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Chapter 5 Public Artifacts, Intentions, and Norms
Amie L. Thomasson
Abstract Artifacts are often said to be things intentionally created to serve a certain function, where function plays the dominant role in classifying artifacts into artifactual kinds. Here I argue, however, that artifacts need not have intended functions, and that even when they do, that does not always play a core role in artifactual classification. Artifacts, I argue, must have intended features, but these may include not only functional, but also structural, perceptible, or even receptive and normative features: features regarding how the object is to be regarded, used, or treated. Indeed, I argue that members of public artifact kinds depend on the existence of public norms of treatment. Recognizing the role of receptive and normative features in public artifact kinds enables us to provide a better account of artifact categorization, solve old puzzles about exaptation and minimal creation, and provide a better understanding of the significance of artifacts in our lives and in the social sciences.
5.1 Introduction
“Artifacts are objects intentionally made to serve a given purpose” writes Lynne Baker (2008), echoing standard dictionary definitions of ‘artifact’ and expressing a commonly held view. The popular idea that artifacts are objects created with a certain intended function leads to three commonly held views about artifacts.
 First is the idea that artifacts are functional objects, and that for something to be an artifact, it must have an intended function. Second, given the centrality of the intended functions to our artifact concepts, it has also been widely supposed that not only must an artifact have an intended function, but also that its intended function determines (or plays a central role in determining) what kind of artifact it is. Hilary Kornblith writes “At least for the most part, it seems that what makes two artifacts members of the same kind is that they perform the same function” (1980, p. 112).
 Thus, we classify vegetable peelers and can openers differently, since each has a different intended function. Third, artifacts are intentional products, things intentionally created by humans (or perhaps other intelligent creatures), and thus are mind-dependent objects in the sense that it is a conceptual truth that an artifact comes into existence only if it is intentionally made. Thus artifacts are often thought to be dependent on the individual intentions of their maker, but are not generally thought to depend on any other intentional states. 

While this is a natural way of understanding artifacts, I will argue that none of these claims is quite right. First, I will argue, something may be an artifact without having an intended function. Second, even where artifacts have an intended function, having that intended function isn’t always necessary or sufficient for classification in the relevant artifact kind. While artifacts must have certain intended features, I will argue, these need not be limited to (nor even include) an intended function – they may also include structural, perceptible, or other features, which may also (or instead) serve as essential intended features for members of the kind.

After making those arguments rather briefly, I move on to focus on those artifacts that are members of familiar, recognized, public artifactual kinds: things like forks, computers, cars, statues, clothes, and the like. For short, I will refer to these as ‘public artifacts’. I will leave out of discussion useful objects that an individual might privately create for some novel need. One might argue over whether or not the latter are properly called ‘artifacts’ – one could apply the term to them, and insist that what I am calling ‘public artifacts’ are a mere subclass of artifacts, or one might decide to restrict the term ‘artifact’ to public artifacts and call the rest ‘tools’ or ‘use-objects’.
 The very term ‘artifact’ is itself used quite loosely, and in many different ways, so there may be no single characterization of what is essential to artifacts that fits best; whether or not we include the latter among artifacts is largely a verbal issue which I have no special interest in adjudicating.

What I do have interest in is turning attention to these public artifacts. For even if one insists that these are merely a subclass of artifacts, they are those artifacts that play the most central role in our common life, and are those of primary interest to archeologists, historians, anthropologists, museum curators, and the like. These public artifacts, I will argue, are of particular interest since studying them calls attention to another range of properties that may serve as intended properties of artifacts, beyond the functional, structural and perceptible, and which may be criterial for membership in a given artifactual kind. These are what might be broadly construed as receptive and normative features: involving how the object created is to be regarded, used, treated, or behaved in regards to (and by whom, in what context). As a result of the fact that such receptive and normative features are typically among the essential features of members of public artifact kinds, I will argue, another interesting result follows: while all artifacts are indeed mind-dependent, public artifacts do not depend merely on the individual intentions of their makers; they also depend on public norms. 
Emphasizing the role of recognitional and normative features among the defining features of public artifact kinds can help us resolve puzzles about exaptation and minimal creation. More importantly, it provides an understanding of artifacts as objects that are not merely useful, but infused with significance for our lives and actions. This enables us to better capture our experience of dealing with artifacts, and make clear the relevance of artifacts for social science and for our daily lives and activities. Finally, it calls attention to the inherent normativity in artifacts, bringing to the fore commonalities between language and other artifacts.
5.2 Artifacts and Intended Function 
Artifacts are often characterized as objects created to serve a certain intended function, and certainly many of our paradigmatic artifacts have an intended function.
 Two questions may be raised here: First, must artifacts have an intended function? Second, is having a particular intended function essential to classification in an artifactual kind? I will argue that, despite the core role intended function plays in many artifacts and artifact kinds, the answer to both questions is ‘no’. 

