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Abstract

How are we to understand dementia? The main argument involves an analysis (in
Chapter 2) of intentional mental states, using Wittgenstein’s discussion of rule-following,
which suggests that such statcs demonstrate an irreducible, transcendental normativity.
This externalist account of intentional mental states highlights the worldly embedding of
practices. In Chapters 3, 4 and 5, this analysis is applied respectively to the disecase,
cognitive neuropsychology and social constructionist models of dementia. Whilst
clinically and scientifically useful, none generates an adequate account of normativity.

The Wittgensteinian analysis supplies a constitutive (as opposed to causal) account that
supports the notion of dementia-in-the-world (Chapter 6). A full understanding of
dementia requires the human-person-perspective in order to accommodate all that
dementia amounts to in the normatively-constrained world.

The sub-plot considers our understanding of the person. Rather than the Locke-Parfit
view, which stresses psychological continuity, the Wittgensteinian analysis supports the
situated-cmbodicd-agent view of the person (Chapters 1 and 6). This view and the
notion of the human-person-perspective are mhtually supportive, so that main and sub-
plot both encourage a broader understanding.

The works of Wittgenstein have acted as a primary source, with secondary literature
commenting on his works. In discussing the models of dementia, I have cited primary
sources. I have also considered philosophical works pertinent to the particular models,
usually 1n connection with the mind-brain problem.

The thesis concludes that there is no single way to understand dementia, but any
understanding will be from the human-person-perspective, in accord with the situated-
embodied-agent view and reflecting an externalist construal of intentional psychological
statcs. This has implications for further research in philosophy, medical ethics and
gerontology. The unique application of the Wittgensteinian philosophical analysis to
clinical reality suggests an approach to pcople with dementia that stresses personhood in
the context of embedded, embodicd histories and continuing relationships with others.
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Chapter 1.

Understanding dementia:

psychological phenomena and persons

Introduction

The question I wish to address is: how are we to understand dementia? Since the loss of
certain sorts of psychological capacity is central to our conception of dementia, my main
argument will comprise a philosophical analysis of the relevant psychological
phenomena. This is the main plot of the thesis. The sub-plot concerns how we
understand the concept of the person in the light of our understanding of dementia. The
sub-plot is connected to the main plot in at least three ways. First, our understanding of
the psychological phenomena affected by dementia is, in turn, suggestive of how we
should understand persons. Secondly, one of the ethical issues surrounding dementia is
whether people with severe dementia can still be considered as persons. My construal of
psychological states will suggest they can be. Finally, taking a broad view of persons
(suggested by a broad view of psychological phenomena) allows a context within which
the models, which I discuss in the course of the thesis as possible ways of understanding

dementia, should be understood.

I shall now sketch the main argument (or plot) and the subsidiary argument (or sub-plot)

as a guide to what follows. It is worth highlighting straightaway the implication of this
philosophical thesis: we need to take a broad view of dementia.l This has practical,

clinical ramifications that will be apparent in the Tinal chapter. So the thesis 1s located

within a tradition that approaches conceptual issues arising from the practice of medicine

from a philosophical standpoint in order both to elucidate concepts and affect clinical

practice.2

1 What I mean by a “broad” view of dementia will become more apparent throughout the thesis and will
be explicitly discussed in Chapter 6. Meanwhile, here I indicate that different people bring vanous views
to our attention, which we need to incorporate within our overall understanding of dementia.

2 Recent exemplars of this tradition include Fulford (1989), Hundert (1989) and Bolton and Hill (1996),
but the tradition goes back at least to Jaspers (1923).



This chapter has two broad sections before its conclusions. The first concerns the main

theme, whilst the second section presents the subsidiary motif. Here I shall provide

merely an anticipatory sketch of each scction.

The main plot starts, by way of a case vignette and historical survey, with a description
and definition of dementia. This leads to the view that central to dementia is the loss of
certain cognitive capacities. There are good grounds for thinking, therefore, that to
understand dementia we must understand those psychological states that describe a
particular involvement of the person’s mental state with the world. This initiates the main
task of the thesis, which is an analysis of intentional psychological phenomena in order to
understand dementia. It 1s worth noting, however, that the “cognitive paradigm”,
suggested by the historical survey and incorporated into much modern thinking about
dementia, 1s shown to be too narrow by the characterization, which I silall be suggesting

throughout the thesis, of intentional psychological phenomena.

Another substantive conclusion of the first part of this chapter, which comes from my
discussion of the case vignette, 1s that the sort of understanding I seck in the thesis is a
constitutive, as opposed to a causal, understanding of dementia. I shall say more about
this, but (briefly) when I ask ‘how are we to understand dementia?’, I am not seeking
causal explanations. Part of the reason for the thesis is to justify this point: there is
another account of dementia to be given which i1s not empirical, but which can have
practical relevance and which emerges from philosophical thought about clinical practice.
Understandiﬁg what constitutes dementia broadens the view within which research,

clinical practice and personal cngagement take place.

This constitutive account leads to the sub-plot, which concerns our understanding of

persons 1n the light of our understanding of dementia. There 1s an argument that people

with dementia, precisely because of their deficits in psychological functioning, are

thereby less than persons. For instance, what I shall call the Locke-Parfit view of the
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person gives a narrow construal of psychological phenomena and, therefore, of persons.

As an alternative, 1 shall consider the situated-ecmbodied-agent view of the person. The
practical importance of these different views of the person is seen in their differing cthical

implications. In this chapter I shall only note these different views and their implications

in order to initiate the sub-plot.3

I shall contend that the Wittgensteinian analysis4 offered 1n the main argument of the

thesis supports the sttuated-embodied-agent view of the person. Meanwhile, the sub-plot
supports the main plot by contributing to the context in which we should regard the
models of dementia, which I shall be discussing in Chapters 3, 4 and 35 of the thesis. In
addition, seeing how we should understand dementia and how we should, accordingly,

understand personhood, will both contribute towards our approach to people with severe

dementia. In short, the main plot and the sub-plot are entwined.

This chapter, therefore, justifies the need for a constitutive understanding of dementia and
Initiates two lines of inquiry, which I shall pursue in this thesis:
* the main plot: an analysis of intentional psychological states as a way of
understanding dementia;
* the sub-plot: an account of how we understand the person in the light of our

understanding of dementia.

1.1 The main plot: towards a constitutive understanding of dementia

I shall now, first, present the case of Mr. Z, as a way of anchoring my argument to the
reality of dementia; secondly, I shall give a brief historical survey of the notion of
dementia; thirdly, I shall consider a modern definition of dementia; fourthly, by way of
clarification, I shall specify the type of psychological phenomena in which I am intercsted

and the method I employ to understand them; finally, I shall make a distinction between

3 A fuller discussion of the sub-plot is beyond the scope of this thesis.
4 The use of the definite article, in *fthie Wittgensteinian analysis’, throughout the thesis does not preclude
the possibility of other analyses.
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the causal and constitutive understanding of intentional psychological phenomena. By

the end of this section, therefore, I shall have introduced dementia and the main plot. It
will be clear that the task is an analysis of intentional psychological states as a way of

gaining a constitutive understanding of dementia.
Clinical vignette

Mr. Z was a 77 year old man with moderately scvere Alzheimer’s discase (AD), as
shown by a score of 9 on the Mini-Mental Statc Examination (MMSE).> He had led an

active life working in a technical trade, but over the course of four years had shown
increasing problems with his memory. He had become steadily more unsure of the day
of the week and date, which was parallelled by a tendency to lose his way. His
behaviour had worsened too: he was getting up in the middle of the night and wandering.
He had started to become incontinent of urine, possibly because he could not find the

~ toilet. By the time he was assessed, it was impossible to hold a normal conversation with
him. He could not follow some simple instructions. When asked to write about a picture

presented to him, he wrote:

‘WATER - over-flowing - Young pepul - girl & Boy:-".6
Mr. Z spent much of his day sitting in a chair in the corner of his room handling an
assortment of objects which his wife had placed there in a box to entertain him. He did
not address his wife and did not always seem to know her. He needed help with

dressing. Although he was not personally distressed, the situation was upsetting for his

wife: he had become a dependent stranger to her.

His wife, Mrs. Z, was 74 years old. She had attended school for the same number of
years as her husband and when presented with the same picture as her husband, she

wrote:

5 Folstein et al. (1975). The maximum score on the MMSE is 30 and the usual *cut-off” for dementia 1s
less than 24 (but see Hodges, 1994).

6 The “Cookie Theft” picture from the Boston Diagnostic and Aphasia Examination. In Goodglass and
Kaplan (1983).
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‘Mother washing-up at the sink, also the sink i1s over-flowing. Son and

daughter are helping her to get at a cookie-tin out of the cupboard, the son
appears to be heading for a fall from a stool that has slipped from under
~ his feet.’

Mrs. Z showed no evidence of dementia. Her MMSE score was 29. She was able to

care for herself and her husband.7

This vignette, 1n addition to its sad consequences, also brings out various featurcs of
dementia: the impact on cognitive abilitics, such as the effects on memory, orientation,
understanding, spoken and written language; along with the disturbed behaviour, the loss
of social skills and the change 1n personality. The reality of dementia can be catastrophic

for all those concerned. Hence, in answering the question ‘How are we to understand

dementia?’, I shall need to give an account that can encompass this reality.
- Historical survey

The term “dementia”, from the Latin “demens™, has probably been used in 1ts vernacular
form in the Western World since the late scventeenth century.8 Earlier uses of the word

are recorded, such as that by Richard Cosin 1n 1592. Cosin describes a person who

became forgetful of almost all things, including the names of things, ‘and beginning to
speake, forgetteth what he had saide afore, and what hee meant to say after’.? Willis, in
1684, in connection with the concept, speaks of ‘the imagination and the memory being
hurt’.10 [n the Eighteenth Century there are notable references to ‘démencé’ in the

Encyclopédie Francaise. Here 1t 1s regarded as a disease resulting from the ‘abolition of

7 Mr. and Mrs. Z were seen as part of a research project which investigated writing skills in patients with
AD (Hughes et al., 1997). The companson between Mr. Z and Mrs. Z lacks a scientific justification
because of the sex and age difference, but 1s sufficient for my purposes. Although some details (age, sex,
MMSE etc.) are accurate, others are illustrative rather than exact, to honour confidentiality.

8 Bernos (1987).

9 Quoted 1n Bermos op. cit. (From: Cosin, R. (1592). Conspiracie, for Pretended Reformation: viz.
Presbyterial Discipline. Barker, London.)

10 Quoted 1n Berrios op. cit. (From: Willis, T. (1684). Practice of Physick. (Trans. S. Pordage) T.
Dring, C. Harper and J. Leigh, London. pp. 209-214.)
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the reasoning faculty’; those affected ‘exhibit foolish behaviour and cannot understand

what they are told, cannot remember anything, have no judgement, arc sluggish and

retarded...”; under the Icgal aspects of démence i1t was stated that those affected were

‘incapable of mformed consent’.11

These historical references are mentioned here for two specific reasons. First, the

descriptions show that the concept of dementia has always been broader than just

memory impairment and cognitive dysfunction. As Berrios comments, the ‘invariant

corc meaning’ of the concept has included ‘cognitive failure, chronic behavioural
dislocation and psychosocial incompetence’.12 Historical research elsewhere has
reinforced the growing recognition of and research into the ‘non-cognitive’ aspects of

dementia.l3 In a striking case history from 1785, of a 75 year old man with progressive

cognitive decline, a clear description 1s given of the persecutory delusion, “THAT HE

SHALL BE SLAUGHTERED AND THAT SAUSAGES SHALL BE MADE FROM
HIS FLESH”.14 Similarly, in the original case described by Alzheimer, a 51 year old
woman, with memory and writing problems (like Mr. Z), developed delusions,

hallucinations, and behavioural disturbances.!5 So dementia 1s a broader condition than

just onc of cognitive decline.16

Secondly, the historical material helps to demonstrate the extent to which theories or
models of dementia have inevitably reflected and reinforced background beliefs. Having
surveyed the breadth of the dementia concept in the historical literature, Berrios notes:

"The term “dementia” and the concept of cognitive failure came together sometime during

the eighteenth century.’17 By the start of the next century,

11 All quotations from the French Encyclopaedia are from Berrios op. cit.; trans. also by Berrios.
12 Berrios op. cit.

13 Katona and Levy (1992). (See chapters by Bermos, Wertheimer, Gustafson & Risberg, and Bums.)
14 Forstl et al. (1991).
15 Alzheimer (1907).

