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Abstract

When thinking about how human behaviour is regulated, one generally
imagines a regulation consisting of norms linguistically expressed in
sentences: that is, “sentential deontic regulation”. However, this notion
of regulation is reductive because there are (non-deontic and) non-
sentential forms of regulation. In this article, we do not restrict our
investigation to (non-deontic and) non-sentential forms of regulation; we
examine whether there are forms of (non-deontic) regulation that are
even not propositional. In this regard, we advance the hypothesis that
there are indeed cases of “non-propositional regulation”: that is,
regulation that does not need propositions and propositional contents.

I. Introduction: from non-sentential regulation to non-propositional
regulation

When thinking about how human behaviour is regulated, one generally
imagines a regulation consisting of norms linguistically expressed in sen-
tences, and therefore a “sentential (deontic) regulation”. This is deontic
regulation enacted through speech acts performed with the utterance (writ-
ten or oral) of entire and complete sentences. Civil codes, criminal codes
and traffic codes are everyday examples of sentential deontic regulation.

However, this image of regulation is very reductive and does not cap-
ture the extent of the phenomenon. Indeed, there are:
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(i) non-deontic forms of regulation (adeontic forms of regulation): that is,
forms of regulation implemented without the use of norms or deontic
concepts such as obligation, prohibition, permission, authorisation and
commitment, and which we may call “regulation without rules/
norms” or “rule-free regulation”;

(ii) and non-sentential forms of regulation: that is, forms of regulation that
do not require the utterance of sentences, and which we may call
“regulation without sentences” or “sentence-free regulation”.1

In what follows, we focus on the latter issue (we have examined the
former in previous studies2). There are indubitably cases of non-linguistic
regulation (i.e., regulation without words, word-free regulation) and, a for-
tiori, non-sentential regulation (sentence-free regulation). In other words,
there are numerous cases of regulation which do not involve speech acts.

An example of non-linguistic regulation is regulation enacted through
drawings and images (i.e., not regulation as a speech act, but regulation
as an act of drawing or depicting): what we may call graphic regulation.3

Furthermore, regulation can also be performed with silent gestures, col-
ours, sounds, etc.: for example, the stop gesture of a policeman, the red
colour of a traffic light, the whistle of a referee during a football or bas-
ketball game, a trumpet blast (which orders a battalion of soldiers to
arrange themselves in a certain formation).

In this article, however, we do not limit ourselves to investigating only
the forms of regulation that are not sentential (i.e., non-sentential regulation,
sentence-free regulation); more specifically, we examine whether there are
forms of regulation that are also not propositional. In this regard, we advance
the hypothesis that there are indeed cases of “non-propositional regula-
tion”. We shift the attention from the syntactic/phenomenological aspect of
regulation (for example: the sentence, in the case of linguistic regulation;
the drawing, in the case of graphic regulation; the three-dimensional shape,
in the case of regulation through deontic artifacts4) to the semantic aspect –
propositional or non-propositional – of regulation.5

1. See, for example, Morris (1960).
2. See Lorini and Moroni (2020b, 2021).
3. On graphic (i.e., drawn) regulation, see Moroni and Lorini (2017, 2020) and Lorini
and Moroni (2020a).
4. On deontic artifacts, see Lorini et al. (2021).
5. Propositional regulation is not necessarily sentential regulation; it can also be “graphic”.
An example of graphic propositional regulation is the “no overtaking” road sign. This signal
expresses a propositional content, a content that has a predicative structure; the act of over-
taking is prohibited (on a certain stretch of road). From a syntactic point of view, this traffic
signal (for example, according to the Italian traffic code) consists of two different signs/ele-
ments. The first element shows two cars side by side, a red one on the left and a black one
on the right. The second element is a red circle containing the two cars. The image of the
two cars symbolizes the act of overtaking; the red circle represents the prohibition.
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It is generally assumed that there cannot be regulation without
“propositional instruments”.6 But is this true? In other words, is all regu-
lation necessarily propositional? This is the question that we seek to
answer in this article.

