Phenomenological Analysis of Normativity
Introduction 
Normativity is the characteristic of norms, which are a peculiar kind of rule or regulatory principle. Norms need to be explained by any full theory of humanity because of the following claims made for them:
N1. They have the effect of imposing a limit of some peculiar kind on the range of willed, optional, or discretionary outcomes that are appropriate or acceptable for one to whom these norms apply. 
N2. They have a motivating power.

Wherever these two characteristics may be sincerely claimed to occur they may be said to create an Obligation, which is the characteristic effect of norms. Furthermore, norms are peculiar because: 
N3. They seem to be resistant to naturalisation.

Hume famously said that one can’t get an ‘ought’ from an ‘is,’
 by which he meant that prescriptions cannot be derived from descriptions, or that normative features of the world are not explicable in terms of the sorts of entities that occur in our best-accepted theories of the world. Hume’s claim is still persuasive, notwithstanding the very significant expansion in the variety of entities that are now to be included in such theories. Obligations whose arising is inexplicable in terms of any possible natural factors may be described as Pure Obligations. Norms seem to be pure obligations. 
This enquiry attempts to provide the beginning of a phenomenological analysis of normativity. It aims merely to identify the characteristics of the experience of normativity for which any explanatory theory of normativity must provide an account. For that purpose a reasonable method of phenomenological analysis is introduced. Although the particular method employed cannot be fully justified here, it is hoped that the example of its use may indicate that something like it ought to be both justifiable and worth developing.
Data for the Analysis of Normativity
Ethical Norms

As the reference to Hume would indicate, the paradigm case of normativity is found in the ethical obligation that is attached to certain actions. For example: if Stephen sees a man dying it is judged that Stephen ought to help him. It seems to be a characteristic of such obligations that they may be expressed in standard English using the term ‘ought’. The standard form of an expression embodying such a normative judgement is 


(EN) ‘A ought to do X.’
[A is some subject and X is some action.]

Tracking the Indicator Term: ‘Ought’
The same term is applied in cases that are felt to be somehow related and yet less mysterious. The fact that this relationship is felt to exist suggests that by studying these more tractable cases the nature of the less tractable cases may be illumined. Furthermore, the fact that the supposed felt similarity may be signalled by the use of the same term in description suggests that further examples of normativity may be identified by seeking amongst the examples of ‘ought’-phrase usage for those which are claimed to possess the characteristics N1-N3. Therefore the other uses of ‘ought’-phrases (O-phrases) are to be surveyed. It should be noted, however, that there are many such usages
, and it cannot be expected that all of them will be equally closely related or related in the same way to the normative usage of ‘ought.’ A judgement on the relevance of a type of O-phrase usage must be made by appeal to the intuitions of a competent language user about whether the experience that underlies the use of some type of O-phrase is similar in the right ways to the experiences that underlie the use of O-phrases in accepted normative contexts. 
Practical Conditionals
The general consensus is that the most closely related use of ‘ought’ in action-guiding contexts is to be found in the expression of practical judgements by practical conditionals. For example: if Stephen wants to get to work at 11:00 am., then Stephen ought to catch the 414 bus at 10:36 am. The practical conditional which has the form
(PC) ‘A ought to do X in order to achieve Y’, 

[Y is some state of affairs]
one understands to mean something like:

(PC-a) ‘A desiring Y, and Y being achievable for A by doing X, are reasons for A to do X.’ 

There is no special difficulty in understanding how N1 and N2 might be claimed for PC-a. Justifying those claims will require a theory of practical reason, which is non-trivial but is not suspected to be non-naturalisable. For that reason no claim for N3 is plausible, and in so far as PC-a expresses the sense of PC, PC does not express normativity and the obligations to which it gives rise are impure. 
In at least one respect, however, PC-a does not fully explicate PC since PC-a appeals for its force to a process of practical reasoning in which something like the following ‘argument’ is supposed to occur:


(P1)
A desires Y, 

(P2)
Y is achievable for A by A doing X, 

(C)
A does X

The connection between the premisses and conclusion of this practical reasoning process is also problematic – and this problematicity will remain even if the deductive reasoning part of the practical reasoning schema is reconstructed so that it is strictly logical. We will see below that a form of normativity remains in the way that they act together. This, however, is not attached to the obligation that ‘ought’ in PC expresses. 
Institutional Rules
O-phrases are used when referring to the obligation that is derived from the rules of an institution. For example: in a game of chess, if Stephen’s Queen is threatened then Stephen ought to move to protect it..