16 For more recent work on the non-cognitive aspects of dementia, see¢ Lawlor (1995).
17 Bernos op. cit.
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‘experimental psychology and the growth of Associationism provided laws and

principles, in terms of which the concept of cognitive failurc could be given a
quantitative definition. In due course, intellectual impairment became the invanant

around which the nineteenth century “cognitive model” of dementia was

formed.’ 18

The tendency to seek a “cognitive model™ in the last century, therefore, stemming from

the writings of Locke (which inspired Associationism), has in turn in this century

encouraged cognitivism in psychology (and the cognitive neuropsychology model, which

I shall discuss in Chapter 4).17

Bermos summarizes the problems thus:

“Traditional diagnostic instruments for dementia have relied unduly on what has
been called the “cognitive paradigm”... -the view that an impairment of cognition
(in practical terms, a memory deficit) is sufficient to define dementia. ...

The major disintcgration which 1s characteristic of dementia is likely, though, to
involve other systems such as perception, motility, personality organisation,
emotional experience, and volition. The descriptive and epidemiological literature
refers to a gamut of non-cognitive symptoms, among which delusions,
hallucinations, and behavioural and motility disorders feature prominently. ...
These reports notwithstanding, resecarch workers persist in their efforts to refine

instruments with a very narrow cognitive compass, which can only

(tautologically) confirm that dementia is but a dismantling of cognitive

function.” 20

Berrios then makes the point that there can be stages of dementia where the cognitive

deficits are not the dominating symptoms. It is now apparent, indced, that non-cognitive

symptoms occur in AD at various levels of cognitive decline and at various stages of the

18 1bid.

19 For a brief, but enthusiastic, review of Associationism and its links to modern cognitivism see
Spitzer (1994).
20 Berrios (1989).
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disease.2l It 1s certainly the case that some non-cognitive features (e.g. wandering or

aggression) cause more distress to the carers of people with dementia and lead to

institutionalization more readily than cognitive impairment on its own,22

S0, this brief historical survey reveals that the notion of dementia includes more than just
deficits in cognitive function. Nevertheless, although recognition of such non-cognitive
symptoms of dementia has again come to the fore, it remains true that background beliefs
do tend to emphasize a “cognitive paradigm”, as is seen in modern definitions of

dementia.
A modern definition of demnentia

A modern definition, from the Tenth International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10),

runs as follows:
"Dementia is a syndrome duc to discase of the brain, usually of a chronic or
progressive nature, in which there is disturbance of multiple higher cortical
functions, including memory, thinking, orientation, comprehension, calculation,
learning capacity, language, and judgement. Consciousness is not clouded.
Impairments of cognitive function are commonly accompanied, and occasionally
preceded, by deterioration in emotional control, social behaviour, or motivation.

This syndrome occurs in Alzheimer’s disease, in cercbrovascular disease, and in

other conditions primarily or sccondarily affecting the brain.”23

Now, whilst non-cognitive features of dementia (loss of emotional control, social

behaviour and motivation) are mentioned in this definition, the emphasis seems to be on

cognitive function. Psychotic features (delusions and hallucinations) do not form part of

the core syndrome of dementia in ICD-10, but may be added to it, as may depression.

21 Hope et al. (1999).

22 cf. McShane et al (1998). \

23 World Health Organization (1992) p. 45. Further information on the syndrome of dementia is
contained 1n Burns and Hope (1997).
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The “‘diagnostic guidelines’ in ICD-10 show a much clearer emphasis on cognitive

impairment. Impaired ‘activities of daily living’ are clearly placed as secondary to “a

decline in both memory and thinking’.24 The remaining crniteria are all cognitive.
Similarly, in the McKhann criteria for ‘probable’ AD,25 which are widely used and

known to have high diagnostic sensitivity,26 the main diagnostic features are again
entirely cognitive, with ‘impaired activities of daily living and altered patterns of
behaviour’ being merely (non-essential) supportive features of the diagnosis. Psychotic

features are ‘consistent” with the diagnosis, but other actiologies must then be excluded.

So, the “cognitive paradigm” still seemingly holds sway.27

Intentional psychological phenomena and concepts

Before moving on, it is worth pausing to note, first, that I have spoken of certain sorts of

psychological phenomena, without being more specific. The sort of phenomena 1 shall

be concerned with are those listed 1n ICD-10: ‘memory, thinking, orientation,
comprechension, calculation, learning capacity, language, and judgement’.28 There arc

other psychological phenomena, such as the capacity to perceive redness or pain, that do
not concern me. A person with dementia does not lose the capacity to perceive redness,
although they might losec their capacity to name something as red; they do not lose the
sensation of pain, although they might not be able to describe it. Nor am I interested 1n
the phenomenon of being conscious, which we share with animals. Clouding of

consciousness tends to exclude the diagnosis of dementia, although 1t 1s a feature of
dementia with Lewy bodies.29 What 1s important about the psychological phenomena

under consideration is that they all suggest a certain sort of involvement with the world.

24 ibid. p. 46.

25 McKhann et al. (1984).

26 Bums et al. (1990) found a sensitivity of 88%.

27 In this context ‘cognitive paradigm’ refers to the primacy of cognitive impairment as a way of
charactenizing dementia noted in the historical sketch. It does not refer to the sort of cognitive
neuropsychology model used to explain dementia, which I discuss in Chapter 4, although 1t may have
encouraged the development of such models. ~

28 WHO op. cit.
29 McKeith et al. (1996).
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These psychological phenomena are interesting philosophically because they demonstrate
intentionality. That is, thecy demonstrate ‘aboutness’. I do not just remember, my
memories are about (or of) something. Similarly, I am orientated with respect to
something, my judgements and speech are about something. Nor do 1 simply
comprehend, calculate or learn, but I comprehend, calculate and learn something. Other
phenomena too - reading, writing, copying, attending and concentrating (amongst others)
- can all be construed in intentional terms. Whilst avoiding the complexities involved 1n a
discussion of intentionality, in the next chapter I shall concentrate on the point
demonstrated by Wittgenstein, namely that these psychological states exhibit normativity.
The result of this calculation (say) is already prescibed at this moment, even before 1t 1s
completed. Normativity makes a particular link between the possessing of such and such
an intentional mental state and the world. The connection 1s made through rules, which
govern the use of 1ntentional psycholdgical concepts (since normativity is akin to rule-
following), and which are instantiated in worldly, embedded practices. Noting the
normativity of intentional psychological states is to see them as part of the world, rather

- than as something separate. This is to anticipate and to summarize. The point 1s that
non-intentional psychological states are simply not interesting in the same way. There 1s
no similar normative connection to be made with the world; even though, of course, it

remains true for all concepts (such as ‘chair’) that they are bound by normative rules of

usage.30 What is unique about intentional psychological states is that when I am in this

particular state, for this state to be satisfied, something in the world is prescribed.31

Secondly, before continuing, I should also note a point of method. 1 am interested in
psychological phenomena. But this philosophical study will proceed by conceptual
analysis. Therefore, I might speak of psychological phenomena or of psychological
concepts. What is being considered will be the same. Again, there are philosophical

concerns here that I must pass by, but it was certainly Wittgenstein’s later view that an

30 I shall clarify the connection between intentional mental states, word-meaning and rule-following 1n

Chapter 2. For further comment on non-intentional mental states, cf. p. 31 below (footnote 8).
31 To save confusion I shall normally specify that I mean infentional mental phenomena.
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understanding of psychological phenomena would be achieved through an analysis of

concepts. For, according to Wittgenstein, ‘It shews a fundamental misunderstanding, 1f |

am inclined to study the headache I have now in order to get clear about the philosophical
problem of sensation’.32 Of course I can study the pathophysiology of headaches. The
philosophical problem, however, (e.g. about the nature of thought) 1s, in Wittgenstein's
‘view, a conceptual one.33 What is at issue is Wittgenstein’s whole conception of
philosophy, which is beyond my remit, but which moved finally towards an emphasis on
anthropological description of ordinary language and concept use.34 From this

perspective, the distinction between phenomena and concepts makes little odds. As
Wittgenstein says in the following quotation, we are still talking about the same thing;
but, as he also says, the notion of a psychological plhienomenon might lead us to think in
terms of some thing:
‘One ought to ask, not what images are or what happens when one 1magines
anything, but how the word “imagination™ 1s used. But that does not mean that I
want to talk only about words. For the question as to the nature of the
imagination is as much about the word “imagination” as my question 1s. And |
am only saying that this question is not to be decided - neither for the person who
does the imagining, nor for anyone else ~ by pointing; nor yet by a description of

any process. The first question also asks for a word to be explained; but it makes

us expect a wrong kind of answer.’35

Interestingly, Schulte discusses the move in Wittgenstein’s manuscrpts at the end of

1947 from talk of psychological plienomena to talk of psychological concepts.36

32 PI § 314.

33 cf. PI p. 212, where Wittgenstein discusses what happens when a physiological explanation of seeing
1s offered: ‘The psychological concept hangs out of reach of this explanation’.

34 For a fuller discussion of Wittgenstein on the nature of philosophy sec, for example, Lazerowitz
(1967), Kenny (1982), Fogelin (1996) and Hacker (1996). An unsympathetic account of Wittgenstein's
method is offered by Grayling (1991). There is, of course, an extensive literature on Wittgenstein and
language. I have mostly referred to; Linsky (1967), McGinn (1984), Gaita (1991), Stern (1995) and
Garver (1996).

35 PI § 370.

36 Schulte (1993) pp. 24-27. The quotations from Wittgenstein’s manuscnpts which follow (MS 134,
2.4.47 and MS 135, 14.12.47 respectively) are given in these pages by Schulte.
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Initially Wittgenstein discussed wishing to have a ‘perspicuous way of looking’ at

psychological plienomena, but shortly afterwards he wrote about ‘a genealogical trec of
psychological concepts ... an order in which one ought to discuss them and explain their
connections’ (emphasis added). Schulte suggests Wittgenstein’s talk of “phenomena”

indicates ‘he 1s not yet sufficiently clear about those factors which are constitutive of our
concepts’ (ecmphasis added).37 Having clarified the type of psychological concepts I

shall be discussing (intentional ones) and the fact that understanding phenomena is a
matter (on a Wittgensteinian approach) of understanding concepts, I shall now pick up

Schulte’s point by focussing on the need to give a constitutive account.
Constitutive versus causal accounts

From the case vignette, the historical survey and the definition of dementia, I wish to
draw two points that will lead me to consider the type of account I shall give. First, there
are good reasons for asserting that the answer-to the question ‘How are we to understand
dementia?’ must be broad. It is certainly broader than the “cognitive paradigm”, since the
syndrome of dementia has always included non-cognitive features. Morcover, /iow we

understand dementia will vary depending on our perspective. The perspective of a
spousal carer, such as Mrs. Z, will be quite different from that of a neuroscientist.38

Mrs. Z 1s certainly not only concerned by loss of memory, but also by the change of
personality and difficult behaviour exhibited by her husband. In trying to understand
dementia, the answer I shall give will aim to be broad enough to include all such

perspectives.39

37 ibid. p. 25.