The idea of “propositional regulation” is not an overt category of the
theory of regulation.7 Nonetheless, this covert category identifies a form of
regulation that has been extensively studied. Indeed, it is the form of
regulation par excellence, and at first glance it would seem self-
contradictory to speak of “non-propositional regulation”. Therefore, not
only has the idea of “non-propositional regulation” not been studied, it
has not even been conceptualized.8

We propose to call “non-propositional regulation” any regulation that
is independent of propositions and propositional contents.9 In this regard,
a clarification is necessary. We must not confuse the question of the pos-
sible propositional nature (i.e., of propositionality) of the intentionality of
the regulator – and of those to whom the regulation is addressed – with
the question of the propositional nature (i.e., of propositionality) of the
regulatory instrument, of the form of regulation. This article investigates
the second question only.

In particular, we intend to clarify the idea of non-propositional regu-
lation. To do so, we start with an investigation – and a characterization
– of the concept of propositional content (Section 2). Subsequently, we
illustrate the idea of non-propositional regulation by focusing on 10 cases
of non-propositional regulation implemented through material artifacts
(Section 3). We then discuss the peculiarity of non-propositional regula-
tion in terms of the direction of fit, the conditions of satisfaction and the possi-
bility of sanctioning (Section 4). We conclude by emphasizing the a-nomic
and non-symbolic nature of the examples of non-propositional regulation
considered (Section 5).

6. Here we re-use the term “propositional instruments” proposed by von Wright
(1984b: 147).
7. The only occurrence of the expression “propositional regulation” that we have found
is in Trevarthen and Delafield-Butt (2013).
8. A partial exception is perhaps the research conducted by Biegler and Vargas (2013)
on pharmaceutical advertising. They raised the question of how non-propositional content
in direct-to-consumer advertising of prescription pharmaceuticals can condition consumers
in their choice. By “non-propositional content” they meant, for example, imagery, music,
logos, voiceover tone and sound effects. According to them, “nonpropositional content is
characterized by the absence of any clear declaration on a product’s attributes that might
be subject to a determination of truth or falsity” (Biegler and Vargas 2012: 3). Recently,
attention has been paid to the investigation of non-propositional intentionality and non-
propositional contents; see Tsai (2011), French (2012), Grzankowski (2012, 2013, 2018),
Camp (2018), Grzankowski and Montague (2018), Searle (2018).
9. That a regulation is “non-propositional” does not mean that it is also “non-
conceptual” (that is, not implying concepts at all).
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II. Regulation without propositional contents

Clearly, in order to discuss “non-propositional regulation” (understood
as a regulation without propositional contents), we should first of all
answer the question as to what a proposition is.

In this article, we are not interested in delving into the ontology of
propositions and propositional contents (by, for example, questioning
whether propositions are abstract entities,10 or linguistic entities,11 or mind-
dependent entities12). We are instead interested solely in identifying a gen-
eral characterization of propositions useful for our research on forms of
regulation.

In this regard, we may start from the standard idea of propositions
examined by Peter Hanks in his book Propositional Content. Hanks identi-
fied three elements that characterise the classic image of the proposition:
(i) the subject–predicate form, (ii) being the meaning expressed by a sen-
tence, (iii) being the original or primary bearer of truth conditions.13

We accept the first two elements as characterizing propositions, but
not the third. Our idea of proposition is, in other words, broader than
the standard definition of propositions as apophantic entities; that is, some-
thing of which truth or falsehood are predicated.14

The scope of a proposition, therefore, goes beyond the true and the
false.15 Note that if propositions were exclusively apophantic entities,
then the idea of deontic/normative propositions (insofar as they are not
susceptible to truth and falsehood) would be a contradictio in adiecto.16

Hanks writes: a “traditional role for propositions is to be the original
or primary bearers of truth conditions. [. . .] Propositions are supposed to
be the original or primary bearers of truth conditions in the sense that

10. See, for example, Searle (2015).
11. See, for example, Church (1956).
12. See, for example, Frege (1918–1919).
13. See also McGrath and Frank (2018).
14. See, for example, Arnauld and Nicole (1662), Hobbes (1665), Bosanquet (1895),
Russell (1918), Frege (1918–1919), Wittgenstein (1922).
15. This is, for instance, what von Wright (1957: vii) referred to when he wrote that he
considered his 1951 paper, Deontic Logic, very unsatisfactory “because it treats norms as a
kind of propositions which may be true or false”. And he added: “this, I think, is a mis-
take”. As Ross (1945: 206) had already written: “It would not occur to anybody to say
that the exclamation, ‘Shut the door’, was true or false.” As is well known, the thesis that
norms are not apophantic entities is very widespread among scholars of deontic logic and
philosophers of law (see e.g. �Aqvist 2008). For an interesting discussion on the logical
value – and the logical nature – of propositions of value and imperative propositions, see
Segerstedt (1945) and Ross (1945). On the semantics of normative discourse and the
semantical value of imperatives see, for example, Casta~neda (1960, 1962, 1975) and
Bergstr€om (1962).
16. See von Wright (1984a); see also Lorini (2012) and Hanks (2015). Ryle (1949) called
these propositions “regulative propositions”.
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they have their truth conditions in an explanatorily basic way. Now, I
think that propositions have truth conditions. (Or, at least, I think that
one kind of proposition has truth conditions, the assertive kind. [. . .])
But I reject the idea that propositions are the primary bearers of truth
conditions”.17