The judgement expressed by a statement of the form
(IR) ‘A ought to do X because A’s role in J is to do X’

[J is an institution founded on constitutive or regulative rules.]
may be understood as a form of practical judgement if it is accepted that IR is equivalent to

(IR-a) ‘A desiring to belong to J, and A’s belonging to J requiring that A follow the rules of J, and the rules of J stating that one does X in the current circumstances, are reasons for A to do X.’ 

Therefore, in so far as IR-a expresses the sense of IR, and  PC-a expresses the sense of PC, IR is a special case of PC. Institutional rules are often described as expressing norms, but, as a special case of PC, they are not characterized by plausible claims for N3. 
Acceptance Rules and Logical Norms

O-phrases are also used where the ‘obligation’ does not attach to actions in general, but to the fixing of beliefs, i.e. to the acceptance of propositions. For example: if Stephen accepts that the sun has risen every day in the past, then Stephen ought to accept that the sun will rise tomorrow. The standard expression embodying such a judgement is of the form 


(AR) ‘A ought to accept Q because (A accepts) P.’

[Q is some claim, P is a set of claims.]

and may be understood as a form of IR if it is accepted that it means something like:

(AR-a) ‘A desiring to belong to J, and A’s belonging to J requiring that A follow the rules of J, and the rules of J stating that one accepts Q in the circumstance that P, are reasons for A to accept Q.’
An institution in this sense can be understood loosely as the rules defining a community whose membership agree on certain points regarding reasons for accepting certain propositions. Science is such an institution; truth-seeking is such an institution; Gnosis and Azande Magic are such institutions. Understood as a special case of IR, AR will not qualify as an expression of normativity; and therefore, in so far as AR-a expresses the sense of AR, AR does not express normativity.

Logical Norms
Most acceptance rules are obviously plausibly versions of institutional rules, but the laws of standard logic seem to be different: they appear instead to be foundational and sui generis. They lie behind the judgements expressed in such statements as ‘if Stephen accepts that Socrates is a man, and Stephen accepts that all men are mortal, then Stephen ought to accept that Socrates is mortal.’ A standard expression embodying such a logical judgement is of the form 


(LN) ‘A ought to accept Q because it is a logical consequence of P.’

The characteristics N1 and N2 are claimed for this in the same way that they are claimed for the previous examples. The evidence of philosophical enquiry is that LN may also plausibly be claimed to possesses the characteristic N3. For example, it may be suggested that the validity of logically valid arguments is due to their being formed according to the rules of an institution of truth-seeking. The question is then, how is it known that they track truth? Not by truth semantics, because many types of semantics (considered as formal systems) are possible. The semantics is chosen to match the normative force on the acceptance of propositions in the logical law. The same or analogous problems arise for all the other institutions that might be proposed; therefore it may be claimed that there is a type of logical normativity and LN expresses a logically normative judgement.

The Method of Phenomenal Content Analysis
Two forms of normativity – ethical and logical – have been identified, and other forms of obligation have also been described. There are certainly many forms of obligation left undescribed, and there is no good reason to doubt that other types of normativity could also be discovered, but it will be assumed that useful analysis can be performed on the sample given.
As indicated previously, the identification of relevant instances of the use of O-phrases was made by appeal to intuitions (both linguistic and experiential.) In particular a judgement was made about whether the experience that underlies the sincere use of an O-phrase was similar in the right ways to the experiences that underlie the use of O-phrases in identified normative contexts. There are two obvious targets for enquiry: firstly, to determine the common core of experience that supports the intuition of similarity; and secondly, to determine the ways in which the experiences of the non-normative contexts of use differ from the experiences of normative contexts of use.