38 Mrs. Z might, of course, have been a neuroscientist. Even then, her engagement with her husband
would give her a different perspective to the one she would have in her laboratory. My question is
intended to encompass all perspectives.

39 In this I can claim an alignment with Fulford (1989), whose ‘reverse view’ emphasizes action failure
and 1llness, rather than dysfunction and disease. In the account I am suggesting, the ‘cognitive paradigm’
would be supplanted by a broader view, which would encompass the whole disintegration that
charactenzes dementia. As in Fulford’s analysis (cf. pp. 262-263), the experience of dementia (illness
rather than disease) becomes centre stage.

D
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Secondly, even though dementia involves more than the “cognitive paradigm” suggests,

it 1s nevertheless reasonable to answer the question about understanding dementia by
turning to an analysis of intentional psychological states. Focussing on such states is
plausible if, 1n the end, the account given is itself broad and able to accommodate more
than 1s suggested by the narrow understanding of the “cognitive paradigm”. This is a
promissory note. Suffice it to say (for now) that the account I shall give will be

externalist, by which I intend, broadly, ‘that what is thought or satd (content) depends 1n
part on factors external to the mind of the thinker or specaker.’40 Furthermore, whilst

recognizing the importance of the non-cognitive aspects of dementia, 1t 1s none the less
true that the loss of psychological capacities is the feature, both popularly and (as we
have seen) in modern definitions and diagnostic criteria, perceived to be central to
dementia. Thinking about how we are to understand intentional psychological

phenomena, therefore, seems a reasonable starting point.

So, if I must give a broad answer to the question about understanding dementia and if I
am yet going to proceed by focussing on intentional psychological phenomena, I cannot
now give a causal account. I can justify this assertion by considering what a causal
account of intentional psychological phenomena would involve and what this might mean
to Mrs. Z. Memory failure, for instance, might have several causes. These might be
physical, psychological or social. Even if, however, these causes were fully specified, it
1s not clear how this would provide the sort of understanding Mrs. Z requires. That
understanding will be rooted in Mr. and Mrs. Z’s shared lives. In this context, however
useful the causal explanations, Mr. Z’s failure to recognize Mrs. Z as his wife is also a
matter of deep personal meaning. Understanding the meaning of cognitive deficits in
dementia will require something other than causal explanations. But ‘understanding
dementia’ will require such understanding of meaning, otherwise 1t will not offer the

broad answer required by my qilcstion.

Over against the causal account, I shall offer a constitutive account of intentional

40 Davidson (1995).
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psychological phcnomena. This involves saying what it actually is to remember or to

forget. A constitutive account will flesh out the phenomena. 1 might forget who my wifc
is for various (causal) reasons, but what it is to forget my wife i1s only understood in a
particular historical, cultural, value-laden and personally meaningful context. By
pursuing a constitutive account I can discuss intentional psychological phenomena and
yct I;Ot forget the non-cognitive aspects of dementia. If a constitutive account brings into

play context and meaning, then not only ‘cognitive failure’, but also “chronic behavioural
dislocation and psychosocial incompetence’4! are 1n view. A constitutive account will,

morcover, allow room for a causal account, because understanding what constitutes

memory failure does not preclude a discussion of causes. What it does preclude 1s both a

narrow discussion of causes and a discussion that only looks at causes and not at the

phenomenon itself as something of meaning and significance in a person’s life.42

The distinction I am drawing between causal and constitutive accounts parallels the

distinction found in Jaspers between Erkldaren (the explanation of natural sciences) and
Verstehen (the understanding of human sciences).43 According to this distinction,

explanation (typical of the sciences) helps us to see causal connections, whereas

understanding (which relies on empathy) helps us to perceive meaning. Not everyone
agrees that there is a distinction here to be made,# but whether or not the distinction 1s

philosophically robust, there is certainly a difference between the understanding Mrs. Z
(qua wife) has of her husband’s state and the understanding of a ncuroscientist (even if

this turns out to be Mrs. Z too). I shall suggest a broad answer to the question about

understanding dementia that will allow causal (scientific) explanations, but will involve a

41 Berrios op. cit.

42 In praising the notion of a constitutive account, over against a causal one, | should signal that a
constitutive account will not always be the solution. There will come a point tn the analysis at which a
further constitutive account just cannot be given. Having scen, for instance, that mental states are
constitutively normative, it will not then do to ask what constitutes normativity. This s the point for
Wittgensteinian quietism, where no more explanations can be given. I shall discuss this further in
Chapter 2.

43 Jaspers (1923) p. 27.

44 Bolton and Hill (1996), for instance, wish to argue that causal explanations are meaningful and the
distinction belween explanation and understanding is undermined by the commitment of cognitive
psychology to meaningful states (cf. pp. 32-34). I discuss this view in Chapter 4.
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constitutive account of intentional psychological phenomena, onc that brings in context

and meaning.
Suminary

One way to understand dementia - under the influence of the historically rooted “cognitive
paradigm”, which in turn is enshrined in modern definitions of dementia - when faced
with the reality of a case such as Mr Z’s, is to offer causal explanations of the symptoms.
The cognitive symptoms have generally been the casiest to explain (as I shall demonstrate
in Chapters 3 and 4) in causal terms. This fails, however, to offer the sort of
understanding required by Mrs. Z. Her perspective is rooted in a meaningful context.
What 1s required, to give what I am calling a broad view, is a constitutive account.
Although 1t might scem counter-intuitive to focus, for this broad view, on just the
cognitive phenomena that encourage the narrower causal account, a conceptual analysis
~of mtentional psychological phenomena (in chapter 2) will lead me to a (broader)
constitutive account of such concepts and phenomena. Providing such an account, in
order to understand dementia, is the main plot of the thesis. It is a plot that will be
worked out by considering, in Chapters 3, 4 and 5, the implications for various models

of dementia.
1.2 The sub-plot: dementia and persons

For now, however, I turn to the sub-plot: an account of how we understand the peréon 1n
the light of our understanding of dementia. I shall, first, sketch a'view of the person
suggested by the writings of Locke and Parfit. This will be contrasted, secondly, with

the situated-embodied-agent view of the person. These views will necessarilly be
described bricfly, although I shall say more about the situated-embodied-agent view in
the final chapter. Thirdly, I shall show the importance of these diffcrent views by
discussing issues from the medical ethics literature relating to dementia. These ethical

1ssues show the practical importénce of the view taken of the person. I shall contend that

AN
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the situated-embodiced-agent view of the person is supported by the constitutive account

of intentional psychological concepts. In turn, if the argument presented here is correct,
the practical implication 1s that pcople with severe dementia, in contradistinction to

arguments that derive from the Locke-Parfit view, retain personhood. The argument of
the main plot, therefore, has an impact on our view of the person and, consequently, on

our view of the person with dementia.
The Locke-Parfit view4>

Locke describes the person thus:
“a thinking intelligent being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider itself
as itself, the same thinking thing, 1n different times and places; which it does only
by that consciousness which is inseparable from thinking, and ... essential to
it’.46

The person is the being with thoughts, intelligence, reason, reflection and consciousness.

My ‘thinking conscious self’ is bound up with my body, but - as Locke makes clear by

considering what happens if a person’s hand is cut off47 - it is the conscious self that is

the person: “without consciousness there 1s no person’.48 Locke makes an important
distinction between “man”, on the one hand, and “person” on the other. “Man” refers to

the living human body, whilst “person” is tightly tied to consciousness.4® But

“consciousness’ for Locke is ‘inseparable from thinking, and ... essential to it’.50 As

these quotations make clear, according to Locke, to be a person 1s to be a being with

these psychological attributes.

45 The views of Locke and Parfit on the person are not exactly the same, so it might seem unfair to
lump them together as the “Locke-Parfit view”; but Parfit talks of his view as if it were a revision of
Locke’s view. Hence, it seems licit to join the two names in this way. cf. Parfit (1984) pp. 205-206.
46 Locke (1690) (II. xxvii. 9) p. 211.

47 ibid. (II. xxvii. 11) p. 213.

48 1bid. (II. xxvii. 23) p. 218.

49 1bid. E.g. (1. xxvii. 20) p. 217.

50 1bid. note 2.
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This Lockean view of the person stands behind the views expressed by Parfit.51 For

instance, Locke writes: ‘as far as this consciousness can be extended backwards to any
past action or thought, so far reaches the identity of that person’.52 Parlit, like Locke,

fecls that a person’s identity is maintained by the links which join that person’s former
state with his or her present state. In Parfit’s terminology, what is meant by personal

identity is covered by ‘psychological continuity’, which involves ‘psychological
connectedness’.53 Just as Locke suggested, my personal identity now 1s linked to my

personal identity last week by psychological continuity between the two. Psychological

continuity is maintained by memorics, but also by beliefs, desires and by intentions

which are later enacted.>* The consequence of these views is that personal identity 1s not

what matters for Parfit, but psychological connectedness and/or continuity.35

Elsewhere Parfit admits to being a “Bundle Theorist”, according to whom:
‘we can’t explain either the unity of consciousness at any time, or the unity of a
whole life, by referring to a person. Instead we must claim that there are long
series of different mental states and events - thoughts, sensations, and the like -

each series is unified by various kinds of causal relation, such as the relations that
hold between expericnces and later memories of them. 56

Bundle Theorists, according to Parfit, are all those who have not belicved, as “Ego

Theorists” have, that the person is some separately existing thing, ‘distinct from our
brains and bodies, and the various kinds of mental states and events’.>7 Hume, as a

successor of Locke, would be counted as a Bundle Theorist. He wrote that when he

attempted to find /imself, he found ‘nothing but a bundle or collection of different

51 Parfit (1984) cf. pp. 205-207.

52 Locke op. ait. (1. xxvii. 9) p. 212.

53 Patfit op. cit. p. 206: “‘Psychological connectedness is the holding of particular direct connections.
Psychological continuity is the holding of overlapping chains of strong conncctedness.”

54 ibid. p. 205.

55 ibid. p. 262. This is called by Parfit ‘Relation R’. It is this that matters, but the psychological
connectedness and/or continuity in Relation R must have ‘the right kind of cause’.

56 Parfit (1987).

57 ibid.
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perceptions’.>8 Later Hume wrote:

‘Had we no memory, we never should have any notion of causation, nor

consequently of that chain of causes and effects, which constitute our self or

person.’39

It 1s clear, therefore, that for Parfit, no Iess than for Locke (or Hume), to be a person is
just to have certain psychological states. For Parfit it is the connections between these
states that amount to the person; or, rather, there is (strictly speaking) no person, there
are just bundles of conneccted memories, intentions, thoughts, sensations, beliefs and
desires which achieve continuity. When we speak of persons we speak of no more than

these continuing and connected psychological states.
The situated-embodied-agent view

The alternative view, which I shall advocate at greater length in the final chapter, is the
situated-cmbodied-agent view of the person. According to this view in its most general
form, psychological phenomena are properly understood only in a contextually embedded
manner: they cannot be characterized independently of the situated context. This marks a
major distinction between this view and the Locke-Parfit view. According to the Locke-
Parfit view, a person is constituted solely by psychological phenomena. So this view is
reductive of the notion of the person. Given the situated-embodicd-agent view of the
person, 1t 1s not possible to characterize psychological phenomena independently of an
embedding context. So psychological phenomena are given a broad construal and the
notion of the person is not reduced, but enlarged. As [ shall show, such intentional
mental states involve factors that might otherwise seem external to the psychological
phenomena themselves. To anticipate, we are partly situated as human beings by our
bodies, which place us in a historical context of time and place. So, in contradistinction

to Locke, the concept of the person constitutively involves what Anscombe called the

58 Hume (1739) (1. tv. section vi) p. 302.
59 ibid. p. 311.
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‘living human body’.60 In addition, the situated context involves human agency, itsclf

pervaded by psychological phenomena, because we act and interact with our
surroundings in a way that can be interpreted humanly. According to Toulmin, having

‘goals, purposes, and interests of their own’, makes human beings ‘agents’, and gives
them a certain moral status.61 That agency is manifest in bodily action and used in

historical and cultural human contexts. Although more needs to be said about this view,

it 1s clear that the situated-cmbodied-agent view of the person is predicated on a broad

(externalisto?) view of psychological phenomena.