The expression “propositional content” has been employed by John
Searle in regard to speech acts.18 In his theory of speech acts, Searle dis-
tinguished the illocutionary act from its propositional content. In his book
Speech Acts, for instance, he states that speech acts performed through the
utterance of the following four sentences are different illocutionary acts –
with different illocutionary force – but have the same propositional con-
tent in common:

(1) Sam smokes habitually.
(2) Does Sam smoke habitually?
(3) Sam, smoke habitually!
(4) Would that Sam smoked habitually.19

As Searle points out, speech acts generally have propositional content,
although not all linguistic communication is necessarily propositional.20

The propositional contents from the syntactic point of view have a
grammatical correlative in that they can be formulated in a “that-
clause”.21

As Angela Mendelovici writes, “propositional contents are contents
with a propositional nature”.22 However, not every informational con-
tent is necessarily a propositional content. For example, the experience
of pain in a knee has informative content without having propositional

17. Hanks (2015: 3). Precisely for this reason (i.e., as not apophantic), Max Black (1962:
22) proposed (perhaps ironically) a new technical term to designate the semantic content
of imperatives: instead of “proposition”, he suggested “imperation”.
18. This expression was used again by Searle (1983) in relation to the notion of intentional
states. Searle (1983: 6) made an important observation on the expression propositional con-
tent: “It would perhaps be better to confine the term ‘propositional content’ to those states
that are realized linguistically, and use the terms ‘representative content’ or ‘intentional
content’ as more general terms to include both linguistically realized intentional states and
those that are not realized in language”.
19. See Searle (1969: 29).
20. Indeed, there are speech acts without any propositional content, such as, for instance,
an utterance of “Hurrah” or “Ouch” (Searle 1969: 30). According to Searle (1969: 31),
certain non-propositional illocutionary acts only have referential semantic elements: for
example, “Hurrah for Manchester United” and “Down with Caesar”. On non-
propositional speech acts, see Hanks (2015: 199–204).
21. Searle (1969: 29).
22. Mendelovici (2018: 219).
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content. As Hanks notes: “pains are not fundamentally bearers of propo-
sitional content”.23

When we talk about propositional content, we generally refer to mul-
tiple types of conditions of satisfaction, and not exclusively to truth con-
ditions. The definition of propositional content is therefore independent
of the apophantic criterion.

The direction of fit of a propositional content varies according to the
type of proposition. It can be in two ways: (i) word-to-world, or, better,
meaning-to-world (as in the case of apophantic propositions) and (ii) world-
to-word, or, better, world-to-meaning (as in the case of deontic proposi-
tions).

III. Propositional regulation vs. non-propositional regulation

We suggest that it is possible to distinguish between two types of regula-
tion:

(i) a “propositional regulation”, a regulation through propositions, a regula-
tion through propositional contents,

(ii) a “non-propositional regulation”, a regulation without propositions, a
regulation without propositional contents.

There are numerous examples of non-propositional regulation in the
field of “rule-free regulation”: that is, regulation without norms (i.e.,
adeontic regulation). The purpose of this kind of regulation is to influ-
ence the behaviour of individuals without recourse to rules/norms and
without directly altering the “normative environment”.24

Ten examples

Ten cases of non-propositional regulation introduced through material
objects are now considered. We refer to material objects that do not
have any writing on their surface.25 Furthermore, these are regulatory

