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No notion plays a more central role in metaphysics than modality. Modality of course appears as a central topic of metaphysical discussion in its own right, but it also appears just beneath the surface in virtually every classic metaphysical debate. Debates about metaphysical modal facts are tacitly at issue in debates about persistence (which are debates about what sorts of change it is and is not possible for a given entity to survive), about reduction and material constitution (since the main barrier to reduction and identity theses is often said to be that the entities have different modal properties), and even debates about existence (since the question of the existence of objects or kinds is often thought to be tied to the question of whether or not there is anything with the relevant ‘intrinsic modal features’).

There are, at least on the surface, various sorts of modal claim: we commonly distinguish claims about distinctively metaphysical necessity from claims about the necessity of pure logical or mathematical truths on the one hand, and from claims about nomological necessity on the other hand. In this paper I will limit my focus to claims about metaphysical modalities—those that we find claims about in discussions  (e.g.) about the persistence conditions for organisms, persons, or artifacts; about the ontological dependence relations among various sorts of things (e.g. whether artifacts are necessarily created, whether persons have a necessary tie to their origins, whether nations could exist without collective agreement); and about the ‘metaphysical nature’ or ‘essence’ of things of various kinds (e.g. whether the nature of water is to be H2O).

Those who assume that metaphysical debates about claims like these are resolvable assume that there are facts of the matter about metaphysical modality. If we want to know what the proper methods are for finding out the relevant metaphysical facts, we must then ask how we can come to know what the relevant modal facts are. 

The tendency to read all discourse as fulfilling the same—descriptive—function, combined with the desire to believe that metaphysicians can discover hidden facts about the world, have led many working metaphysicians to assume a heavyweight realist view of modality.
 The ‘heavyweight realist’ view, as I will understand it here, treats modal discourse as describing a range of modal facts or properties, which serve as truthmakers for our modal claims and explain why these claims are true.
 

But heavyweight realism faces notorious difficulties. First, there are the ontological difficulties associated with what Huw Price (forthcoming) has called the ‘placement problem’: how are these alleged modal facts or properties supposed to fit into the natural world? More precisely, how can any philosopher of a vaguely empiricist or naturalist persuasion find suitable truthmakers for modal claims in the (actual) physical or natural world? Second are the well-known epistemological difficulties explaining how we can come to know what the modal facts are, given that (as Hume pointed out long ago) they can’t simply be perceived or otherwise empirically detected.
 As Graeme Forbes puts it “no metaphysical account which renders it impossible to give a plausible epistemological theory is to be countenanced” (1985, 217). Lewisian modal realism faces no less daunting ontological and epistemological problems—requiring us to posit other possible worlds as truthmakers for modal claims, and yet (given the causal isolation of these worlds) leaving it unclear how we could know what claims they make true.

While the difficulties in accounting for modal knowledge are very familiar, those metaphysicians working on other topics have often failed to notice that the crisis in understanding modal epistemology also leads to a crisis in understanding the epistemology of metaphysics. For if a great portion of apparent metaphysical debates and claims are about either explicitly or tacitly modal issues, to the extent that we are without a good story about how we can acquire modal knowledge, we’re also left without an understanding of how we can acquire metaphysical knowledge. 
The ontological and epistemological difficulties encountered by both heavyweight and Lewisian realist views of modality are enough to motivate developing a different understanding of modal discourse. The approach I will consider here is one that denies that basic modal claims are descriptive claims that need truthmakers at all, holding instead that claims of metaphysical necessity primarily serve the prescriptive function of expressing semantic rules for the terms used in them, or their consequences, while remaining in the object language—thus I will call the view “Modal Normativism”.
 Modal normativism does not aim to reduce the modal to the non-modal, still less to eliminate it. The hope is instead to provide a way of understanding alethic modality in terms of deontic modality; more specifically, to make sense of claims about metaphysical necessity by way of understanding the normative rules for using our terms.

In Section 1 I will begin by sketching a normativist theory of metaphysical modality. (I will leave for discussion elsewhere the issue of whether or not a view along these lines can also be defended for logical, mathematical, and/or nomological necessity.) There is not the space here to try to fully develop and defend this view of modality; that is a task I will leave for elsewhere. Here instead I will simply sketch how such a normativist view might work and why it might be both plausible and appealing, so that we have reason to take it seriously and examine its impact. For the main point of this paper is not to work out all the details of a normativist approach to modality, but rather to suggest the relevance of the approach to understanding the proper methods and limits of metaphysics. 
As I will argue in Section 2, modal normativism is very appealing since it can help avoid the ontological difficulties faced by heavyweight and Lewisian realist views by showing why modal claims don’t need any truthmakers—thus avoiding the problem of how to ‘place’ their truthmakers in the natural world. Moreover, I will argue, this approach to modality avoids the longstanding problems in modal epistemology, providing a non-mysterious way to understand how we can acquire modal knowledge. Indeed, barring eliminativism, a view along these lines may provide our only hope of solving both of these major problems.
Having briefly sketched the modal normativist approach and its attractions, I will turn in Section 3 to the main payoff of interest for the present paper: the enormous impact this approach to modality would have for understanding the proper methods of metaphysics. For modal normativism has important consequences regarding how we can come to know modal metaphysical facts, what limits there are to metaphysical knowledge, and what room remains for metaphysics to be an informative discipline. 
1. A Normativist View of Metaphysical Modality
Non-descriptivist views of modality have recently been defended by Robert Brandom (2008) and Simon Blackburn (1993, Chapter 3; 1984, 213-17), and before that by Wilfrid Sellars (1958), and Gilbert Ryle (1950/1971), though ancestors of these views arguably may be found in the work of Wittgenstein, in the positivists’ modal conventionalism, and even in Hume and Kant. (See my (forthcoming) for a brief survey of historical non-descriptivist views and the reasons they fell out of favor.) But such views have largely been off the radar in recent first-order metaphysical discussions, where a heavyweight realist view of modality tends to be assumed. Moreover, despite their distinguished list of defenders, non-descriptivist views have likewise been sidelined in recent discussions about modality, which tend to assume that (as Tony Roy puts it), “The problem of modality is a problem about truthmakers for modal propositions” (2000, 56). (In section 2 below I discuss why the normativist is not committed to positing truthmakers for our modal claims.)

The fundamental insight behind normativism is one Brandom has rightly emphasized (following Kant, Sellars, and—I would add—Husserl): that using straightforward empirical descriptive vocabulary “already presupposes grasp of the kinds of properties and relations made explicit by modal vocabulary” (Brandom 2008, 97). Roughly, taking an normativist approach to specifically metaphysical modalities is a matter of seeing claims about metaphysical necessity as ways of simply making explicit the rules of use of our (other) terms (cf. Brandom 2008, 99). (Henceforth I will limit my discussion to metaphysical modalities without always registering that caveat, and so, for brevity, will simply speak of ‘modal’ claims). 

So to take this normativist view of modality requires that we first accept that our terms have rules of use. The rules of use for our terms may be thought of as constitutive rules—that is, rules the subjection to which is constitutive of using that term (as opposed to a different homophonic term) at all. They are thus on a par with constitutive rules in other arenas, e.g. rules of social institutions or of games (cf. Searle 1995). I’ll begin by discussing constitutive rules in other arenas, and then move to suggest how this can help us understand the constitutive rules of language use and how they are made explicit in modal statements.