In order to make these determinations some reasonable method is required of identifying the contents and the parts (should there be any) of these experiences. The appropriate method is presumably that which the school of Phenomenology would seek to apply. Unfortunately, no clear explication of their method has been forthcoming.
 To repair this methodological lacuna, a suitable method will now be proposed. 
A fully satisfactory presentation is beyond the scope of this study, but several simple observations may be made that are relevant to the justification of the method. For example, one is confident that one can meaningfully discuss some aspects of one’s experiences, and that one’s audience can thereby learn about those aspects of those experiences. At least some part of an experience can therefore be captured as the propositional content of a sincerely asserted statement. In fact, Wittgensteinian private language arguments might be employed to suggest that defensible knowledge of experiential facts is restricted to just those aspects of experience that are publicly available as propositional content. (One is equally certain, however, that there is a real part of some experiences that cannot be communicated: the particular qualities of a headache or a taste of mango, for example.) Furthermore, it is accepted that the disciplined exercise of the imagination – by, say, putting oneself in the position of another – allows one to explain, understand, and predict, the sorts of statements that others are prepared to sincerely assert with respect to their own experiences. In fact there is usally no other way to come to such an understanding. This practice either presupposes or reveals that much of the propositional content of any particular experience is dependent upon the context of occurrence.
Method 

With those observations having been noted the following method is proposed:

a. A has the experience X
b. A produces statements that he is disposed to sincerely affirm about the experience X.
c. Those statements are tested against the criterion that any other person who had had the experience X would be able to make the same claims.

i. Imagine the experience being had by others in circumstances arbitrarily different from those in which A had the experience (consistent with being able to have the experience at all.) Is it judged that that the disposition to affirm will persist in all cases?
ii. Imagine the experience being had by others arbitrarily different from A (consistent with being able to have the experience at all.) Is it judged that that the disposition to affirm will persist in all cases?
Definitions
a. The tests described define a process of Phenomenal Context Variation.(PCV). 
They are PCV Tests.
b. The statements that pass these tests are members of the class of phenomenal assertions about X. 
c. Call this class the phenomenal description of X. 
d. Whatever it is in the experience X that supports the phenomenal description is taken to be a type of content of that experience. Let it be called the phenomenal content of X.
Commentary
The PCV tests attempt to isolate the disposition to affirm statements from contextual influences by taking all context of the experience (including the experiencer) as variable. It is known that such context can affect the way that experiences are reported. For example, different cultures make different associations between distinct experiences. The pleasant music or food of one culture is unbearable in another. Furthermore, observations, including introspections, are theory-laden; and there is also a tendency to fit recollections to theoretical presuppositions. Spiegelberg reports, for example, that “Roderick Chisholm had reported on Franz Brentano’s unpublished  ‘Descriptive Psychology,’ introducing his example that ‘the color violet involves as its components the experience of red and the experience of blue.’ In the discussion J. N. Findlay had called this ‘a veritable paradigm of malobservation and bad analysis, inspired by a theory that can only understand graduated affinities in terms of variously combined elements.’”

Ideally, the judgements in the PCV tests would be made by consensus among all members of A’s linguistic community. Typically, they will be made by A alone. Eventually, they will be made by the community of those interested in A’s reports. The point of the PCV tests is to discount contexts, and this is better done by referring to the judgement of independent observers, who begin with contexts necessarily at variance with the context of A’s experience. There is with such referral the theoretical problem of ensuring that the ‘same’ experience is being judged. That problem and others would need to be properly addressed in a fully explicative introduction to this method, but it is not required here.
The Phenomenological Comparison of Actually Impure and Apparently Pure Obligations
This proposed method may now be applied to the problems of current interest, beginning with a phenomenal content analysis of the practical conditional. The practical conditional has been seen to be the common underlying feature in most of the non-normative contexts of use for O-phrases (in fact, for all of those that have been considered above.)
Partial Phenomenology of Practical Reason
The practical conditional (PC) expresses the outcome of practical reasoning, and the essential processes thought to be involved in practical reasoning are well known; they are:

1. The Desiderative process: in which A desires Y.

2. The Ratiocinative process: in which A reasons that desire Y can be achieved by action X.

3. The Determinative process: in which A determines that action X is to be done.

The phenomenology of practical reason must include at least the phenomenology of these three parts. It is possible that there is a phenomenal aspect to the process considered entire, but this is uncertain. It is assumed that there will be no loss of significant experience in treating those processes as discrete. In fact, for reasons that will emerge below, only the final partial process of practical reason, the determinative, is of interest. 