There are well-known problems with the view that all artifacts have an intended function. Such things as doodles and idly-produced paperclip sculptures do seem like artifacts, though they may lack any intended function. More broadly and importantly, works of art often seem to have no intended function: it seems that an artist may create a painting or symphony without intending it to have any function whatsoever – but that in so doing, she has nonetheless made an artifact. So it seems that we should allow that there may be artifacts that lack an intended function.
One could move straight from there to argue that: if there are artifacts without an intended function, and if every artifact belongs to some or other artifact kind, there must be artifactual kinds for which having a particular intended function is not essential. One could perhaps, question whether every artifact belongs to some artifact kind, and doubt the argument’s soundnesss on those grounds. But looking at particular artifact kinds also gives us reason to reject the view that, for all artifact kinds, having a particular intended function is essential to classification in that kind. We might naturally look again to the case of works of art. Even where works of art have an intended function (e.g. where a film has the intended function of persuading viewers of a political point), possessing that function is often neither necessary nor sufficient for being a work of the relevant art-kind (a film). There may be sub-kinds of art (e.g. altarpieces) that all share some function, but the broader art-kinds we commonly traffic in, such as paintings and symphonies, clearly have no essential intended function--paintings have been created with all sorts of purposes in mind, from decorative to documentary, from self-expressive to religious to political, and yet all apparently belong to the kind ‘painting’. Moreover, As Paul Bloom has aptly pointed out, even members of artifact kinds that are associated with a function – artifacts like boats or chairs – need not be intended by their producers to serve that function. Something may be a boat or a chair even if its maker intends that it never serve the intended functions of boats or chairs, but be merely ‘for show’ (1996, pp. 5-6). Thus it seems clear that, at least for many artifact kinds, having a particular intended function is not necessary for membership in those kinds. Nor is it sufficient: many artifactual kinds have defining structural or perceptible features as well as functional features: for something to be a double-breasted suit or a Corinthian column, it is not enough that it share the intended functions of providing (socially respectable) clothing or independent support of a roof – it must also have a certain characteristic shape or decorative features.
This all seems to provide good reason to reject the idea that artifacts must be objects with a certain intended function, and along with it to reject the idea that intended function invariably plays a core role in determining artifact kind membership. In place of the idea that artifacts must have an intended function, we should generalize the idea: treating artifacts as things that are intentionally made, and which have at least some intended features – which may or may not include an intended function. Risto Hilpinen expresses this idea in his broader definition of an artifact, as something “intentionally produced by an agent under some description of the object” (1992, pp. 59-60) (at least one of which must be a sortal description) and having some intended properties. Hilpinen also requires that the object produced actually exhibit some of the intended properties (including the sortal property), building in a success condition for the production of artifacts: an artifact may not be produced by intentions alone; as Hilpinen puts it “an agent produces a genuine artifact only if his activity is successful in some respect and to some degree” (1993, p. 160).
Similarly, I have argued elsewhere that we should adopt a more general view of what (intended) features figure in classifying artifacts: that something is a member of an essentially artifactual kind
 K only if it is the product of a largely successfully executed intention to make a K, where the maker must have a substantive concept of the nature of Ks that largely matches that of some prior K-makers (if any) and intend to realize that concept by making an object with K-relevant features (2003, pp. 599-600). This account allows K-relevant intended features to vary from kind to kind: they may of course include intended function, but also may include shape or structural properties (often among the properties definitive of membership in clothing kinds and architectural kinds such as bell-bottoms or an A-frame cottage); taste properties (e.g., for culinary kinds, if (say) candy must have sweetness as an intended property), and so on.
Recognizing that the intended properties of artifacts that are relevant to membership in the relevant artifactual kind need not be, and typically are not, merely functional properties, but may also include structural properties, sensory properties (flavor, color, sound), aesthetic properties, and so on, is also important to offering a more appropriate understanding of our artifactual categorization. For it enables us to group paintings together even when they do not serve a common function, enables us to classify those chairs and boats intended for ‘show’ with their working cousins, and enables us to account for finer-grained distinctions in artifact kinds defined as much by intended structural or perceptible features as by intended function. 
5.3 Intended Recognitional and Normative Features 
All of this I have discussed elsewhere. What I want to do here is to call attention to an additional, often unnoticed, range of intended features that may be relevant to membership in many of our familiar, extant, artifact kinds: those intended properties that involve not just perceptible or functional features of the object created, but rather intended ways in which the object is to be regarded, used, or treated. To have a general term, I will call these ‘receptive’ features.