1.1 Necessities and constitutive rules
Games have constitutive rules: rules that must be in force (and to which players must subject themselves) to be playing that game at all. In one standard and familiar form, rules are issued as commands, e.g. the second rule of Scrabble is: “2. Complete your turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn…” But rules need not be stated in the imperative form for—provided the context is clear, as it is, e.g., on the box top of a board game—the constitutive rules may also be stated in the indicative mood, either in universal indicative form (e.g. “Each player completes his/her turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn”), or in superficially singular form (e.g. “A player completes a turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn …”.
). 
There are various advantages to stating rules in the indicative form. First, it seems more polite and impersonal than the imperative form. Second, it often makes it clearer to whom it is addressed (the Othello rules, e.g. say “Black always moves first” rather than issuing the awkward command: “Black: Move first”). Moreover, at least where contextual cues are lacking, utterances in the initial command form might be mistaken for advice (e.g. about how to improve one’s game, ensure that no misunderstandings arise, etc.) rather than for expressions of constitutive rules that must be in force if the game is to be played at all. Perhaps most importantly, the indicative form of expression is far easier than the imperative to use in reasoning with rules, determining what follows from rules, and expressing conditional relations among rules. So, e.g., in the indicative form we can express what follows from our rules, e.g., as “If Black always moves first, then White never moves first”, but no parallel expression is available in the imperative form (“If black: move first, then…” isn’t even grammatical). Similarly, in the indicative we can express what follows from rules combined with empirical facts, e.g. “If Black moves first, and Christina is the Black player, then Christina moves first”. If we are limited to the imperative formulation, we can indeed make the parallel move and say: “Black: move first”, and, noting that Christina is the black player, go on to say: “Christina: move first”, but cannot express the relation between these commands.

Statements of constitutive rules in the simple indicative mood, however—again where the context is insufficiently clear—might themselves be mistaken for mere descriptive reports of what happens to occur in such games (in the universal case) or in a particular game (in the singular case). That problem is avoided by adding a modal verb to the indicative mood statement, making it explicit that the utterance is not a report, but rather states a constitutive rule, e.g. “2. Each player must complete his/her turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn.”
 But despite their differences, the various ways of expressing the same constitutive rule of a game (in the form of a command, universal indicative, singular indicative or modal indicative) all apparently serve the same function, and are used interchangeably in stating the rules of games.

The modal indicative formulation retains the advantage of the simple indicative in being polite, making the addressee clear, and enabling the expression of conditionals involving rules that can make our reasoning with these rules explicit. But it adds some important new virtues: first, unlike the simple indicative, it is not easily mistaken for a descriptive report of what happens to occur in these games.
 Second and more importantly, neither the imperative form nor the nonmodal indicative on its own enables us to express permissions as well as requirements. We can say: “Do x” or “Do not do x”, but when the option is left open, we must resort to introducing a modal (or deontic) term, saying “You may do x” or “x is permitted”. Similarly, as Ryle pointed out (1950/1971, 244), questions about the rules may be asked without modal terms, e.g. “Does each player take a turn every round?” and positive answers may be given in nonmodal indicative form “Yes, each player takes a turn every round”. But a negative answer can only be given by inserting a modal verb, e.g. “No, a player may choose to skip a turn”. Thus the modal indicative formulation has the crucial advantage over the alternative methods of expressing the constitutive rules, that it enables us to express permissions as well as requirements.

These observations provide the basis for an interesting hypothesis about modal discourse: that modal talk enters into language as a way of expressing rules in the indicative (rather than imperative) mood, where the addition of the modal verb makes their status as rules more explicit than it is in the other forms of expression, enabling us to express conditionals involving these rules and make explicit our ways of reasoning through to their consequences, and enabling permissions as well as requirements to be expressed. 
If this is correct, then it is no accident that grammatically modal terms include not only ‘possible’ and ‘necessary’, but also the ‘can’, ‘may’, ‘must’, and ‘shall’ characteristic of deontic modalities and uttered in stating commands and rules in an impersonal indicative form. Moreover, if that is correct, it seems that the structural parallels among modal logics, deontic logics, and logics of commands are not accidental.

It is important to note, however, that modal statements, so understood, are not descriptive reports that a particular command was given (the truthmaker for which would be the utterance of the command), or that a particular rule is in force. None of the above statements of rules are the same as reports about rules such as “The box top states that each player must complete his/her turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn”, nor are they made true by utterances of commands. They are statements of rules, not statements about rules.

1.2 Linguistic rules and metaphysical necessities

We can begin to move from these observations about modal talk to a properly normativist view of metaphysical modality by noting that, like games and other social practices, language plausibly has rules governing proper use of its terms, the subjection to which is constitutive of using that term rather than a homonym. Indeed many different sorts of constitutive rule may govern speaking a language, or, more narrowly, using a term, including syntactic rules, semantic rules, and pragmatic rules. In addressing issues of metaphysical modality, my focus will be on semantic rules, particularly rules regarding the conditions under which a term is to be applied or refused (rules I have elsewhere (2007 a) called ‘application conditions’), and rules regarding when a name or sortal term may be applied again to one and the same entity (these I have elsewhere (2007 a) called ‘coapplication conditions’). I will argue that apparent assertions about what is metaphysically necessary may be understood as ways of conveying semantic rules (or their consequences) while remaining in the object language.
 

The rules of language use, if explicitly stated, are stated in a metalanguage. But to say that language has constitutive rules is not to say that these rules may all be stated in a metalanguage, nor that competent speakers must be capable of reciting these rules—instead, they must simply be masters at following them. In fact, it seems reasonable to hold that our language must include some ‘semantically basic terms’
—that is, terms that cannot be learned just by way of learning definitions stated in other terms. And if that is the case, then it can’t be the case that the semantic rules of use for all of our terms can be (informatively) stated verbally. Nonetheless, since papers must be written in words, it will make the structure of the view easier to see to begin from cases in which at least some of the rules can be verbally stated.

The cases in which the rules can most easily be verbally stated are those in which the modal claim involves just adding a necessity operator to a classic analytic claim, so I will begin with those.
 Consider the classic analytic claim ‘All bachelors are men’ and its modal counterpart: ‘Necessarily, all bachelors are men’. A constitutive rule for using the term ‘bachelor’ may be stated in the imperative mood:  “Apply ‘bachelor’ only where ‘man’ applies”. This command, like other rules, may also be stated in the indicative mood either as a universal claim (“‘Bachelor’ is always applied only where ‘man’ applies”) or a singular claim (“‘Bachelor’ is applied only where ‘man’ applies”). The status of this as a statement of a rule (though it is in the indicative mood) may be made explicit by adding a modal auxiliary (“’Bachelor’ must only be applied where ‘man’ applies”). In the metalanguage statement of the rules, the key term ‘Bachelor’ is mentioned, not used—it states a rule for properly using the term mentioned. 


These metalanguage statements of rules aren’t the same as analytic claims, since the latter are formulated in the object language, using the terms in question. For those analytic statements that aren’t mere logical truths (but instead are what Quine called ‘truths by essential predication’), the rules of language use that might be stated in the metalanguage are converted to the object language via semantic descent (while remaining in the indicative mood), giving us, e.g. “All bachelors are men”. The analytic claim does not state the rules for using language (since it is not in the metalanguage). Nonetheless, (like the metalanguage statement of the rules) it has the primarily prescriptive function of conveying the constitutive rules for using its key terms, but while remaining in the object language, using the terms in question. 

Conveying the rules while remaining in the object language is advantageous for various reasons. First, it is far more natural for most speakers to use and understand claims in the object-language (indeed a metalanguage is seldom used outside of philosophy and linguistics), so it is understandable that we should want a way of conveying rules while remaining in the object-language. Our usual focus is on the world our language enables us to represent and talk about—not on linguistic items themselves—so where we have to become explicit about the relevant conditions, it is more natural to do so in the object-language. Second, as noted above, it seems that some terms must be semantically basic for language to be learnable at all, and these may not have rules of use that could themselves be stated in a metalanguage—though they may nonetheless be learnable, and conveyable in part through analytic statements in the object language (made using the term). I will also suggest below at least one other case in which the relevant rules of use cannot be fully stated in the metalanguage—the rules conveyed by (object-language) claims of de re necessity cannot be fully stated as intra-language rules. It is, of course, no surprise that some rules cannot be taught by being explicitly verbally stated (but must be conveyed in some other way); much the same is true for the rules of dance, of body language and social interaction, etc. Even where (for any of these reasons) rules of use cannot be fully stated in a metalanguage, we may provide guidance to the relevant rules by way of our use of the relevant terms in object-language formulations. 
Since analytic claims are in the indicative, it may seem surprising to think that they serve a primarily prescriptive, rule-conveying function. Yet closer analysis of the ways they are actually used in ordinary English supports this view. It is hard to conceive of a context in which it would be appropriate to utter an analytic claim such as ‘All bachelors are male’ merely as a descriptive universal generalization (rather than as a way of conveying a rule). Since this would be redundant information for any competent speaker, any utterance of it as a universal generalization would violate the Gricean maxim of quantity by being totally uninformative.
 This gives us reason to think that the normal function of making analytic claims is not to report on features of the world, but rather to instruct and correct those who are unsteady in wielding the terms. 