Let it be noted that no commitment needs to be made to the accuracy of a description of a mental process derived from self-reports of that mental processes. There is a limit to the self-awareness possible for any mind – as psychological science has amply demonstrated – and it is sufficient that the phenomenal description, as defined, is accepted as expressing the expressible features of the experience of practical reasoning (when one is aware of the occurrence of any such process.)  In particular, practical reasoners may be unaware of the occurrence of the greater part of the process (especially the complex ratiocinative process) and in that case may only be able to infer post facto that it has occurred. So far as the study of the phenomenology of practical reason is concerned only the reports that are derived from actually experienced occurrences are relevant.

A more immediately relevant observation is that PC is an expression in the 3rd person: it expresses the outcome of practical reasoning in a person, A, who may be assumed to be different from the person forming the expression. Of course, the phenomenology of 1st person practical reason is different from that of 2nd or 3rd person recreations of practical reason in another. This enquiry will be restricted to a consideration of the 1st person event since, firstly, it is the 1st person event and the experience of it that underlies all other experience of practical reasoning; and, secondly, an enquiry into the experience of non-1st person events would involve the complicating element of an enquiry into recognition of experience in others.   
Partial Phenomenology of 1st Person Practical Reason

For these reasons consider the 1st person practical conditional 

(PC-I) ‘I ought to do X in order to achieve Y’, 

expressing the outcome of 1st person practical reasoning. 

Applying the method of phenomenal content to the 1st person determinative partial process I find that I am disposed to affirm the following statements about the experience, and I claim that they pass the PCV tests. 
Sub
I am aware that I and no other am thus determined to do X. The determination belongs to me and I have unique access to the experience of it. Nor can any other know of it until I communicate it. 
Comment: These are the standard claims that mark experience as a subjective thing.

Det
I am aware that I have become determined to do X.

Comment: Determination is not the willing of an action, since it is possible to be determined to do a thing and yet not do it. It is rather to be prepared to do X, to be directed towards doing X, and to expect to do X, and to be aware that doing X can be achieved by an act of the will – and possibly other notions. There is wanting the trigger of an ‘act of will’ to do X. There is room at this point for further practical reasoning, or intervention in the process that translates desires into actions by whatever processes apart from practical reason may give rise to actions. For example, sneezes, emotional outbursts, etc.
Gen
I am aware that I have become determined to do X.

Comment: Determination is the result of a change in the state of the agent, and the agent is aware of the fact of this modification.
Int
I am aware that it is doing X that is determined. Concepts of the determined action are experienced. 
Comment: To be aware of the determination to do X is to be aware of X as a potential action. The determination experience is ‘about’ X.
Fut
I am aware that X lies in the future or in some possible world. 

Comment: To be determined to do X is to admit that the doing of X is not the case in the actual world and to accept that the world may be fitted to the conception of the doing of X. The situation in which to be determined to do X is actually to be determined to continue to perform some action – eg. ‘I will keep going down this road to get to the shops’ – is a variant on the standard case to be explained in a theory of actions. It is not a problem here.
App
I am aware that doing X is appropriate in the situation that holds. 
Comment: Appropriateness need not be construed here as an essentially modal notion. The phenomenal nature of this awareness is that doing X is felt to be conformable to the agent’s self-image, to be conformable to the conception of the situation as understood, etc.,  whereas most other actions – possibly all other actions – are felt to be less or not at all conformable in the same way. The process of practical reason issues in a conclusion that a certain action is appropriate for the situation that holds and provides a justification for that claim if the process is reconstructed, but the feeling that the conclusion is appropriate is there independently of the awareness of the process by which it arose.
Con
I am aware that Determination is conditional – it is a consequence of presupposed circumstances