23. Hanks (2015: 211). Duncan (2020) distinguishes between “propositional knowledge”
and “non-propositional knowledge”. Clearly, there is knowledge that we obtain through,
for instance, enteroception that has no propositional content. For example, the perception of
the spatial dispositions of our arms and legs, which we have even when we close our eyes,
is invaluable for our survival, but it has no propositional content.
24. On regulation without rules or rule-free regulation, see Lorini and Moroni (2020b,
2021).
25. In Millikan’s (2017, In press) lexicon, these regulative artifacts are neither representa-
tions nor signs. By “representations” Millikan (In press) means “conventional signs that
articulate complete states of affairs”. Instead, “meaningful parts of conventional representa-
tions and items that are conventionally used as parts of representations are just ‘signs’”.
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artefacts that do not need the presence of any preliminary text referring
to them in order to perform their regulatory function (think of the
opposite case of road signs which presuppose, for their existence and
knowledge about them, the traffic code with its rules). These are cases of
regulation that, in addition to not requiring statements, do not even
need a linguistic framework. Here, there is no need for language and
therefore not even for a specific langue (to use Ferdinand de Saussure’s
term).

These 10 cases of non-propositional regulation are all cases of regula-
tion through adeontic artifacts.

A first example is represented by speed bumps to slow traffic. They
do not signal a precise speed limit; what they do is “hamper” the transit
of a vehicle, “persuading” the driver to slow down. (Observe how speed
bumps may perform their function even in the absence of speed limit
signs.)

A second example is the introduction of suitably placed objects (e.g.,
pillars) at exits from places where there are usually large outflows of peo-
ple, such as stadiums. In a counterintuitive way, it has been demon-
strated that these devices may facilitate and speed up the flow of people
away from a building.26

A third (albeit ethically criticisable) example is represented by anti-
homeless spikes; that is, metal studs implanted in the ground outside pri-
vate properties in order to discourage people from lingering or sleeping
there.27

A fourth example is a “sleep-prevention bench”: that is, a bench with
metal dividers or an uneven surface that is unusable for any purpose
other than sitting (see, e.g., the Camden benches).28 (This is, like the
third one, an example of “hostile architecture”.)

A fifth example is represented by the well-known case of the fake fly
painted on urinals. As Richard Thaler and Cass R. Sunstein remark, in
the men’s rooms at Schiphol Airport, “the authorities have etched the
image of a black housefly into each urinal. It seems that men often do
not pay much attention to where they aim, which can create a bit of a
mess, but if they see a target, attention and therefore accuracy are much
increased. According to the man who came up with the idea, it works
wonders. ‘It improves the aim,’ says Aad Kieboom. ‘If a man sees a fly,
he aims at it.’ Kieboom, an economist, directed Schiphol’s building
expansion. He reported that etchings reduced ‘spillage’ by 80 percent”.29

26. See Jiang et al. (2014), Jia et al. (2017), Zhao et al. (2017).
27. See Petty (2016).
28. See Rosenberger (2014).
29. Thaler and Sunstein (2021: 4–5).
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A sixth example is provided by the special walkways used in railway
stations which assist travellers in pulling their roller suitcases, thus sepa-
rating the various flows.

A seventh example is represented by the moving walkways installed in
the corridors of certain airports.30 These moving walkways encourage
persons to exploit the opportunity to move more quickly, preventing
them from blocking corridors (especially in groups).

An eighth example is the so-called StandardToilet.31 This was con-
ceived to be uncomfortable to discourage use for a protracted period in,
for instance, train stations. The StandardToilet has a slanting downwards
angle of 13°, which makes it uncomfortable to sit on (thus preventing its
use for more than a few minutes).

A ninth example is a chicane intended to act as a traffic-calming mea-
sure to decrease vehicle speed. Chicanes reduce traffic accidents.32

A tenth example is represented by the fences placed at the edge of a
sidewalk near the road in order to discourage pedestrians from crossing
there and convey them towards the zebra crossing.

Non-symbolic regulative artifacts

These 10 examples of non-propositional regulation concern artifacts that
not only do not have propositional contents in themselves, but do not
even seem to have a “symbolic/semiotic nature”: they are not – and do
not necessarily operate as – “semantic phenomena” in Searle’s sense.33

They are artifacts that can effectively perform their regulatory function
even without the capacity that Searle calls symbolism: that is, “the biolog-
ical capacity to make something symbolize – or mean, or express –
something beyond itself”. It is thanks to this capacity that, for example,
“certain sorts of sounds or marks count as words or sentences, and certain
sorts of utterances count as speech acts”.34

Because these are artifacts that do not exploit the symbolic capacity of
their recipients for their effectiveness, they can also operate outside the
semiotic world: that is, the semiosphere.35 They do not require a pre-
existing semiotic code and a semiotic interpretative activity on the part
of the recipient, as is the case of linguistic and graphic regulation.