Gillett points to this sort of conception of the person too:
"The understanding of mental predicates is tied to our experience of identifiable
and reidentifiable persons. ...To know that I am a person is to know that I fit, in a

reciprocating way, into those forms of life where interpersonal discourse
occurs, 63

For Gillett 1t 1s true both that our conception of persons is closely tied to psychological
phenomena and that to be a person 1s to be situated in a certain form of life. Gillett later
derives some support for his view from clinical practice:
"A pertinent empirical fact is that a person with dementia rctains a sense of self
and the ability to make simple verbal and conceptual judgements longer than other

cognitive abilities and well after spatio-temporal orientation is lost. ...self-
identification and self-awareness go hand in hand with making jllldgementsi.""64

He argues that making judgements conceptuaily entails ‘I’ thoughts. It seems right to

notice that even the severely demented, in showing mastery of some concepts, can

60 It is worth giving the full quotation: °... when I use the word “person’ here, 1 use it in the sense in
which 1t occurs in “offences against the person™ At this point people will betray how deeply they are
infected by dualism, they will say: “You are using ‘person’ in the sense of ‘body’ " --and what they mean
by “body” is something that is still there when somcone is dead. But that is to misunderstand “offences
against the person™. None such can be committed against a corpse. ‘The person’ is a living human
body.” (Anscombe (1975) pp. 60-61.)

61 Toulmin (1980).

62 See Davidson (1995) op. cit.

63 Gillett (1992) pp. 38-39.

64 1bid. p. 45.
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thereby be reaffirming a sense of self. Gillett goes on to say:

‘...the ‘I’ who is a subject of conceptual thought is not only the “subject of these

conscious states”, but also an objectively identifiable and engaged member of a set

of conceptual practices, or, as Strawson puts it, “a person among others’” .65

Now this sort of conception of the person is in contrast to the Locke-Parfit view, which
takes no account of other persons, or the context in which a person 1s embedded.
Indeed, an externalist account argues, contrary to the Locke-Parfit view, that a person’s
mental states arec to a large degree constituted by his or her environment. Again, the
distinction between a causal and constitutive account must be kept in view. Locke and
Parfit would not deny the importance of the environment as the causal source of our
mental states. They would not regard, however, those mental states as being in any way
constituted by external factors. I shall argue that intentional psychological concepts have
to be understood constitutively as potentially involving others on account of their
normative naturc. Whether this means that other people must actually be involved will
need to be discussed. This need not be the case if the normativity is regarded as
transcendental. As I shall suggest, our mental states at least require the potential
involvement of other pecople and the world. But if it is correct to arguc that intentional
psychological concepts can be understood constitutively as culturally and historically
embedded, then the situated view of the person is supported. A causal account is still
relevant, none the less, to the person’s embodied nature. The agentive nature of persons
is relevant in that, to be an agent acting in a context, the person requires a body. If
persons are regarded as agents, therefore, then personhood cannot simply be conceived
as consciousness, for consciousness must be embodied in order to act. So the causal
account comes into play in the constitutive account, but the ;:onstitutive account [ shall

give involves an externalist stance.

Having bricfly presented two views of the person, I shall now note that the view taken of

the person has practical and ethical implications in dementia. So getting our views right

65 1bid. p. 39. The reference to Strawson is to his (1959), p. 103.
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1S a matter of some imperative.

Different perspectives on ethical issues

Both of the views just sketched of the person have implications for dementia. To take the

Locke-Parfit view first, it seems that if a person’s thoughts at one time are disconnected
from his or her thoughts at another, for instance because of problems of memory, Locke

and Parfit would claim that the person is, properly speaking, not one, but two. As

Glover puts it:

“The psychological unity of a life is not all-or-none. Memories or intentions can
fade or disappear. I can be linked psychologically to other stages of my life to a

greater or lesser degree. If I am hit in old age by scnile dementia, perhaps nearly
all my present self will have faded out.’66
Locke said quite explicitly, comparing the “mad man” to the “sober man”,

*...Af 1t be possible for the same man to have distinct incommunicable

consciousness at different times, it 1s past doubt the same man would at different
times make different persons’.67
Parfit has suggested that as psychological connections are reduced,

“when there has been any marked change of character or style of life, or any

marked loss of memory’, someonec might say ‘It was not I who did that, but an

earlier self’.68

And such thoughts have practical relevance, as is seen in discussions of advance
directives in dementia.69 The problem is to decide how much psychological continuity is

necessary to ascribe any sense to personal identity. With these thoughts in mind, for

instance, Hope accepts (with reluctance) the thought that a man before and after dementia

66 Glover (1988) p. 102.

67 Locke op. cit. (1. xxvii. 20) p. 217.
68 Parfit (1971).
69 Dresser (1995).
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is in fact a different person.70 Similarly, but going one stcp further, Buchanan suggests

(whilst discussing disputes about advanced directives) that the being with severe

dementia, lacking the appropriate Locke-Parfit psychological continuities, 1s not a person
at all.71 Cleafly, such a view will have implications for other end-of-life decisions.

Thus, Parfit writes:
‘... a person can gradually cease to exist some time before his heart stops
beating. This will be so if the distinctive features of a person’s mental life
gradually disappear. This often happens. We can plausibly claim that, if the

person has ceased to exist, we have no moral reason to help his heart go on

beating, or to refrain from preventing this.”72

Just as the Locke-Parfit view has ethical implications for dementia, so too with the
situated-embodied-agent view of the person. There are some ideas that cannot be

encompassed by the Locke-Parfit view of the person. For instance, Dworkin considers
the notion of autonomy in connection with dementia.”3 Dworkin accepts an “integrity-

based theory of autonomy’, which
‘focuses not on individual decisions one by one, but the place of each decision in
a general program or picture of life the agent is creating and constructing, a

conception of character and achievement that must be allowed its own distinctive
Integrity’.74
On the basis of this theory, Dworkin suggests that we should respect ‘precedent

autonomy’: 1f we cannot respect a demented person’s autonomy now, we can respect (if

made clearly) the autonomous decisions arrived at before the dementia.

The general philosophical point 1s that precedent autonomy 1s predicated on the view,

distinctly acknowledged and accepted by Dworkin, that personal identity survives serious

70 Hope (1994a).

71 Buchanan (1938).
72 Parfit (1984) p. 323.
73 Dworkin (1986).

74 1bid.



- 73 -
dementia.75  If this were not the case, then the integrity view would lose 1ts purchasce 1n

the casc of dementia. But the suggestion that personal identity survives serious dementia
is not one compatible with the Locke-Parfit view of the person since, according to this
view, the demented self is not the same as the carlier non-demented self. What I wish to
bring out is that the view of the person is crucial to discussions of ethical 1ssues relating
to dementia. The integrity view of autonomy, in keeping with the situated-cmbodicd:

agent view of the person, stresses the importance of a person’s agency and history (in

which the person is situated).76

Sticking to the same theme, Agich claims that “autonomy” cannot be precisely defined

and raises for psychiatry ‘conceptual and theoretical questions such as the nature of the

self or consciousness’.77 Elsewhere he commends the idea that “human beings attain

autonomy only through human relationships’.78 Even if this could be interpreted as a

causal claim, that human relationships cause autonomy, persons are best understood,
according to Agich, in terms of a shared social world which,
‘gives form and substance to the individual’s actions and also provides a way to

understand persons as concrete agents who exhibit complex experiential relations
with the world and others’.72

This sounds more like a constitutive claim, in that it suggests the ‘shared social world’
provides ‘a way to understand persons’, as if part of what it is to be a person is to be
embedded 1n the shared world. Although Agich’s account lays ali the cmphasis on ‘the
social’ - which would be in keeping with the social constructionist model that I criticize in
Chapter 5 - 1t 1s the situated-embodied-agent view of the person, rather than the Locke-

Parfit view, which squares more readily with Agich’s account of autonomy in dementia.

75 Dworkin (1993) p. 237.
76 Exactly what will count in the characterization of the view of the person I am commending will
largely depend on the characterization of psychological phenomena, which I shall pursue in Chapter 2.

Any suggestions about what will count in my charactenzation of psychological phenomena are mercly
illustrative at present.

77 Agich (1994).
78 Agich (1993) p. 46.
79 1bid. p. 153.
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So, again, the view of the person is crucial for cthical issues relating to dementia.

If autonomy is affected, so too is consent. On the Locke-Parfit view, it would seem that
the possibility of someone like Mr. Z cver giving consent (say, to a brain scan) is ruled
out. Thisis ﬁot because of ordinary problems to do with the criteria for valid consent
(which mainly concern autonomy), but because Mr. Z is never the same person for very
long, and may not be a person at all. On the situatcd-embodied-agent view of the person,
it would be possible to argue that other things in Mr. Z’s life would incline one to think
that he would consent to the brain scan (e.g. he was technically-minded and scientifically
inquisitive and, when competent, always agreed to investigations). In addition, if part of
the view of his personhood (by virtue of the implied embeddedness) included his
relationship with his wife, there could (arguably) be reasons for taking her consent as
sufficient (although this is not accepted in English law). A general point might be that the

interests of family carers, who are integral to the contextual situation of the person with
dementia, should be given sufficient weight in clinical decisions.80 Such a view is more

casily squared with an account of persons that brings into play external features, as docs
the situated-embodiecd-agent view, rather than the Locke-Parfit view, which confines
itself to a narrow understanding of psychological phenomena. Without further argument,
1t seems to me that other issues relating to dementia, such as the limits of confidentiality,

the need for long-term care and end-of-life decisions, might all be decided differently

precisely because of differing views of the person.8!

The connection between the main plot and the sub-plot

Having presented two views of the person and noted that the view taken actually makes a
practical (ethical) difference, I now wish to tic this sub-plot into the main plot. For, as I
shall argue more fully in Chapter 6, the main plot supports the situated-embodied-agent

view of the person. What will emerge, in the discussion in Chapter 2, is the way in

80 Hughes (in press).
81 See, e.g., Roth (1996} who discusses the treatment or non-treatment of people with severe dementia,
along with the possibility of euthanasia, and the relevance of the personality.
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which intentional psychological states constrain the world normatively. If I correctly

remember, somcthing must be the case. The Wittgensteinian analysis shows how
normativity makes this link between intentional psychological concepts or phenomena

and the world, through their embedding in worldly practices.

So, if intentional psychological phecnomena have to be understood as embedded in the
cultural and historical world of meaning, then, since persons are conceived as
psychological beings, they must be understood in this situated context, in which they act
and intcract as bodily agents. Hence, the main plot supports the situated-embodied-agent
view of the person. And note, it supports this view of the person even if we start by
focusing on the psychological status of the person. In other words, even if we start with
the Locke-Parfit view - that persons are constituted solely by their psychological states -
the Wittgensteinian analysis of the main argument broadens our understanding of
psychological states in a way that supports the situated-embodied-agent view. [ shall

leave further discussion of this point until Chapter 6.
Conclusion

In this chapter I have introduced the notion of dementia. I have, more substantively,
introduced the two arguments of the thesis, which concern, first, an analysis of
intentional psychological states as a way of understanding dementia; and, secondly, an
account of how we should understand the person in the light of our understanding of

dementia.