Comment: This conditionality is part of the experience of determination – an important function of the word ‘ought’ in such reports is to signal the conditionality of the situation – but note that awareness of conditionality does not imply awareness of the conditions that apply, or the manner in which they conditionalise the determination. Any occurrence of an awareness of conditions and how they conditionalise is associated with the 2nd partial process, of ratiocination (see below.)
Phenomenology of Ethical Obligation
In the partial analysis of practical reason apparently discrete parts of that experience leading up to the process of determination were ignored. Those parts are not always experienced, but it is assumed that they occur even when they are not directly experienced, and the experiencing of them is accepted as a paradigmatic part of the full experience of practical reasoning. By contrast, in the case of ethically normative judgement there is no such accepted prelude to judgement to be experienced (discounting the experiences that may be involved in the mere perception of a situation and cognising it as a state of affairs.) Whether or not there is a relevant, regular psychological process that results in a paradigmatic ethically normative judgement, no such process is accessible to our stable recollections. 
In particular, it follows that ethically normative judgements do not paradigmatically arise as the consequences of any such ratiocinative process as that involved in practical reasoning. This claim is in contradiction to what has generally been assumed in studies of ethical judgement – as, for example, in Mandelbaum’s phenomenological study.
 Even without the obvious facts of actual experience, however, the evidence against this assumption is overwhelming.
 On the other hand, it can hardly be denied that reasoning about moral topics occurs, and often results in ethical judgements. Some comments on the relationship between the two styles of ethical judgement are clearly required, but there is no space for that here.
Phenomenology of 1st Person Ethical Obligations
For the same reasons as for PC, this enquiry into EN is restricted to a consideration of the judgement in the 1st person. The standard expression embodying such a normative judgement is of the form 


(EN-I) ‘I ought to do X.’

Applying the method of phenomenal content to this judgement I find that I am disposed to affirm the statements Sub, Det, Gen, Int, Fut, App about the experience, and I claim that they pass the PCV tests. On the other hand, the statement Con is not an element of this description. (It is interesting to note that in his study Mandelbaum identified a felt ‘Demand’ and a felt ‘Fittingness’ for an outcome as characteristics of moral experiences, which correspond roughly to Det and App respectively; but he makes the former some sort of consequence of the latter whereas I can detect no such relationship. This is exactly the sort of disagreement over descriptions that the community consensus ideal of phenomenal content analysis is intended to resolve.) 
Commentary

Weakness of the will is possible. Practical reason may intervene – as an entirely separate process – between the determining of X and the willing of X. Practical reason is motivated by a desire: if it is reasoned that achievement of that desire would be compromised by doing X, then practical reasoning on that basis will issue in determinations contrary to the ethical judgement. How the choice of action to be willed is made in the case of such conflict must be a problem for the philosophy of action. 
Phenomenology of Logical Necessity
The logical necessity expressed in LN is that supposedly identified by a logically normative judgement, but it is important to note that the process of judgement is not the deductive process in which the conclusion is derived from the premisses. The process of judgement that results in LN is that whereby the fact that the conclusion follows from the premisses is recognised, and is at least partially constituted by a determination to accept the conclusion. As in the case of ethically normative judgement there is no accepted experienced prelude to this judgement Similarly, again, whether or not there is a relevant, regular psychological process that results in a logically normative judgement it seems to be the case that no such process is accessible to our stable recollections. 
Phenomenology of 1st Person Logical Necessity
As for PC and EN, consider the judgement in the 1st person only. A standard expression embodying such a normative judgement is of the form 


(LN-I) ‘I ought to accept Q because it is a logical consequence of P.’

Applying the method of phenomenal content to this judgement I find that I am disposed to affirm the statements Sub, Det, Gen, Int, Fut, App, and Con about the experience (with ‘accepting Q’ replacing ‘doing X’ in those statements and m. m.,) and I claim that they pass the PCV tests. I claim the same for the following statements:
Pre
I am aware that the presupposed circumstances conditioning Q are P.