30. Lockton et al. (2010).
31. See https://www.standardtoilet.net/ (accessed December 2021).
32. See Zhang et al. (2020).
33. Searle (2020: 53) distinguishes the “sentential mode of representation” from the more
general “semiotic mode of representation”; he argues that “sentences are more powerful
modes of representation than signs and symbols”.
34. Searle (1995: 228).
35. On the notion of “semiosphere”, see Lotman (1984).
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(Regarding regulation through drawings, consider, for example, the case
of road signs.)

A final remark

To recall the principle of expressibility (introduced by Searle: “Whatever
can be meant can be said”36), we may formulate a similar principle of
propositionalizability: “Whatever can be experienced can be propositionally
expressed”.37 However, the fact that an informational content can be
expressed propositionally does not mean that it is originally (in itself)
propositional.

In the case of the material artifacts considered here, and through
which non-propositional regulation is implemented, it is certainly possi-
ble to describe them with propositions – for example, it is possible to
describe the nature and function of a speed bump with sentences – but
this does not mean either that they have a semantic nature (i.e., that they
are semantic phenomena) or that they have a propositional content.

IV. Discussion

Three distinctive features of non-propositional regulation

What are the distinctive features of non-propositional regulation as non-
propositional?

In the case of regulation without propositional content, there is no:

(i) direction of fit,38

(ii) conditions of satisfaction,39

(iii) possibility of a sanction.

36. Searle (1969: 19).
37. “To propositionise” is a neologism that seems to have been coined by the English neu-
rologist John Hughlings Jackson. According to Jackson (1878: 311): “To speak is not sim-
ply to utter words, it is to propositionise” (see Sacks 1989).
38. On the idea of the direction of fit, see Austin (1953), Anscombe (1957), Searle (1979
and 1984), Platts (1979), Searle and Vanderveken (1985), Humberstone (1992), Zangwill
(1998) and Kissine (2007). In applying this idea to speech acts, Searle (1979: 3) noted:
“Some illocutions have as part of their illocutionary point to get the words (more strictly,
their propositional content) to match the world, others to get the world to match the
words. Assertions are in the former category, promises and requests are in the latter”. On
the direction of fit in the case of non-linguistic norms (e.g. graphic norms), see Moroni
and Lorini (2017: 330).
39. Nor do we have the predicability itself of a specific type of satisfaction: there is no
specific predicate of satisfaction such as truth, effectiveness, validity, obedience.
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Firstly, it makes no sense to speak in terms of “direction of fit” in
relation to non-propositional regulation. In this case, there is no type of
propositional content – linguistically or pictorially expressed – that can
be related to the world. A sleep-prevention bench, for instance, has no
propositional content which may be related to the world; nor – a fortiori
– does it have a direction of fit which links it to the world. In short, it
makes no sense to ask whether a particular behaviour fits with a regulative
adeontic artifact like a sleep-prevention bench.40 In this case, therefore,
one of the two essential elements for the direction of fit is lacking (i.e.,
content, which in the case of speech acts is a “propositional content”,
according to Searle41).

Secondly, in the absence of propositional content and a direction of
fit (and more precisely, of a direction of fit of the world-to-artifact type), it
does not seem to make sense to talk about conditions of satisfaction, and
more generally of satisfaction, in the case of non-propositional regula-
tion. As Searle writes, “the notion of conditions of satisfaction applies
quite generally to both speech acts and intentional states in cases where
there is a direction of fit”; and he adds: “We say, for example, that a
statement is true or false, that an order is obeyed or disobeyed, that a
promise is kept or broken”.42

Consider a speed bump. It is possible to breach a graphic traffic norm
that prescribes a speed not exceeding 50 km/h on a specific stretch of
road. In this case, there is an underlying propositional content and also a
world-to-drawing direction of fit. But the breach of a speed bump is not
possible, just as it is not possible to “satisfy” a speed bump, either.43

Again consider a sleep-prevention bench; it makes no sense to ask
whether someone has “breached” it. There may be behaviour that does
not conform to the ideal that the regulator had in mind when he/she
introduced the regulatory artifact (for example, the speed bump or the