And in fact, about the only use of analytic claims in everyday English is in answer to questions raised by those uncertain of how to use the terms. “Are all bachelors male?” might be raised by speakers of English as a foreign language, and the proper answer would be the analytic claim “Yes, all bachelors are male”. The fact that the analytic claims so uttered are primarily used to guide others in the proper use of terms is also made evident by the fact that responses in the metalanguage, which state the rules of use, such as “Yes, ‘bachelor’ means ‘unmarried man’” would serve equally well as a response to the question. 

The difference between analytic claims and descriptive claims can also be noted by observing the crucial differences between an analytic claim like “All bachelors are male” and a universal generalization such as “All bachelors are sloppy”. Consider the corresponding question: “Are all bachelors male?” The answer “No, there was this one bachelor, Louie, I knew back in Chicago, who turned out to be a woman” would only be a joke response. (Although the parallel: “No, there was this one bachelor, Louie, I knew back in Chicago, who was extremely tidy” is a perfectly good response to the question “Are all bachelors sloppy?”). This again suggests that we naturally interpret such questions (e.g. as used by foreigners or children) as expressing uncertainty about how to use the terms properly. The right sort of response: “Yes, all bachelors are male” is an attempt to convey these rules in the object-language, not an attempted descriptive report subject to counterevidence.

If analytic claims are object-language expressions of the constitutive semantic rules for using the terms in question, what can we say about basic metaphysical modal claims? I have elsewhere (2007 a) suggested that statements of metaphysical necessities are either analytic or follow from combining an analytic and empirical truth. But I now think that’s not quite right. Although there is (I still think) a close relation between analytic and metaphysically necessary truths, they are not just the same (or what does the operator ‘necessarily’ add?). 
We can gain some traction in thinking about the use of modal verbs and the relation between modal and analytic claims by thinking again about games. I argued above that in stating the rules of games, adding the modal verb ‘necessarily’ (or ‘must’) to the indicative statement of the rules helps make explicit that we’re engaged in stating a rule, not making a universal generalization. And although both the analytic claim ‘P’ and the basic modal claim ‘Necessarily P’ are in the object language, and so do not state the semantic rules of use, the role of the modal verb is the same: it makes explicit (but does not report) that what follows is an object-language expression of a rule of use. Saying ‘Necessarily P’ thus also serves a prescriptive, language-instructing function, where the addition of the modal term makes this more explicit than it is in the simple analytic claim: it conveys that it would be improper (contrary to the constitutive semantic rules) to deny that P (or to say anything that would entail its denial)—and correlatively that it is obligatory to accept that P. Claims of the form ‘Necessarily P’ correct or condemn uses that involve denying P, but again without reporting on the linguistic rules or on the statement P. So, for example, ‘Necessarily, all bachelors are men’ (or ‘Bachelors must be men, dear’) may be used to correct a child who has said ‘Aunt Laura is always going to stay a bachelor, isn’t she?’ 
As mentioned above for the case of games, another use of the modal formulation of rules is that it enables us to express permissions as well as requirements, and this use again carries over to the uses of metaphysical modal claims. How can we (while remaining in the object language) convey permissible ways of speaking? One way we can do this is by demonstration, simply using that term properly (in accord with the rules). So we can, e.g., begin to teach a child the proper use of the term ‘man’ by simply applying the term in the course of making an assertion, e.g. “That is a man”. 

But there are limits to how much we can convey by these methods. We might, e.g., want to convey that, unlike ‘bachelor’, ‘president’ may (as far as its rules of use are concerned) be applied to a woman, but there is no woman to whom we may apply the term in asserting ‘That is the president’. An important use of the term ‘possibly’ in claims of the form ‘Possibly P’ is to convey that ‘P’ uses the terms involved properly (in accord with the rules), but without asserting P; we may convey this permission by saying ‘It is possible that a woman be president’. But nor does ‘Possibly P’ describe the statement ‘P’ as in accord with the linguistic rules: it remains in the object language, and doesn’t mention P at all. So statements of the form ‘Possibly P’ endorse a certain use of terms (as in accord with the rules) without reporting on the rules of use for terms, and without asserting P. 


Claims like ‘Necessarily, all bachelors are men’ might at first glance seem remote from the modal claims more typically made in metaphysics. But consider, for example, claims of ontological (or existential) dependence, traditionally stated in the form: Necessarily, if A exists, B exists (where this is presented as a claim of metaphysical necessity, not mere physical necessity).
 Such dependence claims play a prominent role in metaphysical discussions about whether various properties (colors, moral properties, etc.) are response-dependent, mind-dependent, etc., as well as in debates in the philosophy of mind about whether the mental is ontologically dependent on the physical, and in discussions in the ontology of art about ways in which works of art of various kinds do or do not depend on a creating artist, an art-world context, a material basis, etc. 

Such metaphysical dependence claims can be understood along just the same lines as our prior case—as ways of conveying constitutive semantic rules in the object language. These rules may take many different forms, and may be much more complex than the simple rule “Apply ‘bachelor’ only where ‘man’ is applied”, but the pattern is nonetheless the same. To choose a relatively uncontroversial example, consider John Searle’s claim that money depends on collective intentionality, since to be money is to be the sort of thing that is used or regarded as money (1995, 32). This metaphysical claim can be seen as the object-language reflection of a rule of use for the term ‘money’: Apply ‘money’ only if ‘collective intention’ also applies. This rule of use is stated in the imperative mood and in the metalanguage, mentioning rather than using the key terms. We can then restate this rule in the indicative mood (in either singular or universal form) as: ‘Money’ always applies only if ‘collective intention’ applies.

This indicative statement of the linguistic rule in the metalanguage can also be conveyed in the object language, by using rather than mentioning the terms as: If there is money, there is some collective intention. Or, we may make explicit the status of this latter claim as rule-conveying by adding a modal operator, giving us the claim of metaphysical modality: “Necessarily, if there is money then there is a collective intention”, or “(((x(Mx)((y(CIy))”. 

This is the traditional statement of ontological dependence claims as rendered on modal/existential accounts of dependence. So we have a first example of how the modal normativist accounts for certain metaphysical claims, namely those about relations of ontological dependence among things of certain types. On the modal normativist view, claims that Ps ontologically depend on Qs are ways of conveying some of the constitutive rules of use for our terms ‘P’ and ‘Q’ (namely that ‘P’ is to be applied only if ‘Q’ may be applied) while remaining in the object language. This is not to say that the metaphysicians making ontological dependence claims always intend their claims to be understood in these terms—this is not an interpretive claim but rather a proposal for one clear and natural way to understand such claims of metaphysical modality; the onus is on the metaphysician who wants to insist on a different interpretation of the modality in question to say how else the claim should be understood and how she could claim to know it. 

But even those who have come with me this far may hold out little hope of generalizing this account to the full range of metaphysical modal claims—for we haven’t yet discussed the more difficult cases of de re and a posteriori modal claims. De re modal claims lend the most weight to heavyweight realist views, as they seem to describe objects as possessing genuine modal properties. It is, for example, often thought to be a de re modal claim to say, of the person Hilary Clinton, that she necessarily has a certain genetic origin. But this sort of claim, too, may be seen as a way of making explicit that we are conveying (in the object language) a constitutive rule for reapplying the name, once it has been applied. A statement of the rules might be something like: If ‘Hilary Clinton’ has been successfully used to name a person x, reapply ‘Hilary Clinton’ to any y only where ‘same person’ applies to x and y. The rules for coapplication of the sortal term ‘person’ in turn may require that ‘same person’ be applied to x and y only where they trace to a common genetic origin. 