[ have, 1n addition, advertized two :ﬁ;guments in the course of this chapter. First, the
account of intentional psychological states that I shall give, in order to understand the
reality of Mr. Z’s dementia, must be a constitutive account. Thus, part of the point of the
thesis 1s to demonstrate the possibility that there 1s another account to be given, in
addition to the causal account. The understanding derived will be broadef, but, as I have

suggested, a constitutive account can accommodate a causal explanation. Secondly,
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through the analysis of psychological phenomena that i1s the business of the main

argument and, in particular, through the understanding of the normative nature of
intentional psychological states that I shall present, i1t turns out that the main argument 1s
consistent with the view of the person as a situated embodied agent. It does this by
expanding the constitutive account of intentional psychological states, otherwise offered

by the Locke-Parfit view, to involve the historical and cultural context of the world in

which such concepts are embedded.
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Chapter 2.

Rule-following and intentional psychological states

Introduction | j

The aim of this chapter is to derive from Wittgenstein’s rule-following discussion an
account of intentional psychological states. This is a continuation of the main plot, which
concerns an analysis of such states in order to understand dementia. The chapter gains its
point from Wittgenstein’s observation that concept-use and rule-following have
something in common, especially as regards intentional psychological states. 1 shall
derive a Wiitgensteinian account of intentional psychological states, which can be used as
a critique of models of dementia. This account will be central to the main aim of the
thesis: a broad understanding of dementia. In addition, the Wittgensteinian account will

affect our understanding of what 1t 1s to be a person, which is the concern of the sub-plot.

The chapter concentrates on Wittgenstein’s discussion of rule-following.! This will

Involve a certain amount of exegesis. I should emphasize that the point of the exegesis is
the practical need to understand dementia. Thus, having decided that dementia is best
understood by considering intentional psychological states, it is imperative to understand
such states. The 1nsight I derive from Wittgenstein’s rule-following considerations is that
these states are normative, which is best understood in terms of their being rule-
governed.. Of course, 1t 1s possible to take a thoroughly sceptical approach towards rules.
This route 1s blocked by rules being considered as practices, but this only works if these
practices are embedded 1n the world. In outline, thgp‘, the overall stages of the argument
are as [ollows:

* Intentional psychological states show normativity;

 Normativity is a matter of being rule-governed,;

* Rules and rule-following involve practices and customs;

* Practices and customs are embedded in the world.

I PI §§ 138-242.
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There are five further scctions to the chapter, which expand the above outline, before the
cdnclusion:

1. I need to establish that intentional psychological states are normative; and, in
addition, normativity is a matter of rule-following. Thus, here I present the first two
stages of the argument above as the basis upon which the rest of the chapter stands. The
question then is, what actually constitutes rule-following?

2. Wittgenstein dismisses various suggestions about what might constitute rule-
following. It is not a matter of metaphysical tracks leading us. Neither is it a matter of
causal processes, nor of internal mental processes. Each of these possibilities can be
thought of as supporting a different view of intentional psychological states and,
therefore, different ways of understanding dementia.

3. Another possibility, advocated famously by Kripke, is that a thoroughly
sceptical view of rule-following can be adopted. Kripke interprets Wittgenstein as saying
that no account can be given to justify our insistence on the reality of rules. In this
section I establish the strength of the sceptical challenge. Scepticism is erroneous (we
are, after all, able to distinguish cognitive impairment {from 1ts absence) but, none the
less, its challenge has philosophical force.

4. Kripke’s sceptical challenge 1s met by emphasizing the role of practices and
customs. Here I shall consider the community view (of Kripke and Malcolm) and
constructivism (advocated' by Wright) as two possible accounts of what this emphasis on
practices amounts to. I shall, however, level arguments against both accounts.

5. Instead, I shall commend the notion that these practices must be understood as
embedded in the human world. This embeddedness amounts to a transcendental account
ol normativity, as suggested by Luntley. It suggests extem;lism with respect to
intentional mental content. It is in keeping with McDowell’s quietist interpretation of
Wittgenstein’s comments on intentional mental states. The relevance of this literature to
my thesis 1s that it provides an interpretation of Wittgenstein, which suggests normativity
has to be understood as constitutive of intentional psychological phenomena, as well as

being trreducible and transcendental.
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This chapter will show that the normativity of intentional psychological states 1s a matter

of worldly embedded practices. Normativity, as a fact about the world, 1s related to other
features of the world, but cannot be further explained in terms of such facts. It is a given
in the human world of practices. I shall then use the Wittgensteinian account of
intentional psychological states as a critique of the various models of dementia, which I

consider 1n subsequent chapters.
2.1 Psychological states, rules and normativity

In this section I shall set out two of the premisses that motivate the rest of the discussion.
The first needs some explanation; the second is more like an analytical truth. They are:
* Intentional psychological states are normative;

* Normativity is a matter of being rule-following.
Psychological states and normativity

As a preliminary to the discussion of rules, Wittgenstein points out that the experience of

understanding 1s something that can occur ‘in a flash’, but this scems contrary to the
notion of meaning as use, which implies a process in time.2 He amplifies this by
asking, ‘can the whole use of the word come before my mind, when I understand
it...7’.3 This central question concemns the problem of intentionality as it relates to

understanding. The problem is that understanding is abowt something and it seems,
therefore, as if the something should ‘come before my mind’ when I-have understood.
Furthermore, if 1n the present I say, ‘Now I understand’, I am committed to certain
things 1n the future. So how does the thing before my mind now const;ain the future?

Given that ‘the meaning of a word is its use in the language’4 Wittgenstein’s question 1s:

\

2 PI § 138.
3 Pl § 139.
4 P § 43.



- 30 -
how can all the future uses come before my mind when I understand the meaning of a

word or phrase? But when 1t 1s said that I have understood, say, the meaning of the
word “chair”, it 1s implied that I shall call a chair “a chair” and not “a table”, not just

today, but tomorrow and for the foreseeable future. This just is what it is to understand
the word “chair”. In which case, it might seem (“in a queer way’S) that I must have the

potential uses of “chair” already 1n mind, otherwise 1t will not be the case that |
understand 1ts meaning. All of this follows from the intentional nature of the concept of
“understanding”, but also from the supposition that understanding involves something

coming ‘before my mind’.

For the sake of clanty, I should observe that there is a trivial sense 1n which all concept-
use 1s normative. It is trivially true that the concept “chair” refers to some things and not
others. Similarly, a word such as “understand” must retain its meaning. But intentional
psychological states, such as “my understanding that p”, seem to involve a further
commitment. For when I say ‘I understand the Cynllic alphabet’ the mental state of
understanding at once determines something in the world, namely what must be the case
when I am presented with a text wntten 1n the Cyrillic alphabet. What 1s true of
understanding is also true of intending and remembering. The unique aspect of
intentional psychological states 1s the way 1n which they make contact with and constrain
the actual instances that justify my saying I understand, intend or mean something, even
when these 1nstantiations are not yet in existence. The normativity thus demonstrated is
absent, however, in a starkly contrasting way when I consider the physical state of being
a chair. There 1s nothing more to being a chair than being a chair! But an infentional

psychological state constitutively and normatively involves something else being the case. -

Often what 1s constrained will be in the future. But the temporal relationship is not

crucial. Rather, the point is that being 1n a mental state normatively constrains the

\

S PI § 195.
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world.6¢ All intentional psychological states, that 1s, raise the question that motivates

Wittgenstein’s discussion of rule-following: how can it be that something that happens
‘in a flash’ (the meaning of a word occurring to me, 1.e. a mental state) fits something

extended over time (namely, my actual use of the word, i.e. something that features in the

world)?7

There 1s the potential for confusion since the normativity that governs the usage of any

word 1s ultimately a matter of meaning; and meaning something involves an intentional
psychological state. So, when I say ‘“That’s a chair’, the meaning of the phrase is
constrained intentionally because it is a way of connecting a mental state (viz. meaning
“chair”) to a state of the world. It can be argued that, 1n itself, the mental state involved
in seeing and naming a chair (aside from the intentionality of meaning) is similar to other
non-intentional psychological phenomena, such as experiencing redness. If I say ‘I see a
red patch’, the mental state in itself does not constrain the world. If anything, on this

view, matters are the reverse: redness in the world constrains my mental state. In

intentional mental states, the mental states constrain the world.8

When Wittgenstein starts to consider understanding, the notion of normativity
immediately comes into view. -My understanding of the meaning of “chair’ determines
(for me) how I should use the word “chair’” and tlﬁs 1s determined for as long as I am
able to use this language. Wittgenstein notices that, rather than this sort of fact being

shocking, it 1s expected and accepted 1n our everyday use of language. In normal cases

6 Nevertheless, the constraining of the future 1s the alerting and striking feature of these states. In the
case of remembering, when I say ‘I remember...’, I constrain the future inasmuch as I cannot then act in a
way that does not conform to that which I said I remembered. But, additionally, the state of remembering
(unlike the state of being a chair) normatively involves something’s having been the case in the world.

7 PI §§ 138-139. -

8 More needs to be said about non-intentional states and normativity. McDowell (1991) argues that the
relevant non-intentional concepts cannot‘be understood simply from the subject’s point of view. The
concepts set up normative links both with the mental states and with the “publicly accessible
circumstances’ (p. 160) in which the normal expression of the concepts takes place. Whilst I am leaving
aside the complication of non-intentional mental states, which I should have to discuss further if my
main focus were on the mind-brain problem, I discuss this passage again between pp. 188-190.
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‘the use of a word 1s clearly prescribed’,? and people generally ‘apply this picture like

this’. 10 We expect, as we do when we weigh things, constancy and predictability.!1

Normativity is, at least, expected in normal cases. But if normality did not hold,

‘1f rule became exception and exception rule ... this would make our normal
language-games lose their point’. 12

Wittgenstein immediately sets about considering a language-game in which signs are used
in accordance with a rule in response to orders. This takes the discussion into the main

body of the rule-following considerations.

In passing, however, it 1s worth noting that I have raised a difficult issue regarding the
connection between normativity and the normal. Later in the chapter I shall discuss
whether normativity, through its connection to practice, might either be a matter of the
normal practice of the community, or a reflection of the normal unfolding of human
propensities and conventions. 1 shall prefer the stance that takes normativity not to be a
matter of (e.g.) normal dispositions, although there is a connection between what we
normally do and normativity. The normal and abnormal use of words is the stuff of
normativity. But this refers to the normativity that governs all word usage, rather than
the normativity of intentional mental content. The view I shall endorse, however, takes

the normativity of intentional psychological phenomena to be a transcendental matter; that

1s, a matter of the preconditions for normal usage.13

What needs to be kept in mind is that the normativity relevant to intentional psychological
states 1s constitutive. It i1s not something that is optional: I cannot allow that my pupil has

understood how to ‘add 2’ when he or she continues the series by saying ‘1004’ after

9 PI §142.

10 PI §141.

11 PI § 142

12 1bid. \ -

13 Some important questions about the relationship of the normal to the normative are well teased out by
Eldndge (1986). His answer emphasizes naturalness: ‘our selves are partially determined by the practices
we find natural’. This sounds almost trivially true. Since he does not draw out a transcendental account
of normativity I prefer not to pursue his argument.
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‘1000°. The meaning of ‘add 2’ i1s powerfully constraining. It is powerfully

constraining because it 1s constitutive of ‘add 2’ that only by adding 2 have I acted in
accord with the meaning of ‘add 2°. Luntley puts the point thus:
‘The normativity of content means that understanding the meaning of an
expression requires that you grasp certain patterns of use. These are patterns of
use that you have to grasp if you understand the concept. ... Understanding the

concept places certain obligations upon the speaker to use the concept in a
patterned manner.’ 14

Intentional psychological states involve normativity as a constitutive feature. This
particular mental state (e.g. understanding, intending or remembering) that I now
expenience 1nvolves the norms that govern whether or not the mental state can be assessed

as true or false, even if those norms will be realized 1n the future.
The rule-governed nature of normativity

The claim that intentional psychological states are constitutively normative depends partly
upon the analogy between rules and intentional psychological states. It clearly is
constitutive of rules that they should constrain, that they should lay down norms. The
point that Wittgenstein employs is that we can similarly think of psychological
phenomena. In the example of completing an arithmetical series, indeed, the two things
coincide: understanding how to complete the series (a psychological phenomenon) is the
ability to apply the arithmetical rule. In Wittgenstein’s discussion of reading, it is the
way 1n which the wntten words 1neluctably (or normatively) guide the reader that 1s
crucially puzzling. Wittgenstein describes this in various ways: it is the experience,

‘of being influenced, of causal connexion, of being guided ... I as 1t were feel the
movement of the lever which connects seeing the letters with speaking.’15
Or, I might describe it by saying that,

‘the written word intimates the sound to me. * Or again, ... letter and sound form

14 Luntley (1999) p. 16.
15 PI § 170.
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a wunity - as it were an alloy.” 16

Wittgenstein adds:

‘In the same way c.g. the faces of famous men and the sound of their names arc
fused 'togethcr. This name strikes me as the only right one for this face.” 17

The normative relation between the face and the name, or (in the case of reading) between
the word and its sound, can be discussed in terms of rules. It is worth noting, in
passing, that failure to recognize familiar faces 1s a symptom in dementia which I shall
discuss in Chapter 3. Understanding what constitutes face-recognition, thercfore, 1s

important for our constitutive understanding of dementia.