40. A droll exception here could be Cinderella’s shoe. As Searle (1983: 8) notes: “If Cin-
derella goes into a shoe store to buy a new pair of shoes, she takes her foot size as given
and seeks shoes to fit (shoe-to-foot direction of fit). But when the prince seeks the owner
of the shoe, he takes the shoe as given and seeks a foot to fit the shoe (foot-to-shoe direc-
tion of fit)”.
41. See Searle (1969: 29–33).
42. Searle (1983: 10).
43. In discussing what he calls techno-regulatory mechanisms, Gavaghan (2017: 125) notes:
“A great many other aspects of our lives are regulated in this way – not by rules and
instructions that we are called upon to obey, but by structures and devices that render
non-compliance practically or literally impossible”. This observation is of considerable
interest in itself: Gavaghan speaks of devices, which, unlike rules, cannot be breached.
However, he commits a category mistake when he uses the category of “compliance” to
describe the effectiveness of artifacts which are in themselves “adeontic”. The category
mistake implies the use of a “deontic” vocabulary to describe a phenomenon which is in
itself “adeontic”.
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sleep-prevention bench), but this behaviour does not constitute a breach
of the artifact. Indeed, to speak of “breach of a speed bump” or “breach
of a sleep-prevention bench”, would be to use a grammatically incorrect
expression.44 The previous expressions would violate the “grammar” of
“speed bump” and “bench”. It seems even more strange to speak of a
breach of pillars placed at the exit of a stadium to increase the speed of
the exit flow.

Thirdly, if it is not possible to breach a non-propositional regulation
(in other words, neither compliance to an adeontic regulatory artifact, nor
non-compliance with such artifact is possible), then a sanction is not possi-
ble a fortiori.

In the case of non-propositional regulation, an agent/agency that veri-
fies its breach and decides and inflicts the sanction is therefore not
required – indeed, it cannot exist. However, this does not mean that
non-propositional regulation is ineffective. Indeed, in some cases, such as
chicanes or pillars at the exit of stadiums, non-propositional regulation
may be more effective than sentential/propositional regulation.45 More-
over, this is an important peculiarity of this form of regulation with
regard to the structural aspect and the costs of regulation; it is a form of
regulation that is totally independent of monitoring and sanctioning bod-
ies.

One main warning

To conclude the section, we stress an aspect that raises particular legal
and ethical issues. Non-propositional regulation is a form of regulation
that, unlike regulation employing linguistic or graphical norms, usually
occurs in a “hidden” fashion (resulting from its structural characteristics).
This makes it a powerful yet, at the same time, risky form of interven-
tion because it is not immediately recognisable and identifiable. In this
case it is difficult to identify the stigma of regulation, in particular.

In this regard, it is important to make clear that this article has not
sought to support this form of regulation in a generalised and indiscrimi-
nate way; its purpose has been merely to acknowledge – and raise the
issue of – this particular regulatory phenomenon (while reconstructing its
fundamental features).

44. On Wittgenstein’s sense of the term “grammar”, see in particular Wittgenstein
(1953).
45. Zhang et al. (2020: 194) observe that “chicanes can significantly reduce the vehicle
speed and traffic accident rate”.
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V. Final remarks

In this article, our investigation started from the question: “is it possible
to regulate behaviours without propositions/propositional contents?” We
gave a positive answer to this question, also through identification of a
wide variety of cases.

This positive response introduces a new category for a theory and a
typology of regulation: the idea of non-propositional regulation or, put dif-
ferently, a proposition-free regulation.46

The examples of non-propositional regulation that we have consid-
ered in this article are all cases of adeontic regulation (i.e., regulation
without rules). Moreover, they are cases of regulation implemented
through material objects that do not have a symbolic nature (§ 3.2.).47

These two characteristics – a-deonticity and non-symbolicity – are funda-
mental because this particular kind of regulatory artifact can operate out-
side both the nomosphere and the semiosphere. This means that the
recipients do not need either a nomic capacity (i.e., the capacity to act in
accordance with rules or, in other terms, the capacity to have one’s
behaviours guided by norms) or a symbolic capacity (the capacity to make
something symbolize – or mean – something beyond itself).

Giuseppe Lorini
Department of Law
University of Cagliari
Viale Sant’Ignazio 17
I-09123 Cagliari
Italy
lorini@unica.it
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