Note that stating the rule requires referring to the person x outside of the context of the command, as well as anaphoric reference back to x in the context of the rule—mirroring the structure of de re modal claims. So in this case the linguistic rule cannot be fully stated in the metalanguage—we require an object-language reference to the person x first, in terms of which we can state the full rule for reapplying ‘Hilary Clinton’. This is another good reason for conveying semantic rules in the object language: sometimes they cannot be fully stated in the metalanguage (as intra-language rules). In the object language, using the terms in question, we can say that if Hilary Clinton is a person, then for anyone to be identical to Hilary Clinton that individual must have the same genetic origin as Hilary Clinton actually has. Or, more simply, that (if Clinton is a person) Clinton has her genetic origin essentially.
Nonetheless, all the claims we have considered above are plausibly knowable a priori (even the claim about Clinton, as long as it is put in conditional form). The greatest difficulty for attempts to understand modal claims as ways of expressing rules of use for our terms in the object language, however, might seem to be accommodating Kripkean a posteriori necessities, e.g. that (given that water actually has the chemical structure H2O) water necessarily has the chemical structure H2O.
 

The basic idea of the normativist account, however, can easily be extended to accommodate a posteriori necessities.
 Recall that modal claims can do more than express the official constitutive rules of games—they may also express what follows from these, either taken alone or combined with empirical facts. The claim ‘Christina must make the first move’, for example, may be derived from the constitutive rules of the game (that whoever is the black player must make the first move), combined with certain empirical facts (the fact that Christina is the current black player). 

This same strategy may be employed for the normativist to account for a posteriori modal claims. The key is to acknowledge that linguistic rules may be schematic, appealing to empirical facts in the world to fill them out. So, for example, the schematic linguistic rule: “Whatever the actual chemical composition of this stuff turns out to be, apply ‘water’ only where there is stuff of that chemical structure” defers to the world to fill in what the actual chemical composition of this stuff is (notice also that it, like the rule regarding ‘Clinton’ above, cannot be stated purely in the metalanguage, but requires also using terms (‘this stuff’) outside of the context of the command, with anaphoric reference back to that use from within the context of the command). From this we can get the basic, schematic object-language modal expression of the rule: “Whatever the actual chemical structure of this stuff turns out to be, water necessarily has that chemical structure”. Call this the ‘basic modal truth’. By combining this basic modal truth with certain empirical facts (e.g. that the actual chemical structure of that stuff is H2O), we can arrive at the derivative modal truth: Water necessarily has chemical structure H2O. Such derivative modal facts are a posteriori and do require discovery, since we must discover the empirical facts that are fed into the schematic, world-deferential rules. 
There is no denying that the statements of the relevant rules in the metalanguage are awkward and unfamiliar—and in each case I have only attempted to state some relevant rule, not all the semantic rules governing proper use of the term. But, as mentioned above, nothing about the normativist position requires that these conditions be stateable at all. For normally (at least for our native language) we are taught the rules of use for our terms not by hearing them stated in a metalanguage, but rather simply by seeing the terms applied, reapplied, and refused on numerous occasions, and by having ourselves applauded or corrected, meeting reactions of understanding, bewilderment, hilarity, or rebuke on various occasions on which we attempt to use the terms. So if I am right, the awkwardness of the above attempts to state the relevant conditions is no accident and doesn’t tell against the view that metaphysical modal claims are at bottom ways of conveying constitutive rules for using for the terms employed, while remaining in the object language. On the contrary, the awkwardness helps explain why these complex conditions are usually conveyed using the object language (and thus put in metaphysical terms) rather than being stated in a metalanguage (and so being put in verbal terms). 

While basic claims of metaphysical necessity serve to convey constitutive semantic rules of use for our terms while remaining in the object language, other claims of metaphysical modality are consequences of these basic metaphysical modal claims, either taken on their own or as combined with empirical facts. It is important to note, however, that these claims of metaphysical necessity are not reports about rules. Nor are they statements of linguistic rules of use, since statements of linguistic rules are formulated in the metalanguage, mentioning the relevant terms. 
The foregoing presents only a sketch of how we might hope to account for metaphysical modal claims: ‘Necessarily’ makes explicit that the claim either is an object-language expression of a constitutive rule of use for the terms employed, or follows from this, perhaps as combined with empirical facts; in either case, it also condemns uses that contradict it. Claims of possibility endorse the relevant uses as in accord with the rules of use for the terms employed, but do so without asserting the claims in question. (Claims of possibility also may be distinguished according to whether they endorse the relevant use as in accord with the schematic rules (given ignorance of how the actual facts are) or as in accord with the full rules, once the actual empirical facts are plugged into them. The former mark claims of mere epistemic possibility; the latter claims of metaphysical possibility.) But neither modal term adds descriptive content to sentences in which it appears, and generally neither sort of claim is used as an attempted description—either of linguistic rules or of the (rest of the) world. 

A large promissory note remains, to show how other apparent claims of metaphysical modality—and beyond that, other sorts of modal claim (e.g. those of logical or nomological necessity)—might be handled on this model. A full treatment also needs to show how to understand modal expressions that are not asserted, but rather appear embedded in more complex statements such as conditionals and negations, and to examine what resources the normativist has to respond to various objections (such as the Frege-Geach problem thought to plague non-descriptive views in ethics).
 There is not space to treat all of those issues here, so a full discussion will also have to be left for the sequel. Instead, the goal here is merely to suggest why we have reason to pursue such an understanding of modality, and—if it can be made to work—what its impact would be for understanding debates in metaphysics. 

2. The Import of Modal Normativism

Normativism about metaphysical modality is a very attractive view—for unlike the heavyweight realist or Lewisian possible worlds approaches, it provides hope of overcoming the classic ontological and epistemological problems of modality. It avoids the ontological difficulties since on this view (as I will argue below) modal statements do not require special modal truthmakers at all—thus there is no difficulty in trying to ‘locate’ modal truthmakers in the physical world, nor need we posit other worlds to house those truthmakers. Moreover, unlike both of those views, modal normativism is able to avoid epistemological difficulties by providing a plausible account of how we come to know modal facts. 

2a. Modal Truth without Truthmakers
Before I discuss modal truth I will discuss the truth of analytic claims. I have argued above that the primary use of simple (unembedded) analytic claims is also the implicitly prescriptive one of instructing in the proper use of terms, while remaining in the object language. To the extent that they are not even attempting to describe the world, it might then seem to be a mistake to think of analytic claims as candidates for being true or false. Nonetheless, some have suggested that analytic claims do tell us something about the world. As Sider puts it: 

…how could “All bachelors are male” not say anything about the world? It contains a quantifier over bachelors, and says of them that they are male. So it says something about the properties of bachelors—as worldly entities as one could ask for. (2003, 202)

There are a couple of ways we can accommodate this feeling without abandoning the basic normativist view. Since the analytic claim is in the object language, what it says is clearly in that sense about the world, not about language or linguistic rules. More importantly, although (if I’m right) analytic claims are not generally used descriptively, they are in the indicative, and if they are uttered as descriptions, what is said is guaranteed to be true in a straightforwardly truth-conditional sense—though without requiring any truthmakers. For the rules of use for our terms (which, where stateable, are stated in the metalanguage) include application conditions for the terms they mention, and these play a role in fixing the truth conditions for sentences in which those terms are used. 

So consider the analytic claim: “All bachelors are men”, or more formally, “(x(Bx ( Mx)”. The corresponding rule of use is: “apply ‘bachelor’ only where ‘man’ applies”, so the truth-conditions for “there is a bachelor” include that there is a man. This guarantees that if there is something that is a bachelor (i.e. to which ‘bachelor’ applies), then there is something that is a man (i.e. to which ‘man’ applies). This ensures the truth of the conditional for any substitution instance, for if the antecedent is true, the consequent is guaranteed to be true, given the relations in the rules of use for the terms employed. But actual bachelors and their features are not truth-makers for the claim, for the analytic claim is guaranteed to be true regardless of any features of the world: it is vacuously true even if there are no bachelors whatsoever. Nor does the truth of this claim require the adoption of any linguistic conventions: as with all statements, the existence of the statement requires the existence of language, and its meaningfulness requires certain conventional rules for use of certain marks or sounds. But that is a very different matter from its requiring the adoption of linguistic conventions as truth-makers. Indeed, even if there is nothing in the world at all (no bachelors, no men, no conventions, no language), the conditional claim “(x(Bx ( Mx)” is true. This gives us a clear way of understanding why analytic claims are guaranteed to be true in a truth-conditional sense, independently of all facts about the world. 

