e r f o r m a n c e ,  and 

e x p l a n a t i o n / o b s e r v a t i o n ,  wi th  the hope tha t  exposi t ion  of s i m i l a r i t i e s  and r e l a t i o n s  to r u l e s /  

ac t ion  would a l so  r e v e a l  a m o r e  adequate  unde r s t and ing  of the  notion of a r u l e  in psychol in  

quis t ic  conce rns ,  and with tha t  a n s w e r s  to our  e a r l i e r  ques t ions .  What  we have found a r e  

new ques t ions ,  many  of which s e e m  to be r e f o r m u l a t i o n s  of the ques t ions  exposed  in our  e a r -  

l i e r  exp lo ra t ions .  Indeed,  an adequate  expos i t ion  of the notion of a ru le  s e e m s  to be r e q u i r e d  

for  an adequate  unde r s t and ing  of these  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and r e l a t i o n s .  

V 

In th is  paper ,  I have produced  no m o r e  than  I p romised .  In explor ing  the not ion of a 

ru l e ,  I have offered  a few ques t ions  tha t  give some  o r i en t a t i on  to conceptua l  p r o b l e m s ,  and 

a few t h e s e s  tha t  give some d i r ec t ion  for  f u r t h e r  exp lora t ion .  Negat ively ,  we have found tha t  

i t  makes  no sense  to ta lk  of r u l e s  of L..anguage; tha t  t he re  is  a shi f t  in r o l e s  f r o m  r u l e s  of 

language to r u l e s  fo__r speaking  and tha t  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  r e q u i r e s  examina t ion ;  tha t  the  

notion of a ru le  is without  an e s t ab l i s hed  conceptual  home within l ingu i s t i c  and psycho l in -  

gu is t ic  d i s c o u r s e .  Pos i t i ve ly ,  I have  p r e s e n t e d  some t h e s e s  and  some exp lo ra t ions  of " r u l e -  

governed  behav io r "  tha t  sugges t  tha t  an adequate  not ion of a ru le  in t he se  contex ts  m u s t  wai t  

upon a more  adequate  unde r s t and ing  of in tent ional  act ion.  The notion of a ru le  p r e s e n t s  some  

exc i t ing  p r o s p e c t s  in t he se  contex ts ,  among  them a b r idge  between the  f o r m a l  and e m p i r i c a l  

s c i e n c e s  (but unl ike engineer ing)  and between the n a t u r a l  and socia l  s c i e n c e s  (but  unl ike 

physiological  psychology).  F o r  such b r idges  to s tand,  however ,  we m u s t  u n d e r s t a n d  the 

notion of a ru le  on which they a r e  based .  
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