The importance of receptive features has occasionally been pointed out before. Randall Dipert, for example, draws a three way distinction between instruments (objects intentionally used to serve some purpose, but which may be natural); tools (instruments that are intentionally modified to serve some purpose [or intentionally left alone]); and artifacts, where “An artifact is an intentionally modified tool whose modified properties were intended by the agent to be recognized by an agent at a later time as having been intentionally altered for that, or some other, use” (1993, pp. 29-30, italics mine). So, for example, as Dipert notes, chairs are objects intended to be recognized as having been intentionally made as a seating device, and concludes that “artifacts are, unlike tools, distinctively ‘social’” (1993, pp. 30-31) and have a “communicative purpose”, since they are made with the intention to bring about a belief in another agent (1993, p. 102).
One must be careful, however, in characterizing what kind of recognition is intended. It doesn’t seem quite right to say that to be a teapot or a poem or a ring something must be created with the intention that it be (actually) recognized (by anyone other than the maker) as a teapot, poem, or ring, since one may in principle make an entity of any of these kinds intending it to be kept completely private, and never seen by anyone except its maker. So we should at least modify the view to say that they must be intended to be recognizable as members of that kind. This intended recognizability, moreover, needn’t be completely general, but may be with respect to a certain intended audience. Hilpinen makes this point noting that, “a mechanical shark used in making an adventure film is an artifact, but its authors do not wish the audience to recognize it as such, on the contrary; the condition of recognizability presumably applies only the persons who are using it in the making of the film” (2008). Dipert himself notes that spy objects (like a microphone disguised as a martini olive) may be intended not to be recognized – at least by most people (1993, p. 31), but suggests that we may still consider it an artifact if we count the spy himself as the one intended to recognize it. If, on the other hand (as seems more likely in spy circles) the object’s kind is intended to be recognizable by certain intended individuals (spies for the relevant party) – perhaps by including it with the proper instruction manuals as it is passed on, etc., then the recognizability condition holds, as long as we express it as the idea that artifacts must be intended to be recognizable by a certain intended audience. Even standard artifacts like chopsticks are intended to be recognized as chopsticks only by a certain intended audience – i.e., those properly enculturated into chopstick use practices, so the idea that intended recognizability is relative to an intended audience is quite general, even if the size of the intended audience varies.
Intended recognizability (by an intended audience) may, however, still seem too strong a condition to cover absolutely all artifacts. One can perhaps imagine cases in which someone intentionally creates something that will not be recognizable even by herself (e.g., I intend to make something that looks like a rock to help fill in a planter I have, and intend that it match the others so well that neither I nor anyone else will be able to recognize which is the artifact).
 As mentioned at the outset, I do not mean to deny that the term ‘artifact’ may, in some contexts, be used quite broadly, to also apply to private tools, use-objects or other private creations. So we can certainly count this as an artifact in the broad sense. But what I aim to focus attention on here is members of public artifactual kinds, and we can deny that the ‘rock’ created is a member of a public artifactual kind, even if it is counted among artifacts. With this in mind, we can also say that if the spy gear above is the spy’s private personal creation, it is not a member of a ‘public artifact kind’ as I am using the term here. Thus so far, it seems that a recognizability criterion is defensible if we express it as the idea that members of public artifact kinds must be intended to be recognizable as artifacts of that kind by a certain intended audience. 

But the intended features need not be merely recognitional, they may also involve other ways in which the creation is to be considered, regarded, or treated. Jerrold Levinson holds that what unites artifacts as works of art is not any intended structural, aesthetic, or perceptible properties, but rather intentions about how the products are to be regarded. The basic idea of his intentional/historical theory of art is that “something is art in virtue of being governed by certain intentions with an essential historical, or backward-looking, content.” (2007, p. 74). More specifically: “an artwork is something that has been intended by someone for regard or treatment in some overall way that some earlier or pre-existing artwork or artworks are or were correctly regarded or treated.” (2007, p. 74) Thus, in this case, the idea is that the relevant intended features that unify objects into the kind ‘work of art’ are purely regard-based features: intentions about how the object is to be considered or treated. Whether or not one accepts this as a final view about how to define ‘art’, it certainly seems right that intended features about how the product is to be regarded, treated, or behaved towards (and by whom in what context) may play a far more central role in the classification of artifacts into art kinds than intended functional features do. 

The most developed accounts of the sense in which intended receptive features may be essential to membership in (public extant) artifact kinds were offered long ago, however, in the phenomenological tradition. So, for example, Roman Ingarden notes that the difference between a piece of cloth and a flag lies largely in the different norms of treatment each is subjected to: 

With a piece of cloth, for example, we clean pots. To the flag we render military honors; we preserve it, often for centuries, as a remembrance, even though the cloth of the flag is badly damaged and without any value (1989, p. 260). 

Similarly, Ingarden suggests that one constitutive difference between different kinds of building, such as a church and a theatre, lies in the different norms of behavior demanded of each: “This manner of comportment [required for churches] conforms to the views dominant in the pertinent religious community, and under different circumstance and in different cultural buildings, such as a theater or a club, would be inappropriate and even ridiculous” (1989, p. 260). Different behavioral norms may be placed on different sorts of people (e.g., believers versus non-believers, or, we might add, men versus women, adults versus children, laypersons versus various officials of the church, etc.) – so the norms imposed may not be uniform norms of ‘how this building is to be treated or regarded’, but also by whom, and in what circumstances. Moreover, as Ingarden also insightfully notes (1989, p. 261), many of the intended structural features of churches in fact are present not to serve any (other) practical function (people might just as well gather in a theater and hear the priest even better there) but to serve the recognitional function of making it known as a church of a certain type. The intention that the object be recognizable (by an intended audience) as a member of the kind in turn serves the further purpose of enabling the intended audience to recognize the object as to be treated in the appropriate ways – as subject to the relevant norms.
In short what seems most basic in many cases is the intention that the creation be subject to certain norms, in the sense that it be recognizable as something that is to be treated, used, or regarded, in some ways rather than others (in some contexts, by some individuals…). It is the intended normative features (that the object be subject to certain norms) that drive the intended recognitional features (noted by Dipert) as well as many intended structural features.