In2
I am aware of the P that condition Q. Concepts of the conditioning propositions are experienced.
Commentary

Concerning Det: in the case of acceptance an act of the will does not accomplish fixation of belief. The consummation of the determination by an act of the will is not, however, an essential part of this experience. Determination previously was understood as standing for a complex of attitudes including preparedness, directedness, expectation and an awareness that the result can be achieved by an act of the will. In this case ‘determination’ could be understood as a very closely related complex differing only in that it includes the notion that a belief in Q will be fixed if nothing intervenes to prevent it. (This is consistent with the common impression that rational norms have a ‘declarative’ rather than ‘imperative’ force.)

Concerning Con, Pre, and In2: the awareness of conditionality is part of the experience of the determination to accept Q in a logically normative judgement, just as the awareness of conditionality was part of the experience of the determinative process of practical reason. In this case, however, awareness of the conditions, P, and of their conditioning relationship to the conditioned, Q, are also essential parts of the experience. The judgement appears to be of the complex <P, Q> (where the positions in the complex encode the premisses/conclusion relationship.) It may be assumed that the construction of this complex is itself a significant part of the process of reasoning without assuming that the experience of that construction forms a part of the process of judgement currently being considered. (It seems likely that the constructive process is associated with the recognition of indicator words, rhetorical devices, etc.)  Once constructed however, and for the appropriate P and Q, the experience of logically normative judgement is that mere recognition of the complex is sufficient to cause one to accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion, by which the acceptability of the premisses mandates the acceptability of the conclusion.
The Intersection of Phenomenal Content in the Analysed Experiences
The justification for omitting a phenomenological analysis of the parts of practical reasoning other than the determinative process is clear: the phenomenal descriptions of the experiences of the identified normative judgements have extensive overlap with the description of the experience of the determinative process of practical reason but in no respect do they compare to its other processes. (This notwithstanding that the observation of logical norms is typically a part of the ratiocinative process.) 
As a matter of housekeeping, the phenomenal assertions that have been noted above can be rephrased to cover both the assertions phrased in terms of ‘doing X’ and those phrased in terms of ‘accepting Q’ by using the phrase ‘achieving X’ and m. m. (One may think of the resultant ‘assertions’ as templates of a certain specificity for particular assertions.) With that rephrasing, the assertions Sub, Det, Gen, Int, Fut, and App form the intersection of the phenomenal descriptions of the experiences of logically and ethically normative judgements and of the determinative process of practical reason  This intersection will be labelled as D1. 
The Phenomenal Basis of Attributed Normativity
Recall that the identification of relevant instances of the use of O-phrases was made by appeal to judgements about whether the experience that underlies the sincere use of an O-phrase was similar in the right ways to the experiences that underlie the use of O-phrases in identified normative contexts. The available evidence indicates that the common core of experience that supports the intuition of similarity is some part of the experience underlying the assertions included in D1. Call that common core the common O-experience. It may be assumed that the common O-experience underlies some subset of D​1 (but it need not be assumed that the common O-experience underlies all the elements of D1.) Call this subset the common O-description, and label it DO. It is proposed now that DO consists of just the three assertions, Det, Gen and App, whose presence in the description of an experience is a sufficient condition for that to be the experience of an obligation, and their presence is arguably also a necessary condition. They are not,