What, then, about claims of metaphysical necessity? I have argued above that in their primary use, claims of metaphysical necessity are not attempts to describe modal features of the world—the necessity operator adds no descriptive content to a claim in which it appears, but instead serves to make explicit that the claim is or follows from an object-language expression of a constitutive semantic rule (perhaps combined with certain empirical facts). If claims of metaphysical necessity are not descriptions, it seems that they cannot be understood as true or false based on whether or not they correspond to modal features of the world.
 
Nonetheless, they may be classed as true or false in a deflationary sense. If, e.g. (with Blackburn) we take truth to be a matter of adherence to certain standards, we may allow that the truth of a claim ‘Necessarily P’ is a matter of the use of ‘necessarily’ adhering to the standards governing its proper use: making explicit that P is an object-language expression of a rule or its consequences.
 In that case, the modal claim will be true provided that P is genuinely an object-language expression of a rule or its consequence. Or if we follow pro-sententialists (Grover et. al. 1975) in taking the claim: “‘Necessarily P’ is true” to be just a matter of (re-)asserting ‘Necessarily P’, then the standards governing saying: “‘Necessarily P’ is true” do not diverge from those governing saying: ‘Necessarily P’. The standards for saying ‘Necessarily P’ are that P is an object-language expression of a rule or its consequence.

This understanding of the (deflationary) truth of claims of the form ‘Necessarily P’ nicely enables us to capture the fact that we may infer ‘P’ from ‘Necessarily P’. For if ‘Necessarily P’ is true (in this deflationary sense), then ‘P’ is an object-language expression of a rule or a consequence of such a rule, and so (where uttered descriptively) is guaranteed to be true (in a truth-conditional sense). The fact that the content of a claim of necessity can be true in this sense also enables us to preserve the idea that metaphysical theories that purport to give us modal truths may be telling us something about the world.

Given this understanding of modal truth, we clearly do not need to posit modal truthmakers to explain what in the world makes metaphysical modal claims true.
 So understood, modal normativism clearly does not fall prey to the ontological difficulties that beset heavyweight realist treatments of modality. Since the normativist has no need for special modal truthmakers, she avoids the need to ‘place’ such truthmakers in the natural world, circumventing the ontological difficulties of heavyweight realism. 

This is not to say, however, that the normativist must or should deny that there are modal facts and properties. For the normativist accepts that there are modal truths, and standard linguistic rules involving what Stephen Schiffer (1996) has called ‘pleonastic transformations’ enable us to restate modal truths redundantly in claims that entail the existence of modal facts or properties. All modal truths P may be restated redundantly as “It is a fact that P”, so from “Necessarily, all bachelors are men”, we can get “It is a fact that it is necessary that all bachelors are men”. Moreover, de re modal truths also apparently license us to make pleonastic transformations to claims that entail the existence of modal properties—for example, from the basic de re modal claim ‘Water is necessarily H2O’, we can use redundant transformations to get ‘Water has the modal property of necessarily-being-H2O’. The latter claim in each case is simply a wordier way of restating the initial modal truth, but the latter claims entail the existence of modal facts and properties respectively.
 Thus, using this approach, the normativist may (and I think should) accept that that there are modal properties and modal facts.
 In this sense, modal normativism is a (deflationary) form of realism.
If that is so, one might wonder what the difference really is between modal normativism and the forms of heavyweight realism it was designed to replace. The difference may be clearly stated in this way: on the normativist view modal facts and properties cannot be used to explain what makes modal claims true. We can’t explain why poppies make us sleepy by appealing to the fact that they possess the dormitive virtue: true though it may be that they possess a dormitive virtue, this is just a hypostatized way of expressing the fact that they make us sleepy and cannot be used to explain it. So similarly, if talk of modal facts and properties is simply derived from hypostatizations out of modal truths, any attempt to ‘explain’ modal truths by appeal to the existence of modal facts or properties would just yield a dormitive virtue explanation. This result, however, is not a liability for the normativist, since she does not require modal truthmakers to explain modal truth. 

2b. Acquiring Modal Knowledge

Another important difference between the normativist and the other (heavyweight or Lewisian) realist approaches to metaphysical modality arises regarding modal epistemology. Whereas those views face notorious difficulties in explaining our knowledge of modal facts, the normativist has a plausible story to tell about how we can reach knowledge of basic modal facts. Indeed, as Lewis himself puts it, the problem of giving an analysis of modal knowledge is “a problem for everyone (certain skeptics and conventionalists excepted)” (1986, 113). As I have argued elsewhere (forthcoming), early forms of conventionalism (charitably interpreted) are not so easily dismissed as their critics assume. When properly developed, conventionalism has much in common with the normativist view developed here. Thus, if Lewis’ earlier remarks were apt then (barring skepticism) a view like modal normativism may be our only hope for making sense of modal knowledge. 
The normativist view doesn’t think of acquiring modal knowledge as a matter of coming to see new, different features of the world, still less of perceiving some other possible worlds or a platonic world of essences. Instead, the normativist demystifies modal knowledge by considering the move from using language to knowing basic modal facts to be a matter of moving from mastering the rules for properly applying and refusing expressions (as a competent speaker), to being able to explicitly convey these constitutive rules in the object language and indicative mood. Competent speakers demonstrate tacit modal knowledge in their ability to properly use (apply, reapply, refuse) ordinary (non-modal) terms. But to acquire explicit modal knowledge we must gain an explicit understanding of the rules that most competent speakers may lack despite their ability to follow the rules. We can acquire a more explicit grasp of the underlying semantic rules by considering the multiplicity of actual or imagined cases in which the terms would properly be applied or refused, and analyzing their commonalities. Other modal truths may be known by reasoning from the basic modal truths—either taken on their own or combined with knowledge of empirical facts. The modal facts and modal properties we are committed to may be read off of the resulting modal truths by undertaking hypostatizations. And so, on the normativist view, we can see how one may reach knowledge of modal facts in a way that avoids the classic epistemological difficulties regarding modality. This is not an advantage to be taken lightly.

3. The Methods and Limits of Metaphysics
The most significant differences between normativist and heavyweight realist views of modality become apparent when we consider the consequences of the normativist view for understanding the methods and limits of metaphysics—or at least those portions of metaphysics that deal (directly or indirectly) with metaphysical modal facts. The heavyweight realist picture leads many metaphysicians to think of metaphysical modal facts on analogy with scientific facts—as parts of the world awaiting discovery, where these discoveries may turn out to be very surprising and overturn much of common sense. But if normativism is the correct view of metaphysical modal claims, then that picture can easily lead us astray. For there are important differences in the sorts of modal versus empirical facts there are to discover, and how we can go about discovering them. 

On the normativist view, the modal facts that metaphysics seeks to uncover are hypostatizations out of modal truths, where modal truths are object-language expressions of constitutive semantic rules (or their consequences). Speakers master these rules insofar as they are capable of judging correctly (in accord with these rules) whether a given nominative term is to be applied or refused, reapplied or not, in various actual and imagined circumstances. Thus the metaphysician must have mastered the rules, having an ability to follow them in properly applying and refusing expressions. This much any competent speaker does. But the work of the metaphysician also requires an explicit understanding of the rules that most competent speakers may lack despite their ability to follow the rules. In this respect, the metaphysician’s work is analogous to the grammarian’s work of discerning the syntactic rules competent speakers follow but may not be able to articulate. (Though the grammarian states the syntactic rules in a metalanguage while the metaphysician conveys the rules in the object language). As Ryle notes, “showing what to do is a more sophisticated performance than doing it ingenuously” (1950/1971, 248). The metaphysician considers the multiplicity of cases in which the terms would properly be applied or refused, in hopes of acquiring an explicit understanding of the underlying rules governing proper application and reapplication of the term. She also seeks to uncover the consequences of the rules of use for our terms, either taken on their own (or as combined with one another) or in combination with empirical facts, and ultimately conveys these constitutive semantic rules and their consequences in the object language. 