The idea that there may be what we might call ‘constitutive norms’ of treatment for culturally significant objects, including public artifacts, receives perhaps its earliest development in Heidegger.
 Heidegger, of course, was not concerned with artifacts as such, but rather with the wider class of objects ‘ready-to-hand’ (which include natural objects with a standard role in our way of life).
 These objects ready-to-hand, on his view, are distinguished by having features such as situatedness in a range of equipment or ‘equipmental contexture’ in which they belong, having certain intended users (‘for-whom’ they are); certain goals or purposes ‘towards-which’ they are to be used, and certain norms of how they are to be used (usability). Objects ready-to-hand, we might say, are enmeshed in norms regarding their appropriate context/placement, users, use-goals, and use-practices. Thus, part of what it is, on this view, to be a baptismal font is to be something to be used by certain people (priests on the outside, babies on the inside), for certain purposes (to initiate the child into the church), in a certain way (by sprinkling water or immersing the child), in certain contexts (near the nave of a church, as part of a baptismal ceremony) etc.
Notice, though, that there is a difference between Heidegger’s treatment of the ready-to-hand as something (actually) subject to certain norms of treatment, and the suggestion above that members of extant public artifact kinds are the products of largely successful intentions, among them that they are to be subject to certain norms of treatment. Heidegger, of course, was considering the wider category of entities ready-to-hand; it is entirely plausible that purely natural objects be subject to norms of use (that round stones, in this culture, are to be collected and placed around the fire, that cows are to be revered) – but that alone does not (in anyone’s book) make them count as artifacts, and their subjection to these norms need not be essential to their membership in the kind cow or stone. Members of public extant artifact kinds are distinguished from other things ready-to-hand in that not only are they subject to public norms but that it is an intended feature, essential to membership in the kind, that they be subject to those norms.
What I would like to draw out of these diverse sources is a single general idea: that the definitive intended properties for membership in public artifact kinds typically include not merely functional or structural features, but also being intended to be subject to certain norms, where this is understood as the object being recognizable (by an intended audience) as to be treated, used, regarded, etc. in certain ways. Makers intend their creations to be recognized by an appropriate audience so that that audience may treat them properly, subjecting them to the relevant norms regarding how the object created is to be treated or regarded, how, in what contexts, and by whom it is to be used, considered, behaved towards, etc. To intend to make a work of art, a cathedral, a cheese sauce, or a top hat is (inter alia) to intend to make something that is to be recognized as subject to certain norms of use, treatment, regard, etc. by an appropriate (intended) audience.
These norms may include not merely how the artifact itself is to be treated, but also how its bearer, user, or other things to which it is related are to be treated: thus, e.g., uniforms impose not only norms about how they are to be used (how they are to be worn, on what part of the body, by whom, in what circumstances), but also norms of behavior for the wearer (consider the soldier’s uniform) and for those who interact with the wearer (consider the police officer’s uniform). Price tags come with norms of treatment for themselves, and for anything they are (properly) affixed to. Buildings, as mentioned above, come with norms for how those who enter them are to behave, and so on.
It is important to note that these must be understood as genuine norms, not just regularities involving what people (descriptively, happen to) do. Someone who misuses a mechanic’s tool or behaves improperly in a church (by acting in ways proper to a gymnasium), is subject to correction or rebuke, signs that norms (not merely regularities) are at issue. Even those who fail to use their eating utensils ‘properly’ (relative to the context) are subject to scorn and correction, regardless of how successful they are at using them to efficiently shovel food. So we cannot see this correction merely as having the form of a conditional suggestion: if you want to eat more efficiently, use your chopsticks (or fork) this way. Instead, the correction is designed to show the user the proper way to eat with chopsticks (or fork).
We can perhaps uncover a deeper norm regarding treatment of all artifacts: that artifacts are (prima facie) to be treated as their creator intends them to be treated. (This of course is not to say that those norms cannot be overridden by other norms of politeness or morality, e.g., if the object is a noisemaker or a weapon). For this reason, the norms an artifact actually is subject to, and those it is intended to be subject to generally coincide.

They can come apart, however. Where they do, we tend to classify artifacts by way of the norms they are intended to be subject to in their intended context, not those they are actually subjected to in their actual context. Cases of exaptation occur when an artifact is successfully created with the intention that it be recognizable as subject to one set of norms (by an intended audience), but is in fact treated in accord with other norms. Suppose, for example, that we are in a state of isolation from the Chinese community – except for trade – and that (expecting we eat as they do) the Chinese export to us a large number of chopsticks. Having no idea of their practices, but having practices of wearing and tying up long hair, people in our society purchase them for use as hair sticks (and perhaps thinking that they are hair sticks). Intuitively, it seems that these are still chopsticks: they are the products of intentions that they be recognizable as chopsticks and so subject to chopstick-related norms – e.g., that they are to be used in eating, etc. And they are so recognizable by the intended audience, though they have been taken out of context. The only problem is that, given their uninformed actual audience, they fail to be actually recognized as subject to the intended norms, and are treated in accord with other norms instead (those governing hair accessories). Here, it is clearly the norms the objects are intended to be subject to, rather than those in accord with which they are actually treated, which play the lead role in classification.