[t 1s the normativity of intentional psychological states, such as understanding and
rcading, that intcrested Wittgenstein. Recognizing that this normativity i1s a matter of

intentional psychological states (and not just concepts) being rule-governed gives point to
the rule-following considerations.!® Thus it 1s natural for Wittgenstein to link an account
of understanding to an account of what it 1s to follow a rule, as in an anthmetical series,
for example.1 Moreover, normativity is a feature of intentional psychological

phenomena that 1s gencralizable:
‘A wish seems already to know what will or would satisfy it; a proposition, a

thought, what makes it true - even when that thing is not there at ali! Whence this

determnining of what 1s not yet there? This despotic demand? 20

In this section I have established the basis of the argument that follows. Intentional
psychological states are normative. This 1s a constitutive feature: they constrain how the
world will be. What 1s special about intentional psychological concepts is that they

involve, constitutively, a link being made between a particular mental state and something

16 PI § 171.

17 ibid. \

18 Hence, for instance, the point of the discussion about A giving B an order that has to be written down
according to a rule (e.g. PI §8§ 143-147).

19 PI §§ 151 -154.

20 PI § 437.
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constrained in the world to satisfy the mental state. This constraining works in the way

that rules work. What is at issue, therefore, 1s the nature of rule-following.
2.2 The negative conclusions

Normativity 1s the crucial, but puzzling, feature of intentional psychological states. The
rule-following discussion is largely concemed with the negative task of undermining a
number of possible explanations of the normativity of understanding. How it is that
something we ‘grasp in a flash’ can constrain the future might be explained by underlying
metaphysical, mental or causal processes, but the rule-following discussion shows that
such explanations are deficient. In the rest of this section I shall briefly consider the

negative arguments used by Wittgenstein to show what does not constitute rule-
following.21 On the way, I shall advertize some possible implications of the discarded

theories for our understanding of dementia. This is a move, therefore, in the direction of
the main argument, which will require the rule-following considerations to furnish a more

posifive account.
Rules and Platonism

Platonism makes normativity a metaphysical notion. It postulates fixed rails of correct
usage. The rails are laid out in advance and somehow guide the intentions implicit in my
use of concepts. The idea that there is some ideal (a fixed track) to which concepts
conform has, at least, some intuitive appeal in mathematics. Wittgenstein considers the

1dea (only to reject 1t) in his discussion of rule-following in connection with the giving of
the order to ‘add 2°.22 The suggestion is that, having given this order, it is somehow

predetermined that when the pupil reaches 1000, the next number will be 1002, and not
1004, even 1f this possibility has not actually occurred to the teacher. Wittgenstein’s

description of the Platonist’s thought is as follows: \

21 See Thornton (1998) pp. 30-48.
22 cf. PI §§ 185-187.
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“your i1dca was that that act of meaning the order had in its own way already

traversed all those steps: that when you meant it your mind as it were flew ahecad
and took all the steps before you physically arrived at this or that one.

Thus you were inclined to use such expressions as: “the steps are really already
taken, even before I take them 1n writing or orally or in thought.” And it seemed

as if they were in some unique way predetermined, anticipated - as only the act of

meaning can anticipate reality.’23

Belore 1ndicating what 1s wrong with this view, it is illuminating to consider the
implications for our understanding of dementia. Say that following a rule is a matter of
adhering to metaphysical tracks, then intentional psychological phenomena would have to
be accounted for constitutively in such terms. Therefore, when I calculate something I
am (1in some sense) steered as [ make the calculation towards the solution. I might take a
wrong tuming, because I have not latched on to the rails sufficiently. But there is a
metaphysical sense 1n which, once I have the track in view, I can be sure that my
calculation is correct. Because others will have access to the same metaphysical rails,
they will agree. What makes a calculation correct is not the agreement, but the Platonic
ideal to which we all conform. In which case the person with dementia, who used to be
able to calculate but can no longer, must be - in some sense - derailed. He or she has lost

track and dementia amounts to a metaphysical loss of mind.

Although the thought that normativity is present as some sort of ‘superlative fact’24 is

tempting as a way of accounting for its force, it is problematic. The main problem is that,
even if there were a Platonist realm containing the standards to which we had to conform
to follow a series or use a word with meaning, there would be within that realm another
standard according to which, having reached 1000, the pupil ought to say ‘1004° rather
than “1002°. The question then becomes how will we know which standard to choose?

That is, the Platonic realm, which is supposed to supply normativity, requires some

23 PI § 188.
24 PI § 192.
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normatively-constrained means of choosing within 1t. It just is not possible to track a

metaphysical standard without already having some notion of what is and is not correct,

but this 1s the account of normativity that the metaphysical standard is intended to

supply.2>

Pears takes an approach which emphasizes that speaking a language 1s a practice:
"Wittgenstein’s objection to [Platonism] is that it removes the basis of the
distinction between obeying and disobeying a linguistic rule. Speaking a
language is a practice and 1t is an essential feat of any practice that its followers
cannot slavishly conform to any fixed paradigm, even a metaphysical one. What

they actually do necessanilly makes some contribution to determining what counts
as what they ought to do.’26

The underlying point is the same. It will be,

‘completely mysterious how the one-off attachment of a word to a thing puts it in

a position to pick up all and only the possibilities inherent in the thing.’27

Rather than pursue Wittgenstein’s thoughts about Platonism further, I simply wish to

note that, despite its intuitive appeal as a way of describing the phenomenological
experience of normativity,28 Platonism cannot provide a coherent account of normativity.

So intentional psychological states are not a matter of a metaphysical attachment and,
however appcaling as figurative speech, dementia is not some sort of metaphysical

derailment.

Rules and mental processes

What, then, of the possibility that rule-following is a matter of an internal mental process?

25 cf. Thornton op. cit. p. 42.

26 Pears (1988) p. 363. For a fuller account, Pears devotes two chapters to the rule-following
considerations, the second of which (pp. 460-501) specifically concemns the rejection of the Platonic
Theory 1n PL

27 1ibid. p. 364,

28 cf. PI §§ 218-221.



- 38 -
A comparison can be made between following a rule and understanding a series.

Wittgenstein points out various ways in which a pupil might go wrong when asked to

write down a series of numbers. He suggests (ironically) the impossibility of stating for

certain when the series has been mastered.29 Understanding how to go on in a scries

may lead to an exclamation: “Now I can go on!”,30 as if the understanding appeared 1n a

flash, but it 1s not the case that just one thing may have happened in this flash. It may be
that a formula has occurred to the person, or it may be that the pupil simply realised that

he knew the senes (say he had seen 1t before, but did not recall 1t until this instant).

Thus, ‘““He understands” must have more in it than: the formula occurs to him’.31

Wittgenstein suggests, ironically, that what we do is try ‘to get hold of the mental process

of understanding which seems to be hidden’ behind more readily apparent
accompaniments.32 Even if we found, however, some one thing that happened in all the

specific examples of understanding, why should t#hat be the understanding? Wittgenstein
points out, too, that the talk of understanding being hidden i1s odd, since I can say that |

have understood when I have understood!

[ might find particular circumstances which justify my saying “Now I can goon”. I learn
the meaning of a word under particular circumstances.33 Hence,

“Try not to think of understanding as a “mental process™ at all. - For #/iat 1s the
expression which confuses you. ... In the sense in which there are processes

(including mental processes) which are characteristic of understanding,
understanding is not a mental process.’34

It 1s important to notice that Wittgenstein does not here deny mental processes. He denies

that there is a particular mental process meant by understanding. There may be varnous

29 PI §145.
30 PI §151.
31 PI §152.
32 PI §153.
33 Z 88114-116.
34 Pl §154.
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mental processes occurning during an act of understanding, but none constitutes

understanding.

What 1t 1s to remember, therefore, is not fully given by reference to inner processes.
Wittgenstein argues rather that remembering 1s something that takes place in particular
circumstamces and, moreover, that these external circumstances give us grounds for
ascribing mental capabilities. It would follow that an account of dementia that
concentrates on internal, mental processes as a way of explaining intentional
psychological phenomena would be too narrow. Understanding dementia also requires
reference to be made to circumstances and to the world. I shall return to discuss
problems surrounding inner processes during my discussion, in Chapter 4, of cognitive

neuropsychology.
Rules and causal processes

Similar thoughts are relevant to the suggestion that rule-following is a matter of causal
processes. Such a view suggests that the normativity of intentional psychological
phenomena is just a matter of certain things being caused. For instance it can be argued,

as 1n the discase model of chapter 3, that my being able to recognize someone is a matter

of particular physical processes going on in my brain.35 These neurons cause me to

remember a face and their absence means I forget. If intentional psychological

phenomena are constituted by causal processes, a narrow conception of the disease model

of dementia would be true. Wittgenstein’s discussion, however, suggests that causal

processes provide an inadequate construal of rule-following.

Wittgenstein discusses the topic of reading at some length, perhaps because it allows him

to consider the possibility of a reading machine.36 Such a machine will work along

35 In the case of reading, which I discuss below, Wittgenstein considers the possibility that all we really
need to be certain whether or not someone is reading 1s a better acquaintance with the nervous system.

See PI § 1358.
36 PI § 157.
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causal lines and it can be compared to the mechanistic processes that might go on in

human readers. Written words can be regarded as imposing a rule on the rcader. The
beginner and the experienced reader may sound the same and they may even be conscious
of the same things as they read particular words. Yet they are clearly radically different,
which might tempt us to hypothesize a different mechanism at work 1n each case and,

indeed, there is something differcnt going on. But then, ‘these mechanisms are only
hypotheses, models designed to explain, to sum-up, what you observe.’37 Comparing

the beginner to the competent reader allows the possibility that the underlying mechanism
of reading might be identified: it could be the experience of the beginner speeded up, but

only if there is some such causal mechanism at work in both cases.