This approach to metaphysics strongly resembles that undertaken in ordinary language philosophy and phenomenology (see my 2007 b) under the heading ‘conceptual analysis’. As ordinary language philosophers often emphasized, conceptual analysis requires a prior ability to properly apply (and refuse) the concept, so that we can (at the first stage) say of the various imagined cases whether or not each is a situation in which the term or concept may be applied, and proceed to generalize from these cases.
 As Grice writes “we may notice that in reaching one’s conceptual analysis of E, one makes use of one’s ability to apply and withhold E, for the characteristic procedure is to think up a possible general characterization of one’s use of E and then to test it by trying to find or imagine a particular situation which fits the suggested characterization and yet would not be a situation in which one would apply E” (1989, 174), a point echoed by Moore (1966, 166), and Strawson (1992, 6-7). 

So there is a sense in which, if we accept an normativist view of modality, the methods of metaphysics are very similar to those of conceptual analysis. Nonetheless, saying that the basic methods of metaphysics are those of conceptual analysis may be misleading. For this might suggest that metaphysics is merely a study of our language or concepts, undermining the idea that metaphysics is telling us about the world.
 The claims of metaphysics are not claims about our language or about our concepts, and so we shouldn’t say that the metaphysician is “looking for a general characterization of the types of case in which one would apply E rather than withhold it” (Grice 1989, 174 (italics mine)). A general characterization of when a term is to be applied and when withheld would be a statement of the rules (in the metalanguage) or a description of what the rules are. 

We can avoid this mistake by reminding ourselves that the claims of metaphysics are not descriptions or statements of rules of language (made in a metalanguage) but rather are made in the object language, using the terms in question. Since the terms are used in making the claims of metaphysics, these claims are in that sense about the things, if any, our terms and concepts refer to—not about our terms or concepts themselves. So while the study of metaphysics is correlated with a study of language and concepts, it involves a semantic descent that enables us to speak about the world by using the terms and concepts in question, and says something about the entities, if any, our terms refer to, and (using hypostatizations) about their modal properties.
 Claims about the relevant modal facts and properties are likewise made in the object language and in that sense are likewise about the world (although as I have argued above these modal facts and properties cannot be thought of as truthmakers that explain the truth of our modal claims). Moreover, as I argued above, the (analytic) contents of basic claims of necessity are (independently of all empirical facts) guaranteed to be true claims about the world (if there is a world at all), and so the metaphysician may also tell us things that are guaranteed to be true about the things (if any) our terms refer to. 
To those accustomed to thinking of metaphysics on a grander scale as limning the depths of reality, the above understanding of the methods of metaphysics may still seem disappointing. For even if metaphysics, so understood, is in that sense ‘about the world’, this conception of metaphysics might seem to leave little space for metaphysics to be an informative discipline, or to produce surprising results that require us to revise our prior beliefs or practices (e.g. in identifying and distinguishing entities, applying and refusing terms, considering objects to have or not have survived…). There is something to this, as there are, on this model, limits to what modal facts there are to be known, and to the sorts of revisionary metaphysical view that are plausible. Nonetheless, I will try to show that it does not at all preclude metaphysics from giving us informative and sometimes even surprising results.

First, on this model there are limits regarding what metaphysical modal facts there are, and thus limits to what questions about metaphysical modality are answerable. Aristotle writes in Book 3 of the Nicomachean Ethics: “it is the mark of an educated man to look for precision in each class of things just so far as the nature of the subject admits”, and if normativism is the right view of metaphysical modality, then we must be careful not to expect too much precision from our metaphysical enquiries. Consider questions about, e.g., what conditions precisely it takes for a table to exist (how many particles can be removed while this table still exists?) or what conditions precisely are required for works of music A and B to be identical (exactly how many notes may be changed?). If, as seems plausible, the rules of application and coapplication for our terms simply do not draw any sharp line, then there is no metaphysical fact of the matter to be discovered about when the table would still exist or the works would be identical. Metaphysicians should not then be embarrassed by the failure of their theories to draw any line, or by the fact that any attempt to draw one would seem arbitrary.
 

Second, if normativism is the correct view about modality, then we have reason to be suspicious of many revisionary views in metaphysics. Revisionary metaphysical views have taken a foothold after the decline of ordinary language philosophy, and in the wake of Quine’s assimilation of metaphysical and scientific inquiries,
 and the oddity of these views is often defended by saying that metaphysics, like physics, may make surprising discoveries that overturn common sense. But on the normativist view, the most basic modal truths about any sort of thing S are just object-language reflections of the most fundamental rules of use of the term ‘S’. As a result, the most straightforward understanding of a metaphysical view that purports to explicate the basic modal features of a given kind of thing—whether they involve the persistence conditions for persons, the identity conditions for works of art, the ‘modal profile’ of a table (as compared to the modal profile of a sum of particles), and so on—is as engaged in conveying (in the object-language) the rules of use for the relevant terms ‘person’, ‘work of art’, or ‘table’.

These cannot turn out to be very surprising, since they are just a matter of making explicit what is already ‘known’ in the know-how of competent speakers who are capable of following the rules in properly applying and refusing the relevant terms. More precisely, these views cannot be surprising in the sense that they show our competent speakers’ normative practices of applying, reapplying, and refusing terms to be uniformly wrong.
 So metaphysicians simply can’t legitimately purport to discover that, although competent speakers would uniformly apply a painting name such as ‘the Mona Lisa’ to an object in the Louvre that can be hung, restored, or destroyed by fire, really they are wrong to do so, as a painting is really a token performance by an artist in a given place and time (Davies 2004) or a type of action (Currie 1989)—neither of which can themselves be hung on a wall, restored, or destroyed by fire. 

Nonetheless, this does not mean that theories in metaphysics can never be informative. Metaphysical theories can be informative in the sense of revealing truths competent speakers did not explicitly know (know-that), just as linguists may provide a great deal of information to speakers about the rules their own native tongue follows, and cultural anthropologists may make ‘discoveries’ that are in some sense surprising to members of the culture studied. A cultural anthropologist may, e.g., point out rules for standing distance, for the giving and receiving of gifts, etc., that competent members of the society might have so naturally employed (in their own actions and in feeling approval or disapproval of the actions of others) that they never noticed that there was such a rule—and indeed might have even denied it if someone suggested, e.g., that Americans had rules about the giving and receiving of gifts just as the Japanese do. And (as with grammatical rules) even those who can follow the rules quite well may find the explicit statements of the rules obscure and complicated. There remains, however, this difference: that unlike the cultural anthropologist who describes the behavioral rules, and the grammarian who states (in a meta-language) the syntactical rules for a language, the metaphysician conveys the rules by using the terms in the object language.

Second, metaphysicians may also be involved in determining the relations among rules of use for a range of related terms, and the consequent relations among the things, if any, the terms refer to. Thus, e.g., the metaphysician might seek an explicit grasp of the relations in rules of use for such terms as ‘freedom’ ‘choice’ ‘responsibility’ ‘obligation’, etc.—and thus (using disquotation) tell us something about the relationship between freedom, choice, responsibility, and obligation—if any such there be. Or a metaphysician might consider relations among rules of use for terms such as ‘symphony’, ‘performance’, ‘composer’, ‘elegant’, ‘moving’, ‘Liszt-influenced’, and the like, and thus tell us something about the relationship between works of music, their creators, aesthetic properties, and so on—if any there be. By working at a high level of abstraction from particular cases in which the terms each would (or would not) be properly applied (or reapplied) and extracting the general constitutive rules, determining their interrelations with those for related terms, and working out what follows from all of these for the entities (if any) that the terms refer to, the metaphysician’s analyses may easily yield results that no competent speaker had realized. Combined with the work of the scientist, of course, the metaphysician may also make discoveries about a posteriori necessities of the sort discussed above.
Since the metaphysician is concerned not just with the most obvious and direct rules of use for our individual terms, but also with drawing out connections among these and consequences of them, there is also at least the potential for the metaphysician to discover surprising hidden inconsistencies in our rules of use. Such purported discoveries of inconsistencies are often used to motivate revisionary or eliminativist metaphysical views.
 Thus, for example, David Davies’(2004) work in the ontology of art purports to reveal a tension between our appreciative practices regarding works of visual art—which seem appropriately directed to certain performances by artists—and our more pedestrian practices of identifying and distinguishing works in buying, restoring, and displaying them, etc.—which seem appropriately applied to physical objects. He uses this to motivate a revisionist view of the ontology of art that takes all works of art to be particular (token) performances by artists, rather than physical objects. Some recent arguments for eliminating ordinary objects, similarly, are motivated by alleged tensions between, e.g., the conditions under which ‘table’ is properly applied (e.g. in my dining room), and those in which ‘object’ is applied (e.g. if this is held to require that there be some ‘unified whole’ in a sense that is not met by mere particles arranged in certain ways)—so that ‘object’ does not rightly apply in the paradigm situations in which ‘table’ is applied. But since ‘table’ might be thought to apply only if ‘object’ applies, there may appear to be an inconsistency.
 