In any case, to say that members of the relevant artifact kinds must be intended to be subject to certain norms (in the sense of being recognizable as to be treated in certain ways rather than others) of course does not entail that members of the relevant artifact kind will be treated in accord with those norms – even in their intended or ‘home’ context. The presence of norms does not prevent the intentional violation of norms. But you can’t willfully violate norms without recognizing them. To desecrate a flag requires recognizing it as to be treated in certain respectful ways, and intentionally violating those norms of treatment. And school children who fling rice pudding on the ceiling as a protest about their dessert show that they have recognized it as to be eaten even while they refuse to follow that norm. (It is the norm: that they are supposed to eat that stuff, rather than the pudding itself, that they resent. Had the same material been presented as part of a science project, it likely would have aroused no such resentment and misbehavior). So the fact that norms governing their use may be flouted does not undermine, but instead presupposes, that public artifacts are subject to norms.
5.4 Dependence on Public Norms 
Artifacts are standardly treated as mind-dependent entities, since for an artifact to be created there must be fairly structured intentional states, involving an individual intending to make a thing of a certain sort, with certain intended properties – and also, of course, being relatively successful at executing those intentions. 

It is often supposed that artifacts are the expressions of individual intentions and actions, and as such, depend merely on the intentions of those individuals who make them. So, for example, I have argued elsewhere that artifacts differ from properly social and institutional objects in not depending on collective intentionality: “Unlike social and institutional objects, the existence of artifacts doesn’t seem to presuppose any collective intentions of any kind – it makes perfect sense to suppose that a solitary human could create a knife, though not a government or money” (2007, p. 52). Even if we understand public artifacts as I suggested above, that might still seem in principle to allow us to hold that these artifacts depend only on the intentions of their makers, even if these are nested intentions regarding the intentions of others (intending that others see or use the product in a certain way). 

I have begun to think, however, that this is not so – that there is an important and revealing sense in which members of public artifact kinds do depend on intentional states beyond those of their makers. The need for individual intentions alone doesn’t seem to fully capture what it is to be a member of one of our standard, extant artifact kinds: what it is to be a table, teapot, or a salad fork. We might say that a member of the extant artifactual kind salad fork isn’t just something this guy made so he could eat his salad with it, but rather something successfully created with the intention that it be recognizable as something to eat salad with. What is it to intend something to be recognizable as to eat salad with? Something along these lines seems right: that it be intended to be recognizable as subject to certain norms of use: that is to be used for a certain purpose (eating salad), in a certain context (where there is full ‘dinner service’, including larger forks), in a certain way (by holding the handle in one hand, turning it in a certain way, stabbing (not shoveling) the food…), by certain individuals (grown people: the size here not being indicative that it is for children). For such an intention to be even moderately successful, then, there must actually be such established public norms in place (so that the maker can intend that this be subject to those norms of treatment). 

But what does it take for there to be public norms like these? This, of course, is a major question in itself, and cannot be resolved here. Nonetheless, it is fairly clear that public norms of use cannot be established simply by the individual intentions of an artifact’s maker. Instead, there must be widespread intentional states within the relevant society, of people who accept, recognize, or consider things like these as things that are to be treated, used, or regarded in certain characteristic ways (and perhaps who do so in conditions of common knowledge). 
This is good reason for thinking that members of public artifactual kinds depend on mental states beyond those of their maker; but does it also show that they depend on collective (not just individual) intentionality? While that seems plausible, given the ongoing rich debates about how to understand collective intentionality, it is not a question that can be answered definitively without first answering difficult questions about how to understand collective intentionality.
 These difficulties are compounded by the fact that the main target of analyses of ‘collective intentionality’ has been to understand what it is for a group (e.g. a corporation, a team) to share an intention to act together, or to share beliefs or responsibility—not to understand the kind of diffuse societal recognitional support of norms that is at issue here. 

Nonetheless, without settling debates about how to understand collective intentionality we can make the core point at issue here: that the existence of members of our extant public artifactual kinds (though perhaps not of private tools) relies on the existence of public norms—and thus also on whatever sorts of intentionality are needed for such public norms to exist (leaving this for future work). More specifically, we might say, there are constitutive norms for being a knife or a table or a teapot, and the existence of objects of these kinds (in the full-blown, meaningful public sense – not just the ‘tool’ sense) relies on the presence of such norms.

Two kinds of apparent counter-evidence might be raised against this claim. First, it does (as I earlier (2007) alleged) seem that a person on a deserted island may in a sense create artifacts – things with certain intended properties for her own use, and that we might investigate these things as artifacts, asking what they were supposed to be, what their intended use was, and so on. Second, it also seems that an inventor within a society may create a prototype of a new sort of artifact, characterized by various intended features, and that its status as an artifact is guaranteed by its being the product of intentions to create an object with those very features. 