however, a sufficient condition for it to be the experience of normativity, as the example of PC demonstrates.
Note that the remaining elements of D1 are easily identifiable as not essentially involved in the distinctiveness of the experience of obligation. Thus: Sub is an awareness of the subjectivity of experience and is common to any experience; Int is indicative of the intentionality of the experience, but is common to all intentional experience; and Fut is part of a general experience of temporality. But note also that their exclusion from DO is not a claim that any particular experience of obligation can occur without them.
The Phenomenal Basis of Attributed Obligation
N1 and N2 were identified as the characteristics of regulative principles (of which a norm is a kind,) giving rise to obligations whenever they may be sincerely asserted; whereas N3 was identified as the characteristic that distinguished the rule as a norm and indicated the possiblity of the created obligation being pure. The claim is therefore that Det, Gen and App may be sincerely asserted of an experience (if and) only if N1 and N2 may be sincerely asserted of the expression which embodies the relevant judgement – i.e. the maxim of that judgement. 
To show their sufficiency, suppose that Det, Gen and App may be sincerely asserted of an experience, E. From Gen it is known that the experience is the experience of a judgement, J. Let M(J) be the maxim of that judgement. Det indicates that there is a motivational aspect to the experience of that judgement, E(J). Thus N2 may be sincerely asserted of M(J). From App it is known that the judgement distinguishes between outcomes that are appropriate and those that are not. The determined outcome is one of the appropriate ones. Therefore N1 may be sincerely asserted of M(J).
The argument for their necessity is more tentative, and several gaps relating to the assumption of awareness of certain aspects of the experience of a judgement would need to be filled if it were to be quite convincing. Suppose, however, that N1 and N2 may be sincerely asserted of the maxim of some judgement, M(J). Then Gen may be sincerely asserted of the experience of that judgement, E(J), because a judgement is just such a modification of the agent: awareness is a characteristic of the experience of judgement. Moreover, if a judgement is properly expressible by a maxim, M(J), to which a motivating power can be imagined to be attached, then that maxim must nominate an outcome towards which the motivation is directed. By assumption N2 may be sincerely asserted of the maxim. Therefore it nominates some outcome, call it X. To be motivated to achieve X – in the sense that motivation is meant in N2 – is to have formed a determination to do X – in the sense that determination is meant in Det. Thus Det may be sincerely asserted of the experience E(J). Finally, if N1 may be sincerely asserted of M(J), and the maxim can be sincerely claimed to have the effect of imposing a limit of some peculiar kind on the range of outcomes that are appropriate or acceptable for one to whom it applies, then clearly App may be sincerely asserted of E(J). 
A Basis for Normativity

Recall that normativity is attributed to an obligation when it seems that it is resistant to any possible naturalisation. This is not a characteristic that can be derived from the phenomenology of an experience of judgement. In this section a type of experience will be described that could give rise to normativity. 
A Possible Source of Obligations
Suppose that FX is a faculty of the mind with the following characteristics: 
F1. FX provides the capability for a form of judgement operating in some domain, which determines whether or not a presented input belongs to a certain category defined on that domain.
F2. The process by which FX performs that determination does not involve ratiocination in any form.
The most obvious example of such a faculty is that part of the language faculty which underlies the ability to determine whether or not a received sentence of a first language is a proper sentence of that language. It is clear that this faculty of judgement, call it FG, operating on the domain of language with respect to the category of grammaticality, satisfies the second condition listed. The characteristics of people’s first language ability are known to be quite different from the characteristics of a general reasoning ability. 
The example of FG also demonstrates that a faculty with the characteristic F1 could produce judgements, JX, in such a way that Det, Gen, and App might be sincerely asserted of the experience, E(JX). (In fact, it is arguable that those assertions are implied by F1; but that claim need not be pressed here.) It was shown above that when that is the case N1 and N2 may be sincerely asserted of the maxim of that judgement, M(JX), and that an obligation results. In the case of FG, the fact that an obligation results is indicated also by the fact that a standard expression embodying such a grammatical judgement is of the form 


(GN) ‘A ought to accept S because it is grammatical.’

[S is some sentence]

The Peculiar Resistance to Naturalisation
The claim now is that, given F1 and F2, conditions may plausibly arise in which N3 may be sincerely asserted of M(JX). Begin by supposing, as is likely, that the description of E(JX) contains DO, the core of the experience of PC. In the cases studied above the similarity of the experiences in that respect was signalled by the use of the identical vocabulary of obligation – that was, in fact how DO was determined. The acknowledged similarity will also naturally suggest that M(JX) is justifiable in the same way that PC is justifiable, or that the operation of FX is structured in the same way that practical reasoning is structured. 