The principle of interpretive charity, however, urges us to suspect that if we think we have found an inconsistency in the rules, we may have misinterpreted the rules—and we should do our utmost to find some way of reconciling the apparent conflict before condemning the rules as inconsistent, and revising the rules or eliminating the objects concerned. And in fact, I think many of the actual allegations of inconsistency are ill-founded, as closer examination can show ways of understanding the rules that render them consistent.
 Nonetheless, there is at least in principle room for surprising discoveries of this sort—just as there was room for the surprising discovery that the rules of baseball are inconsistent (Cohen, 1991). If such inconsistencies are discovered, we will be left with the decision of what to do—and what decision is appropriate may vary depending on the details of the rules involved in the particular case. But it is worth reminding ourselves that the obvious response to discovering the inconsistency in the rules of baseball is not give up playing the game altogether or to play cricket instead (and call it ‘baseball’), but rather to alter the rules as little as possible while revising them in a way that will render them consistent. So similarly, the natural response in metaphysics would be to propose a minimally disruptive revision, while making it clear that this is a proposed revision in the rules, and so has a status different from standard metaphysical modal claims. 

Finally, metaphysical views can also be surprising insofar as the ‘folk’ may act as lay metaphysicians, not merely applying and refusing terms, but also adopting ‘theories’ about what ‘real state’ of the world is described there. So, for example, a child may learn to apply and refuse the term ‘person’ by being pointed towards the usual examples and counterexamples, but then be taught in Sunday school that a person is a being with a soul and a spiritual relationship to God. In cases such as these, the metaphysician may legitimately identify a disconnect between the rules and the theory. In such cases the metaphysician may apply a kind of therapy that suggests that the conditions under which the term was actually applied and refused made no appeal to souls; the theological interpretation is a bit of tacked on metaphysics not itself justified by appeal to the rules for using the term. (And this, of course, may be surprising to a society of theists.) 

In short, properly understood, the understanding of the methods of metaphysics entailed by modal normativism leaves us with plenty of scope for metaphysical inquiry and discovery, along with the sense that metaphysics can give us truths about the world—even truths that most people had not explicitly realized. Nonetheless, it also can leave us with a better sense of what approaches to metaphysics are improper or based on misconceptions. Most importantly, it can leave us with a far clearer understanding of how we can acquire metaphysical modal knowledge, and of what it is we are doing when we do those implicitly modal parts of metaphysics.
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� There are other sorts of questions about modality in metaphysics that I will not discuss here, e.g.: Are there any necessary existents, etc. Nonetheless, the claims of metaphysical modality I will discuss are varied and prominent enough that they alone should be of some interest, and the method of handling modality suggested here might be hoped to shed some light on the rest. 


� As will become clear below, I call this view ‘heavyweight realism’ rather than simply ‘realism’, since I think there are realist options available—notably the modal normativism on offer here—which are not committed to all that the heavyweight realist is committed to. The heavyweight realist view, as I shall present it, is roughly the same as what Simon Blackburn (1993) has called ‘hyperrealism’.


� Among those working directly on the problem of modality (rather than on issues of constitution, reduction, persistence…) far less is simply assumed. The assumption that our modal claims require truthmakers is ubiquitous, though it is not so uniformly assumed that these truthmakers involve modal properties. Reductive views of modality that posit non-modal truthmakers for our modal claims do not count as heavyweight realisms in my sense, though the ontological and epistemic problems discussed below nonetheless often still arise for them (and see Shalkowski 1994 for doubts that some of these views are genuinely reductive). Accepting Lewisian possible worlds is not strictly speaking a form of heavyweight modal realism, as I use the term, since it is a reductive view about modality that does not require modal facts and properties as truthmakers. Nonetheless, the ontological and epistemic problems that plague heavyweight realism similarly plague Lewisian realism, and much of what is said below about ways in which normativism can overcome the problems of heavyweight realisms would apply equally well to that view. For brevity, however, I will leave that discussion to one side here. 


� Scott Shalkowski (1994, 669) similarly describes the two fundamental questions for modal metaphysics as accounting for the ‘ontological ground’ of modality on the one hand, and our epistemic access to modal truths on the other. 


� Lewis (1986, 104-115) discusses the knowledge problem with respect to his view. For critical discussion of Lewis’ reply to the knowledge problem, see Bueno and Shalkowski (2004).


� In prior versions of this paper, I referred to this view as ‘modal expressivism’. This label called to mind expressivist views in ethics (e.g. Blackburn 1993), which (like the current view) deny that the contested claims are descriptive claims in need of truthmakers. Nonetheless, the ‘expressivist’ label also was misleading insofar as it suggested to some the implausible idea that modal claims are expressions of our emotions or attitudes of approval or disapproval. As the key idea here is that modal assertions serve a normative (rather than descriptive) function of conveying constitutive rules for using the terms, ‘modal normativism’ came to seem a more apt name.


� How to understand the norms involved in constitutive rules is a further issue, of course, that will have to remain off the present table. Nonetheless, as long as understanding the norms involved in constitutive rules does not require alethic modality, we might hope to make some progress; shifting from talk of metaphysical possibility and necessity to talk about the rules of games promises a substantial demystification.  


� Scrabble Game Rules, Parker Brothers, 1999.  


� Other modal verbs may also be used, e.g. the rules of baseball are stated in terms of what players ‘shall’ do—where again this should not be mistaken for a prediction. 


� E.g. the Scrabble rules (Parker Brothers, 1999) continue from a singular description of a rule “1. The first player combines two or more of his or her letters to form a word…”, to the explicit command form in the next rule: “2. Complete your turn by counting and announcing the score for that turn…”. Othello rules (Pressman Toy Corporation, 1990) use the universal indicative: “Black always moves first”. 


� However, modal formulations still (like the imperative formulation) might be mistaken for advice out of context (as a tennis coach might say: you must use your upper body to put more power in your serve). Thanks to Elizabeth Barnes for pointing this out.


� Thanks to Robert Brandom for this point.


� There is of course a difference between forms of modal logic stronger than K and deontic logic, since systems like M add the modal axiom M: (A ((, while we clearly cannot accept a parallel deontic axiom OA( A. Nonetheless, this difference might be thought to appear specifically for deontic logics considered as logics governing regulative rules, e.g. moral rules. Since moral rules are merely regulative, it does not follow from something’s being (morally) obligatory that it is done. It is far more plausible in the case of constitutive rules, however, that it follows, e.g. from the fact that the runner must advance to second base (i.e. is obliged to do so by the rules of the game) that the runner does advance to second. (Should the person running, say, Jones, refuse to budge, he ceases to play the game, and ‘the runner’ (though not Jones) will still be held to have advanced, even if a pinch runner must be found). For connections between deontic logic and a logic of commands, see Åqvist 1964. 


� One might worry that appealing to constitutive rules introduces a circularity to the account, if alethic modality is to be understood by appeal to constitutive rules, and constitutive rules for using a term T are in turn understood as rules that (as a matter of metaphysical necessity) must hold if T is to exist at all. But in fact we are engaged in bootstrapping, rather than circularity: we can indeed say that constitutive rules for a term T, for example, are rules that must be in place for that very term T to exist at all; but to say this again is to convey (in the object language) a rule of use for ‘same term as’: T1 isn’t (in the sense at issue here) to count as the same term as T2 unless they are associated with the same rules of use. 