Wittgenstein considers the possibility that ‘you derive the reproduction from the
original’.38 The notion of “deriving” might help us to explain the psychological
mechanism that constitutes being compelled by a rule, in this case the rule that causes us

to move from printed letters to particular sounds. As with understanding, 1t appears we

are looking for the essence of what it is to derive - something hidden - whereas the

meaning of “derive” is plain in its use. Still, deniving turns out not to get us any further

than reading itself. There will be different circumstances 1n which we shall say that

someone can read.39 Wittgenstein puts to himself the objection that ‘reading is a quite

particular process’.40 But he is unable then to identify any particular process, although 1t

1s clear that various different things occur when we recad, as 1s shown by the difference

between reading ordinary print and reading capitals. There is not one essential feature

which occurs in all cases of reading.41

For both reading and understanding, the story is the same, as summarized by Anscombe

thus:

37 PI § 156 - a comment pertinent to Chapters 3 and 4.
38 PI § 162
39 PI § 164.
40 PI § 165.
41 PI § 168.
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‘there are experiences connected with reading, but ‘reading’ 1s not the name of

any of them. Simularly there is a vanety of experiences connected with an
occasion of understanding, but “understanding’ is not the name of any of them. 42

Following a rule, as exemplified either by reading or understanding, is not a particular
experience and 1s defined neither by some characteristic mental accompaniment (it 1s not a
mental process), nor by a set, causal sequence of events (it 1s not a particular causal

Proccss).

A scnse of normative constraint 1s in evidence again when Wittgenstein discusses
copying doodles on a piece of paper and the feeling that one is guided 1n so doing. We

might say ‘I did it because ...” and that ‘because’ seems to have a special force; 1n other

words, there was no other way. Wittgenstein called this expeniencing the ‘because’ 43
He wishes to say ‘I experience the because’, 44 but he does not want to call any

- phenomenon the ‘experience of the because’.45 There is no thing in the external world,

nor in my internal world, requiring that #hiat line or stroke should produce from me this
line or utterance. However, it remains true that I felt I had to do it this way. I wish to
say ‘I experience the because’, when I reflect on what I expenience, since, ‘I look at it

through the medium of the concept “because” (or “influence” or “cause” or
“connexion”)’.46 The notion of “the medium” emphasizes the causal power that is being

described. There is a hypothetical mechanism acting through the “because”, which
thereby acquires the substantial status of a medium, to cause whatever it is that 1s caused

(a copied doodle, or a spoken from a written word).

We can gain a better purchase on Wittgenstein’s point by making a comparison with
Hume. Their arguments share certain features, but are importantly different. The

similarities include Hume saying that in single instances of mental or physical activity

42 Anscombe (1991) p. 7.

43 Pl § 176. 1
44 PI § 177.

45 PI § 176.

46 PI § 177.
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‘there 1 hing th d & i { , " ion”.47
there 1s nothing that produces any impression ... of power or necessary connexion’.

Both philosophers state that there 1s no phenomenon in the world to cause the feeling of
compulsion. McGinn makes a similar comparison by suggesting that both philosophers

demonstrate ‘cpistemological naturalism’, in that they both note the importance of

training, customs and practices in their attempts to understand (e.g.) causation.48

On the other hand, there are important differences, in that Hume makes matters highly
empirical: you just always have seen billiard balls react in this way; whereas

Wittgenstein’s point emphasizes language. Hence, for instance, his wishing to say that I
look at the expenence of ‘the because’ ‘through the medium of the concept “because”’.49

Wittgenstein wishes to lead us back to ordinary language in which we use such concepts
thus and so. For Wittgenstein, this use is a normative matter: our use of concepts is
constrained and constraining. Hume, on the other hand, merely makes a descriptive
epistemological point about regularly observed connections coming to be habitually
expected. The contrast here 1s between the contingency of the epistemological point and
the normativity of the conceptual point. In Hume’s epistemology things might have been
different, but in Wittgenstein’s metaphysics, these concepts being thus and so, their use
is constrained and constraining. This is not a contingent matter, but a constitutive one.
Hume leads towards scepticism concerning causality, whereas Wittgenstein’s discussion
accepts causality but places it in a broader constitutive field. What is key for Wittgenstein
1s the thought that normativity is a constitutive feature of certain sorts of human practices,
whereas Hume’s account fails to sustain the normativity that a positive account of rule-
following requires. If causal processes are also relevant, they cannot constitute

cverything that needs to be understood about intentional psychological states.

47 Hume (1772) p. 78. |
48 McGinn (1984) pp. 40-41.
49 PI § 177. |
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Summary

In this section I have considered some of Wittgenstein’s negative arguments about rule-
following. His arguments demonstrate that rule-following is not adequately described by
a mctaphysical account, nor by inner or causal processes. Models of dementia that
depend on such construals of intentional psychological phenomena will, accordingly, run
into problems too: dementia is not metaphysical derailment; nor can 1t be understood
solely by reference to inner abnormal processes, 1n 1solation from the external
circumstances of the world; nor should dementia be considered merely in terms of an
interruption to causal processes. Meanwhile, is it even possible to give an account of
what constitutes rule-following, given the negative flavour of Wittgenstein’s discussion?
Is it possible that the negative arguments might prove overwhelming and lead to total
sceplicism concerning rule-following? On this view, intentional psychological states
simply cannot constrain reality, since what has one meaning onc day might have a
different meaning the next. But this is problematic for dementia. For what was a sign of
cognitive impairment yesterday, might today be normal. It is to this sceptical

interpretation that I now turn.
2.3 The sceptical challenge

Given the reality of dementia, and the fact that we do operate in a normatively constrained
world, the sceptical challenge must be met. As I shall come on to discuss, one response
to such sccpticiém has been to appeal to the community as a way of sccuring normativity.
On such a view, the norms that allow a diagnosis of dementia to be made inhere in the
community. It is a short step, then, to consider the possibility, which [ discuss in
Chapter 5, that dementia is a social construction. It is the sceptical challenge that

motivates the community view, so here I shall demonstrate its power.

| The charge that no constitutive account can be given of rule-following (negative
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conclusion50) is made in connection with §198 of the Philosophical Investigations. That

section starts by asking how a rule can show a person what to do at a particular point.
Wittgenstein’s interlocutor suggests that, on some interpretation, whatever I do 1s in
accord with the rule. Wittgenstein prefers to say that interpretations of rules can be

various, but hang in the air since, ‘Interpretations by themselves do not determine
meaning’.51 Elsewhere Wittgenstein comments that the statement, ‘Any sentence still
stands in need of an interpretation’, would have to mean, ‘no sentence can be understood
without a rider’.52 This line of reasoning threatens to make language and communication

impossible, because every statement would require an interpretation, ad infinitum.

The negative conclusion, with its suggestion of an infinite regression, lay behind
Kripke’s now famous sceptical interpretation of Wittgenstein. Kripke argues that, whilst
we suppose our language expresses concepts in such a way that, once grasped, all future

applications of the concept are determined, in fact (whatever 1s in my mind), I remain free
to interpret concepts differently.53 This follows directly from Knpke’s consideration of
Wittgenstein stating: ‘this was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a

rule, because every course of action can be made to accord with the rule’.>* Kripke

maintains: ‘[T ]here is no fact about me that distinguishes between my meaning a definite

function by ‘+’... and my meaning nothing at all.’55 Knpke’s 1s a radically sceptical

interpretation of Wittgenstein.56

Since Kripke’s sceptical challenge itself legitimizes recourse to the community view (and

since that view has such influence) it i1s worth testing the strength of the scepticism. For

50 Budd (1989) pp. 36-37.

51 PI 198.

52 PG § 47.

53 Knpke (1982).

54 PI § 201.

55 Kripke op. cit. p. 21.

56 Which many have criticised. E.g. Baker & Hacker (1984), McGinn op. cit., Goldfarb (1985), Pears
(1988) pp. 456-458, 479-480 & 499-500, Boghosstan (1989), Stern op. cit. pp. 178-179, Stroud (1996)
pp. 306-307, Thornton (1998) pp. 70-79. Nevertheless, few would doubt the usefulness of Knpke's
account 1n stimulating thought.
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instance, an exchange between Pettit and Summerficld demonstrates the thoroughgoing

nature of Kripke’s scepticism. In opposition to Kripke, Pettit offers a non-sceptical

conception of rules and rule-following according to which, he feels, the ‘phenomenology

of rule-following’ could be saved.5>7 He argues that under appropnate circumstances an

individual might develop an inclination to follow the correct determinate rule. A

compelling response comes, however, from Summerfield, who states: “various
interpretations of a linguistic sign are always possible’.58 Pettit fails on her view

because: first, he 1gnores the sceptical point that we cannot say ‘what determines whicl
rule 1s the relevant rule?’; secondly, because he thinks an inclination or disposition might

determine which rule is the relevant rule, ignoring that such inclinations themselves may
be signs that can logically be interpreted 1n various ways.>? Thus:

“...If rules are to guide our actions, and so on, the linguistic expressions by
which we represent them to ourselves need to be interpreted, and we cannot fix

the interpretation merely by producing more linguistic signs that themselves
require interpretation, or we launch the regress.’60
This seems to me more cogent than the multiplicity of rules, which will yet be free

(according to Pettit) of problems of interpretation.6l

As Kripke realized, talk of inclinations (as used by Pettit) does not capture the sort of
normativity that inheres in psychological concepts. Another thought, however, is that it
might actually be rig/t to say that the correct response to a demand for a constitutive

account of rule-following is solely to point to examples of rule-governed practices. In

other words, perhaps there is nothing to say constitutively about rules and normativity.

But, over against Knipke, adverting to practices (as I shall discuss below) 1s by no means

to be thoroughly sceptical, especially if it yields a normative account.62 The whole point
57 Pettit (1990a).

58 Summerfield (1990).

59 1bid.

60 1bid.

61 Pettit (1990Db).

62 The quietist or mimimalist interpretation of rule-following, which comes to the fore later, 1s what I
have 1n mind in these sentences.
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of Knpke’s critique is that there 1s nothing to ecnsure normativity. This thought led

Knpke to his form of the community view. Before considering communitarian views, |

shall first consider the positive interpretation provided by an emphasis on practices.
2.4 Positive interpretations: accounts of practice

The way to avoid the sceptical trap is to focus on rule-following as practice. This nceds
to be tleshed out. But there are then different ways of taking practices. In this section, I
shall consider two accounts: first, the community view, which implies that practices are a
matter of community agreement; secondly, constructivism, which suggests that practices
are a matter of people deciding as they go along. Just to relate this back to dementia, if
intentional psychological states really do demonstrate normativity (which scepticism
denies), then our understanding of dementia must similarly encompass a normative
account of such mental states. A test which might be applied, thercfore, to models of
dementia, is this: does this model of dementia allow an account of intentional
psychological phenomena that shows normativity? Now, if normativity is akin to rule-
following and rule-following is a matter of practice, in secking to characterize normativity

further, I need to consider how practices help at all.
Rule-following and practices

Wittgenstein uses the example of a pupil exclaiming ‘Now I can go on’ when trying to

grasp an anthmetical series. He points out that this exclamation is not short for a

description of all the circumstances which might surround such an utterance.63 My

understanding and (say) a formula occurring to me are two different things.64 It might

be, for instance, that I can carry on the series without really understanding it, but just - as
it were - by applying some rule. As so often, Wittgenstein points to the variety of things

that might occur: there is no one essential thing, except that I can actually go on. Another

63 PI § 179.
64 PI § 154
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tactic, already discussed, is to point to some sort of inner mental process. But

Wittgenstein is more interested in ‘the circiunstances under which’ a person having such

an experience is justified ‘in saying ... that he understands, that he knows how to go

on’.65 Concerning the exclamation, ‘Now I can go on’, Wittgenstein emphasizes: ‘This

is iow these words are used’.66 The exclamation is not a description of a mental state,

nor a matter of noting a regular occurrence, which has now become habitual (as Hume
might have suggested). It is a fallible expression indicating that one has mastcred the
-norms, or normative patterns of use, that govern the practice of continuing the senes and
supply meaning to the notion of understanding. What is needed, as an antidote to the

picture of the mental processes and states as merely internal goings-on, is an

understanding of the role such expressions play in language.67

It 1s 1n worldly contexts that judgements are made about whether or not someone has
really read or truly understood. Wittgenstein’s remarks are intended to fracture the links,
which seem to form habitually, between intentional mental states and the inner world and
to forge instead links between intentional mental states and the outer world; that is, he
wishes to draw our attention to the ways in which inner and outer are enmeshed. Hence
the importance of looking, not just inwards, but at the circumstances. For me to claim
that I can read the Cynllic alphabcet or understand how to play chess 1s, therefore,
importantly linked (whatever “inner” things may or may not be happening) to external
circumstances or contexts. It implies that [ shall do certain things in the world under
certain circumstances, not as a way of providing evidence that certain inner things are
also occurring, but rather as a constitutive matter: this is simply what it is to read Cynllic

or understand chess.