But even these objects may, in the normal or core cases, depend on the presence of public norms. Most inventions are not completely ex nihilo, but rather based on prior and broader types of artifactual kinds, so the Wright Brothers may well have intended their creation to be subject to at least some of the norms for treatment of transportation devices (rather than, say, those for treatment of religious artifacts or works of art), and so being subject to certain norms of treatment may come into play as an intended feature even for novel kinds of artifact.
In the most natural way of imagining the case of the desert islander, we must imagine that she arrives on the island beyond the age of infancy (or else she would have had no chance at surviving), and so as already to some degree enculturated – of an age to have known what a house, knife, plate is, how they are to be used, etc. If so, it may be that her intention to create a house is an intention that it be the kind of thing in principle recognizable as subject to those norms (even if no one else is around to recognize it or follow those norms). If we think of the desert islander as capable of making a member of the public artifact kind house or a teapot, she must have come from a culture in which there were the relevant kinds of house-regarding and teapot-regarding norms, so that she can intend her products to be recognizable as the sort of thing subject to those norms. And thus her ability to successfully make a house or a teapot in this full-blown sense still relies on these public norms. On the other hand, if she arrived as an infant, was raised by wolves, and miraculously survived and made something to sleep in or to make water flavored with leaves in, her products may be independent of public norms, but these will not be public artifacts in our sense, but rather private tools (which might still be counted as ‘artifacts’ in a broad sense).

5.5 Virtues of the Analysis 
I have argued that what is essential to the existence of an artifact is that it be the intended product of human activity, and that for an artifact to come into existence it must be intentionally created and successfully endowed with certain intended features – intended features that may, but needn’t, include an intended function. Moreover, I have argued that artifacts are classified into artifactual kinds by way of their possessing intended features criterially associated with that kind – and that these classification-relevant features again may, but need not, include intended function. Moreover, I have emphasized, such intended features may and often do include intended recognizability as to be treated, used, regarded, etc. in certain ways (by a certain intended audience, in a certain context). For such normative features to be successfully imposed in turn requires that there really be such public norms of treatment.

The idea that members of public artifactual kinds typically have intended subjection to norms among their essential classificatory features has many virtues. First, it seems to unite the treatment of functional, religious, and art objects – a problem that has often arisen for other theories of artifacts. (Indeed getting works of art to fit seamlessly into a theory of artifacts has been an enduring challenge.) If we take the relevant intended features unifying artifacts into artifactual kinds to be functional, we risk leaving out works of art; if we make them structural or perceptible, we seem to get a poor view of many functional artifact kinds (which can vary widely in structure) and also an implausible view of art kinds (which seem not to be definable in that way). But allowing complete latitude over the relevant intended features, and acknowledging the core role that intended receptive features may play promises to unite these all in a single account.
Indeed the intention that the object be subject to certain norms seems in many ways most central and basic (though it is easy to overlook as it is, to use Arthur Danto’s phrase, something ‘the eye cannot descry’). The intended functional features are also tied to norms about what the object is to do, and how (and by whom) it is to be used to achieve this function. Moreover, as suggested above, the intended structural features of artifacts often serve in part to make the type of object recognizable by the intended audience, so that it can call forth the appropriate norms. In other cases, intended structural features may serve more directly to call forth norms. Many structural features of items of clothing, for example, have nothing to do with the function of covering the body or retaining warmth, or even with making it recognizable as a shirt or jacket, but rather are aimed at calling forth certain norms of behavior towards – and from – the wearer. Consider the relevantly different norms called forth by the structural and perceptible differences say, between ratty gym wear and a designer suit. (Schools have long noted the force of these norms in affecting the behavior of children, and used this as one argument in favor of having children wear nice uniforms, or ‘dress up’ for a dance). Uniforms of all sorts (for employees, police officers, etc.) even more obviously serve the role of calling forth appropriate norms of behavior from wearers and observers.