Now, for a judgement, JP, that is believed to be a product of FP, the faculty of practical reasoning, it is standard practice to attempt to determine whether it (or M(JP)) is defensible as a guide to action by discovering a plausible set of desires and a ratiocination that could lead to it. This reconstructed process of practical reason can then be consciously evaluated. It is a characteristic of practical reason, however, that the consideration of desires and ratiocinations that occurs in an evaluative process is performed in exactly the same way as it might be performed in an originating process of practical reasoning that leads to the formation of JP. As a consequence, the effect of a reconstructed process is almost exactly the same as that of an originating process in which the same desires and ratiocinations feature. In particular, there is exactly the same motivational power in a reconstructed process as there would be in the corresponding originating process. 
The case is not the same for JX. Suppose that, inspired by the felt similarity of JX and JP, a justification is sought in the same way for JX as expressed by M(JX). The attempt will then be made to find a plausible set of desires and a ratiocination which would justify M(JX) as expressing the judgement outcome of a process of practical reasoning. Suppose some such set of desires and process of ratiocination are proposed. (Let it even be allowed that operation of the faculty FX really can be theoretically modelled as following the processes of practical reason.) Nevertheless, the operation of FX is not the same as the operation of practical reason. As a consequence, there is no reason to believe that the psychological effect of the reconstructed process of practical reasoning will resemble the effect of the originating process in FX. In particular, there is no reason to believe that the motivational quality of a reconstructed process of practical reasoning resembles the motivational quality of the corresponding originating process of FX. 
Consider now what is intended by an attempted naturalisation of the obligation that arises from the character of the experience of the judgement JX. If such a naturalisation is merely supposed to be able to explain how a motivation arises, then there would seem to be no particular problem. If, on the other hand, a naturalisation is supposed to be able to provide a set of reasons that would give rise to the appropriate motivation when properly understood, then the case may be quite hopeless. No matter what reasons are given (they may even be the correct reasons for a faculty that can properly be theoretically modelled as a process of practical reasoning) the proposed reconstructed ratiocinative process may simply not be the right process to yield the appropriate motivation. In such a case the obligation will seem to be systematically resistant to any possible naturalisation, and by thus providing for the satisfaction of N3 for M(JX) will be considered to be normative.
The case of FG is consistent with this hypothesis. The evidence of purely linguistic enquiry is that GN may plausibly be claimed to possesses the characteristic N3. For example, it may be suggested that the grammaticality of sentences of a language is due to their being formed according to the rules of some linguistic institution. Yet, applying the rules consciously – as when one is learning a foreign language – emphatically does not provide the immediate experience of grammatical correctness that one is accustomed to in recognising the correctness of sentences in one’s native language. Since certainty does not attach to the outcome of the proposed reconstructed process, the parts of that process naturally present themselves as open to question; thus: what justifies those rules? what are the constraints on the possible rules of that institution? how is it known that they and only they define grammaticality? (Consider a more specific example: it is sometimes claimed that an English sentence should not end with a preposition. How is this rule, which it is said once standardly appeared in English Grammars, to be justified – particularly when there are conflicting intuitions about whether it ‘sounds right’?) Where such problems arise for all the other institutions that might be proposed it may be claimed that there is a type of grammatical normativity and GN expresses a grammatically normative judgement.

Conclusions 

There are at least two conclusions that can be drawn from this study. In the first place, given the discussion above, inference to the best explanation leads to the conclusion that all normative judgements are the products of faculties with the characteristics F1 and F2. (And all the appropriate conclusions that follow from this with regard to the objectivity, etc. of these categories of judgement should also be drawn.) Now, it is well known that for each category of normative judgements it has at some stage been hypothesized that the judgements in that category are the products of a dedicated psychological faculty. In the case of ethical judgements, for example, something like this has been a popular position since at least the time of the Moral Sentimentalists; and in Logic and Mathematics claims of this sort are also recurrent (though they are promptly anathematized as forms of Psychologism.) The argument presented here is novel, however, in its claim to apply equally to all forms of normative judgement. 
In the second place, and more generally, this study gives support to claims (by Mandelbaum, for example
) that phenomenological investigations – if conducted with some concern for discipline – can do useful philosophical work which is compatible with the other approaches and concerns of analytic philosophy. The method of phenomenological analysis introduced in this paper has proven usable and useful, and indicates the lines along which a fuller phenomenological method could be developed, but such a method would also require to be expanded to include, say, methods of modern psychological research.
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