� To use a term of Philip Pettit’s (2002, 128).


� I respond to Quinean reservations about the very notion of analyticity in my (2007 a, 29-37). Here I will simply assume an intuitive sense of analyticity, and assume that the presence of the semantic rules I am discussing may be used to ground it. For discussion of how we can reconstruct a notion of analytic interrelations, see my (2007 a, 44-45). 


� This is not to say that demonstrations of rules of use may never be informative to competent speakers (see section 3 below), only that a simple case like ‘All bachelors are men’ would have trouble being informative. 


� Kit Fine (1994) has argued for an alternative understanding of dependence, but for simplicity I will focus on the traditional modal/existential account here. 


� The form of this rule is of course somewhat different from the rule of use for ‘bachelor’, since ‘bachelor’ and ‘man’ must be applied to the same individual, while the same is not the case for ‘money’ and ‘collective intention’.  Moreover, the full rule behind Searle’s observation is of course more complicated than this, since it also requires that the very stuff to which ‘money’ is applied be itself collectively accepted as money, but I will overlook these complications here to focus on the form of a simple ontological dependence claim.


� I state it this way to remain neutral on debates about whether we should properly say that water necessarily is H20, or merely that water necessarily is constituted by H20.


� J. L. Mackie (1974) and Alan Sidelle (1989) develop similar accounts of how the empiricist can account for Kripkean a posteriori necessities. 


� While a full discussion must be undertaken elsewhere, it is worth noting that the Frege-Geach problem does not arise in the same way for modal normativism as for classic forms of moral expressivism. For modal terms work as operators on sentences, not as predicative expressions, and have a content that remains even in force-stripping contexts and that can be used in reasoning. On the normativist view, the necessity operator makes explicit that what follows is a (purported) object-language expression of a rule. (Purported) rules have content (their compliance conditions) even when they are not in force, but merely considered hypothetically. E.g. in “If the queen can’t move through any of her own pieces, you’ll have to move her backwards” --the embedded rule “the queen can’t move through any of her own pieces” retains the same meaning it has in the statement of the rule “the queen can’t move through any of her own pieces”, although rather than conveying the rule as in force, in the conditional the rule is merely considered, along with its consequences. (Thanks to Aaron Wilson for helpful discussion and development of this point.) This suggests how the modal normativist may legitimately hold that modal claims (understood as explicit object-language expressions of rules) may retain their meanings even in embedded contexts. Moreover if (as I argue in section 2. a below) we allow that modal claims may be true (in a deflationary or minimalist sense), they may straightforwardly used in reasoning. This, of course, merely points in the direction of a response to this classic and complex problem; I intend to undertake a fuller discussion of this issue elsewhere. 


� It is, of course, not unprecedented to simply deny that modal claims may be true: Wittgenstein denied that claims of necessity can, strictly speaking, be true. For discussion of Wittgenstein’s denial, see Wright (1980, 375). Bueno and Shalkowski (2004) also deny, on rather different grounds, that modal claims need to be true.


� Blackburn similarly suggests that the quasi-realist take truth in the relevant domain (about which we are being quasi-realist) to be a matter of correctness according to the relevant standards—where these standards need not be those of correspondence to reality (1993, 55).


� Some may fear that this understanding of modal truth lands us back with the classic problem of modal conventionalism: making the truth of the modal claim depend on our adopting certain conventions. For (the objection goes) if the relevant rules weren’t adopted, P wouldn’t be analytic, and so (P wouldn’t be true. But, recalling that the rules are constitutive rules for the terms used in P, we can see how to respond: the imagined situation is not one in which P wouldn’t be analytic, but in which P wouldn’t be. It should be no surprise that the very existence of a certain linguistic claim depends on us; but this is a very different matter from the truth of a linguistic claim depending on us. Thanks to Mark Heller for vividly raising this worry.  


� Those who retain a correspondence understanding of the truth of empirical claims may point out that a derivative modal claim like “Necessarily, water is H2O” may require empirical facts for its truth (e.g. the fact that this stuff has the chemical structure H2O, which is plugged into the basic modal truth to yield the derivative modal truth). But given the above understanding of the truth of modal claims, we can still see that, like the basic claim, such derivative modal claims would not appeal to any special modal facts as truthmakers.


� Similar considerations suggest that the normativist should, with the Lewisian modal realist, accept that there are possible worlds (while, unlike the Lewisian realist, treating talk of possible worlds as involving hypostatizations derived from transformations of talk about ways things might have been). For a more detailed discussion of pleonastic transformations and the approach to ontological commitment they are tied to, see my (2007, Chapter 9). 


� Of course ‘realism’ about any sort of entity gets defined in a multitude of ways, but the core sense of ‘realism’ is generally held to be what Plantinga (1987, 189) calls ‘existential realism’: the view that there really are the things under discussion (modal facts and properties, in this case). Thus it seems most suitable to call this a realist view. 


� Chalmers and Jackson (2001, 320-324) give a similar picture of conceptual analysis as proceeding via consideration of what we would say in various actual and hypothetical scenarios while not requiring explicit analyses in other terms.


� I have myself said in various places (e.g. 2007 a) that the methods of metaphysics involve conceptual analysis, and still would point out the parallels in approach. Nonetheless, for the reasons discussed above I now think that this way of describing what metaphysics is up to may be misleading. I have argued in my (2007 b), however, that there are ways of understanding traditional conceptual analysis that avoid this problem, e.g. taking it to be an analysis performed with concepts, not of concepts.


� Husserl was always quite clear about keeping separate but noting the interrelations among these levels of analysis; as he put it: the task of “clarification of all concepts” has as its “correlative task… the eidetic analysis and eidetic description of all objectivities and all kinds of unity pertaining essentially to them” (1989, 328).


� Metaphysicians can of course propose new linguistic rules that would give precise answers to such questions, but since that would mean changing the constitutive rules of use for the terms in question, they could not be seen as using our familiar English terms. As a result, they could not be seen as telling us what the real survival conditions for tables are, but only as what the survival conditions are for tables* (using their newly introduced term, governed by different constitutive rules).  


� Although, as Huw Price (2008) has noted, it may be a mistake to think of Quine’s work as licensing this sort of heavyweight metaphysics; and certainly, given his repudiation of the modal, he would not have endorsed such realist (but revisionary) views about what the modal facts are. 


� Unless they can show our practices to be internally inconsistent. I discuss this eventuality below. 


� This of course is not an interpretation that the revisionists and eliminativists themselves are always happy with. While Davies accepts this interpretation of his work, most revisionary metaphysicians will take this as a hostile suggestion and insist that they are not pointing out inconsistencies in our conceptual scheme, but rather reporting a substantive discovery, e.g. that there is simply no object at all where we had thought there were tables. (See, e.g., van Inwagen (1990, 100)). 


� Sorites arguments used for eliminating ordinary objects are also motivated by purportedly uncovering an inconsistency in our ordinary concepts (e.g. of tables and the like). See Chapter 5 of my (2007 a) for discussion. 


� I have elsewhere (2007 a) tried to show how various alleged contradictions in the rules of use for our terms involving ordinary objects may be avoided. 


� Many thanks to Simon Evnine, Uriah Kriegel and Peter Lewis for very helpful comments on earlier drafts of this paper, and to Robert Brandom, David Chalmers, Katherine Hawley, Andrew McGonigal, Huw Price, Jonathan Schaffer, Scott Shalkowski, and Aaron Wilson for very helpful discussions. This paper (or a predecessor) was presented at the University of St. Andrews conference on Expressivism, at Leeds University, at the Australian National University, at Syracuse University, and at the Expressivism, Pragmatism and Representationalism conference (Centre for Time, University of Sydney, 2007). Sincere thanks go to those present on each occasion for insightful questions and objections, and to members of my 2008 graduate seminar on the methods of metaphysics for very helpful discussion of this paper and surrounding issues.
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