We also gain an important benefit by considering members of public, extant artifactual kinds as dependent on public norms: it helps us address the exaptation problem for artifacts – a problem that has particularly arisen for intentionalist conceptions of artifacts. Here’s the problem: Can you make an artifact ‘minimally’ – without changing anything about it? Certainly sometimes it seems like you can, e.g., make a river stone a paperweight just by placing it in the proper context and intending it to be your paperweight. But then what do we do about exaptation; when I adopt, say, a teapot as a paperweight – have I then made a new sort of artifact (a paperweight, co-located with or replacing the teapot)? It doesn’t seem so. But to deny that seems arbitrary, if we allowed creation in the case of the river stone. 
One way to address this problem is to allow that in both cases I may have (minimally) made a new private tool – but only in the first case have I made something of the public type ‘paperweight’. Why? In the first case, by placing something of that size and shape in that context, I may also legitimately intend others to recognize it as a paperweight to be subjected to the relevant norms, and my intention may plausibly be successful. The rock in itself is innocent of artifactual norms; by putting it in the proper context I can successfully impose some new norms – in accord with public practices, which do involve treating things of that sort of size, shape, and material, found in an office context, as paperweights (rather than as fire stones, food mashers, weapons…). Should you pick up my (now obvious) paperweight and use it to mash potatoes instead, I might justly complain – and (provided you have recognized it as a paperweight) you will probably only do so with a sense of violation (whether in glee, anger, or indifference).
In the second case, if I intend the teapot to be recognizable as subject to paperweight-regarding norms without changing anything about it, I will likely be unsuccessful: given the object’s structural features and context, others will see it as to-be-used for making tea and subject it instead to teapot-regarding norms. If I naively intend it to be recognizable as subject to paperweight norms instead, without in any way making this clear (through modification, signage, etc.), I will fail; other norms are in place that prevent the intended audience from recognizing those I hoped to impose (unless important, crucial changes are made). (It is something like trying to use ‘cat’ to mean ‘dog’.) Our receptive intentions, like our functional intentions or structural intentions, may fail – and if they fail badly enough, and if those intended features are core criterial features for membership in the kind, our attempt to make an artifact of that type may fail.
Here is another puzzle: Many have the intuition that one can make something an artifact, or even a work of art, just by way of selection and display – and this seems in accord with some practices in the art world regarding found art and the like. So, for example, George Dickie holds that one may ‘confer’ artifactuality on an object, like a piece of driftwood, merely by hanging it on the wall. “Natural objects which become works of art… are artifactualized without the use of tools – the artifactuality is conferred on the object rather than worked on it” (1971, p. 106). Yet, even if that seems right, as Jeffrey Wieand has pointed out, it seems that one can’t confer artifactual or art status on the same piece of driftwood if it is simply lying on the beach: “Someone who tried to confer status on a piece of driftwood lying on the beach would be trying to confer status on the wrong sort of thing” (Weiand 1980, p. 386).
If this distinction seems right, we can now see why: On the beach, the right norms are not in place for a piece of driftwood to be recognized as to be subjected to art-regarding norms. The intention that it be so recognized will likely fail (unless the circumstances are special: the person attempting it is a well-known artist; the beach is Miami Beach during Art Basel week…). But once the driftwood is hung on the wall, especially in a museum (with proper signage etc.), it can be recognized as to be treated as art is to be treated, and so intentions that it be subject to those art-regarding norms can, in this circumstance, be successful.
5.6 The Interest of Artifacts 
A further virtue of understanding public artifact kinds as dependent on public norms of treatment for members of the kind is that it can give an adequate account of why artifacts are of interest to history, archeology, and other social sciences. Taken solely as use-objects or tools, they might indeed be interesting to engineers – as objects intended to serve (and perhaps serving) a particular use. But that is not the main interest social scientists take in human artifacts. Dipert writes “Artifacts are the ‘residue’ of intentional activity” (1993, p. 15); given the above considerations, we can broaden this to say that artifacts (at least of public, extant kinds) are the residue of human intentions and normative practices. They are not merely natural objects like any others, nor merely objects that may have a certain (intended) use. To see public artifacts as artifacts is to see a way of life – to take interest in public artifacts as such is to take interest in what they were made for, what norms and practices governed things like that, in the context of the broader practices and setting of a society. It is for this reason that they are of particular interest to historians and archeologists, and are earnestly preserved in museums: as capable of providing particular insight into a way of life that may be distant in time or place. Anthropologists and archeologists are not just interested in the physical object, nor in a physical object some individual intended to have certain features and perhaps to use in a certain way, but rather in what these objects were seen as, what they were for, what norms of use they came with, who they were to be used by, how they were to be employed as part of a way of life. That is also why artifacts can be creepy, when part of a civilization is lost or destroyed and we see, e.g., the remnants of Pompeii under the volcanic dust, and thereby discover not just physical things of interesting shapes, but a lost way of life.
Understanding artifacts in this way also provides the potential for a better account of the full significance of artifacts and their roles in our lives – which go far beyond the roles of mere tools that we hope will help us get things done. As Stephen Laurence and Eric Margolis put it:
…human artifacts aren’t purely utilitarian objects. They also have enormous cultural value. There is a big difference between driving a Volkswagen Beetle and a Hummer, or between wearing the latest Armani suit and an old pair of ripped, baggy jeans. The artifacts we surround ourselves with speak volumes about what is important to us, what groups we identify with, and who we are as individuals. (Margolis and Laurence 2007, p. ix)
Acknowledging the role that public norms play in the very existence of public artifact kinds can help make these kinds of distinction far better than mere functional or structural accounts alone could. The artifacts we surround ourselves with impose certain norms of behavior on us (which of course we can always willingly choose to violate) and on those who interact with us – who see our clothes, park our cars, visit our homes.
In short, on this view, public artifacts turn out to be dependent on public norms regarding how we are to treat them, to behave regarding them, and so on; they build in reasons for acting in some ways rather than others. The role of artifacts in our lives is as much about settling us into a web of norms as it is about achieving more basic practical goals like warmth and transit.
5.7 Artifacts, Art, and Language 
Certain works of art also exploit and make evident the importance of public norms on membership in artifact kinds. So, for example, Duchamp’s ‘Fountain’, given its exact similarity to a urinal, invokes certain use-practices that are then also forbidden by its improper context: its placement in an art gallery. Meret Oppenheim’s “Fur-lined teacup” similarly invokes by its shape certain norms of use (for sipping warm beverages) that clash with other structural features (its being lined with fur), and Claes Oldenburg’s enormous clothespin, safety pin, and trowel invoke by their shape norms of use that clash with the usability of the objects by making them of entirely the wrong scale for normal (intended) users. All of these works derive at least part of their interest from the way in which they exploit a clash between our standard criteria for membership in artifactual kinds: by their obvious and apparently intended structural features these objects invoke recognition that they are to be treated as members of the kind, but by their placement, form, or size, they also intentionally prohibit following such norms, and impose others instead (the norms of behavior regarding art).
Perhaps most interesting is Felix Gonzales-Torres’ “Untitled” (Portrait of Ross in L.A.): a ‘portrait’ composed of a heap of candies, with a sign inviting visitors to eat the candies, and instructions to curators to replace them. This work invokes the norms of use of candies as to-be-eaten; norms which are contravened by the norms of art museums
 (do not touch, still less eat, the works), and then again contradicts those norms by adding a sign encouraging viewers to go ahead and eat the constituent candies. In this case, we have a double-play with the relevant norms.
In sum, acknowledging the role of intended normative and recognitional properties in constituting our standard, public artifactual kinds brings with it a number of advantages. It enables us to provide a better account of artifactual classification and to better handle cases of minimal making and exaptation. It also provides a way of understanding the ways we experience artifacts (as exerting a kind of normative pull on us), and the reasons we take social-scientific interest in them as artifacts. It can even to help understand the interest and power of certain works of art.
A final point of interest arising from acknowledging the dependence of members of extant public artifact types on public norms is the commonalities that can thus be seen to arise between artifacts and language – at least if we take a roughly Wittgensteinian approach to language: artifacts (like words) are inherently meaningful (where meaning is considered as rules/norms of use); artifacts (like language) also must be understood holistically (like words, they have significance and are what they are only as part of a total context – whether of other artifacts or of other words); and artifacts, like words, are fully understandable only against the background of a way of life (range of norm-involving practices). These commonalities which come to the fore given the above understanding of artifacts may open up the way to seeing commonalities between language and artifacts – both with a view to seeing artifacts as a meaningful part of culture (rather than seeing them as mere things with certain physical-functional capacities), and to seeing language as just one particularly interesting cultural artifact.
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� Though I do not mean to be attributing all of these views to Baker herself.


� Kornblith himself does not make it clear, however, what sense of function (intended function, actual functional capacities, proper function or some other notion) he has in mind.


� This use of ‘tool’ as opposed to ‘artifact’ is related to Dipert’s (1993, pp. 27-29). “Use-Object” is Husserl’s term for an object useful for some individual’s purposes, but he does not restrict the term to artifacts – natural objects (such as lumps of coal) may also be use-Objects in his sense (1989, p. 197).


� There has, of course, been substantive debate about whether the functions of artifacts should be understood as their intended functions, actual causal capacities, proper functions (in something like Millikan’s (1984) sense of functions acquired in virtue of their history of production), or in some other way. I do not intend to enter that debate here, as I am here more narrowly focused on arguing against the requirement that artifacts have an intended function. For a careful and thorough discussion of the debate about artifact functions, see Preston (2009).


� Where an essentially artifactual kind is a kind that necessarily has in its extension all and only artifacts – considered as intended products of human action.


� Thanks to Simon Evnine for this point.


� Heidegger of course is no friend of talk about individual intentions, but we may nonetheless find much of use in his way of understanding the defining features of the objects we live and work with.


� “So in the environment certain entities become accessible which are always ready-to-hand, but which, in themselves, do not need to be produced” (Heidegger 1962, p. 100).


� Are they (also) hair sticks? Here, I think (if properly informed about the origins and home use of such things), we’d naturally dither – we might say: “They were meant to be chopsticks, but we use them as hair sticks – or ‘they’re hair sticks to us’”. We can of course also allow that in our context we can engage in a kind of minimal-making of a new kind of artifact (hair sticks) exapting the prior ones as – in this context – there are no conflicting norms of use for these things to interfere with others recognizing my imposed norms of use on these things (when I use them to hold up my hair). But to the extent that we think of them as hair sticks, I think, we are thinking of Westerners who adopt them for this purpose as engaging in a kind of minimal making of a new artifactual type, intending them (placed in the proper context: the hair care aisle) to be recognizable as subject to new norms.


� E.g., debates concern whether we should understand collective intentionality in terms of we-form intentions in individual minds (Searle 1995); in terms of individual states related in the right sorts of way (Bratman 1999), in terms of states attributable to plural subjects (Gilbert 1996), etc. For a helpful summary of the debate, see Tollefsen (2004).


� Rather (by placement and arrangement) the work invokes art-regarding norms, and retains some (e.g., that it is to-be-interpreted, to-be-contemplated), while it rejects others (by adding a sign suggesting it as to-be-eaten).