The rule-following considerations focus on the intentionality of psychological verbs, the

way in which ‘the act of meaning can anticipate reality’.68 Again, this is a recognition of

65 PI §§ 154-155.
66 PI § 180.
67 PI § 182.
68 PI § 188.
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the normativity of such concepts. Wittgenstein goes on to ask:

"...what Kind of super-strong connexion exists between the act of intending and

the thing intended? --Where is the connexion effected between the sense of the
expression “Let’s play a game of chess” and all the rules of the game?’69
His response is: “Well, in the list of rules of the game, in the teaching of it, in the day-to-
day practice of playing’.70 This suggests that the understanding implicit in intending to

play chess involves an acquaintance with the whole enterprise of chess-playing. The
point 1s that we should look to the full context of chess-playing to locate the connection
between intending to play and actual playing, which involves the use of rules. This does
not specifically answer the putative problem of intentionality, but it shows where the
answer 1s to be found, namely within the day-to-day practices surrounding our use of
psychological concepts. And this again makes the point that the answer does not lie in a

metaphysical realm, nor in causal or inner processes.

Understanding the meaning of a word involves understanding its use. But another way
to put this 1s to say that, as in the example of playing chess, to understand meaning is to
take part in a practice. Part of what it is to understand is precisely to be able to take part
in the practice; this is constitutive of the understanding. Again this is a reflection of the
normative nature of understanding, which ensures that only certain things will count as
true understanding and other things will not. As Wittgenstein puts it towards the end of

the rule-following discussion: ‘there 1s a way of grasping a rule which ... is exhibited in

what we call “obeying the rule” and “going against it” in actual cases.’71

Thus, to be able to follow a rule and, more to the point, to understand something, are
matters of grasping practices. But practices have a history and context. Intentional
psychological phenomena, therefore, to be fully understood, require an external context.

If anything 1s going to prevent the slide to scepticism 1t 1s likely to be found in the account

69 PI § 197.
70 1bid.
71 PI § 201.
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of practices. Whether we are speaking of rule-following or the normativity that

surrounds remembering, what makes the rule or the intentional mental state determinate is
the constitutive practice of which the rule or the intentional mental state are instances.
Practices involve external circumstances and contexts and these at least hold out the
possibility of being more resistant to scepticism than inner processes and the like. What

1s needed, however, 1s a fuller account of such practices.

Krnipke’s sceptical interpretation of Wittgenstein (which emphasizes the start of § 201) is

undercut by the appeal to ‘actual cases’ (also made in § 201) and by the realization that

€ L&

obeying a rule” is a practice’.72 Nevertheless, however wrongheadedly, the sceptical

challenge might persist and the appeal to practice might require further unpacking. I shall
now consider the community view and constructivism as ways of unpacking “practice”.
What 1s at 1ssuc for me remains our understanding of dementia. Could it be that, as

soctal constructionism suggests, dementia rests on judgements about intentional

psychological states which amount to no more than social constructs?73 Or should we

accept the constructivist view that what is normatively constrained is, as it were, made-up

in an unfolding process of decisions? Or is there, perhaps, an alternative view?
The community view

Kripke’s ‘sceptical solution’ to the ‘sceptical paradox’ is a version of
communitarianism.74 [t 1s not just that individuals must interpret signs themselves, a

communal practice scts a standard of rnightness. So, here, the practice in which rule-
following or normativity inhere is the practice of the community. My linguistic
community sets checks on my use of concepts. Several responses to this view are
possible. For instance, one can accept the sceptical point that nothing connects the

o

meaning of a word to its correct use, but then be sceptical about the community, and

72 PI § 202.

73 cf. Chapter 5.
74 Knpke op. cit.
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stress the ability of the individual to assign standards of correctness.7”> The key thing is

that ‘rules are anchored in practice’.76 Alternatively, it can be argued that there 1s nothing
in Wittgenstein’s argument involving a commitment to a ‘multiplicity of agents’.77
Baker and Hacker state:

“What is here crucial for Wittgenstein’s account of the concept of following a rule

1S recurrent action in appropriate contexts, action which counts as following the
rule. Whether others are involved is a further question.’78

Wittgenstein might say that the grammar of ‘rule-following’ entails that a practice of rule-
following must be in principle public, but this involves (according to Baker and Hacker)

no commitment to a social context.

Kripke is not alone in his recourse to the community view. Whilst not sharing Kripke’s
scepticism (non-factualism) about meaning,’® Malcolm similarly writes that “for
Wittgenstein the concept of a rule presupposes a community within which a common

agreement 1n actions fixes the meaning of a rule’.80 In a response to the Baker and
Hacker view (a view shared by McGinn8!) that it might be possible for a solitary person
to follow a rule,82 Malcolm emphasizes Wittgenstein’s repeated 1nsistence that there can

be rules ‘only within a framework of overwhelming agreement’.83 The tenor of

Malcolm’s argument is captured by these quotations:
‘A rule can exist only in a human practice, or in what 1s analogous to it. And
what a rule requires and what following it is, presupposes the background of a

social setting in which there is quiet agreement as to what ‘going on in the same

75 Blackbum (1984).

76 1bid. |

77 Baker & Hacker (1984) pp. 20.

78 1bid. pp. 20-21.

79 Boghossian (1989) refers to Knpke’s “non-factualist conception of meaning” according to which there
1s nothing that a person could mean by a word or sign.

80 Malcolm (1986) p. 175.

81 McGinn op. cit. e.g. pp. 198-200 where he states that rule-following is individualistic.

82 Malcolm {(1989).

83 1bid.
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way’ 15 ;84
similarly,

“Wittgenstein always puts emphasis on the fact that the words of language have

meaning only because they are enmeshed 1n common patterns of human life’.85

The 1ssue, for my purposes, is whether it is the case that normativity depends on some
sort of community agreement. The general problem with Kripke's line is that if nothing

connects a rule or the meaning of a word to its correct application, then all judgements
lack factual truth.86 In addition, there can be no such thing as the sort of normativity that

the rule-following discussion picks out as being constitutive of such notions as

understanding or reading. There i1s nothing to stop the sceptical turn once it has gained a
purchase. In which case, as Blackburn suggests,87 one can similarly be sceptical about

the community. This means that one will have to be sceptical about any form of
normativity whatsoever. Normativity, on this view, need not be normative, since rules
are objectively indeterminate. The community merely dignifies something as a case of

rule-following. This amounts to no more than ‘a projectivist account of an ersatz version

of normativity’.88

Turning to the account given by Malcolm, where a word has meaning by virtue of its use
by a community over time, whilst this does not fall foul of the incoherence suggested by
Knipke’s non-factualism, it nevertheless does mean that normativity inheres in the
practices of the community. There is something laudable about the emphasis in
Malcolm’s account on enmeshment ‘in common patterns of human life’, a background
social setting and ‘human practice’. The emphasis on the /izunan context 1s important,
since it 1s this context that i1s intended to supply the possibility of going wrong (however
the individual may judge matters).

84 1bid.

85 1bid.

86 See e.g. Thomton (1998) pp. 76-79.

87 Blackburn op. cit.
88 Thormnton op. cit. p. 74.
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Malcolm’s communitarian account of normativity, however, veers away from the
normativity of the Wittgensteinian account that I am commending. The possibility of
going wrong implies that there is something external to the individual (pace Blackburn)
and, therefore, something which 1s potentially public. But the public (the community)
does not provide, contrary to Malcolm’s view, criteria for what it is to go wrong.

Rather, the possibility of public scrutiny results from the normativity that constitutes what
it 1s to follow (or go against) a rule. It remains true that rules (and the normativity of

intentional psychological phenomena) are enmeshed in (and only properly understood

within the context of) common patterns of human practice.89

Before moving on, it is worth relating this to the main theme surrounding dementia. If I
wish to understand dementia, I must understand the normative nature of intentional
pg):hological states. Normativity 1s a matter of being enmeshed in the practices of the
community. On the communitarian reading, this suggests my model of dementia should
regard the loss of psychological capacities as a matter decided, at some level, by the
community. It is not just that the community is in a position to say Mr. Z has lost his
memory, but Mr. Z’s loss of memory is, or (at any rate) amounts to, a decision made by
the community. Put this way, it sounds as if the community might have decided
otherwise; and that sounds as if the loss of memory (indeed, the illness itself) is a

community construct. I shall consider social constructionsim further in chapter 5.

I have suggested that both sceptical (non-factualist) and non-sceptical appeals to the
community can only provide an ersatz notion of normativity. The normativity of
intentional psychological states is constitutive. The community view makes it scem as if

normativity 1s simply a consequence of public opinion.

89 For further discussion see Chapter 5.
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Constructivism and practices

[ shall now provide another account (suggested by Wright) of practices. This is another
way of understanding how practices counter the sceptical challenge and, therefore,
another way of understanding the normativity of intentional psychological phenomena. If
true, this furnishes us with an alternative account of how we might understand dementia
and the loss of cognitive capacities which characterizes dementia. According to this
view, practices - which are constitutive of understanding, reading and rememberning - are
a matter of pecople deciding as they go along. This gives us a different picture of
normativity as akin to a disposition. Wright says:
"All that I can effectively intend to do 1s to apply “grecen” only when it seems to
me that things are relevantly similar; but that is not a commitment to any regulanty

- 1t 1s merely an undertaking to apply “green” only when I am disposed to apply
l‘green‘l!' 1'90
We simply have sincere dispositions, but there is no guarantee that we succeed in always

applying the word 1n the same way. Elsewhere, Wright suggests that the rule-following

discussion in Wittgenstein has ‘objectivity of meaning as its general target’! and he

labels this view ‘constructivism’,”2 according to which we are ‘the perennial creators of
our concepts, not in the style of conscious architects but just by doing what comes

naturally’.93

Wright has not becn alone 1n stressing natural dispositions. Budd puts emphasis, in his

90 Wnght (1981) p. 37.

91 Wnght (1986).

92 The suggestion that Wittgenstein 1s a constructivist has a significant lineage. For instance:
‘Intuitionists speak of mathematics in a highly anti-realist (anti-platonic) way: for them it is we who
construct mathematics; it is not already there waiting for us to discover. An extreme form of such
constructivism is found in Wittgenstein’s Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics’ ( Dummett
(1958-9)). Constructivism 1s certainly a thread which can be discerned in Wittgenstein. For instance,
Hacker, 1n discussing the putative effect on Wittgenstein of the main proponent of the intuitionist
philosophy of mathematics, L.E.J. Brouwer, whom Wittgenstein heard lecture in Vienna in 1928,
described Wittgenstein subsequently as moving from ‘realism in semantics to constructivism’ (See
Hacker (1972) p. 104.).

93 Wright (1986) p. 294.
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discussion of the positive conclusion of the rule-following considerations, on a person’s

having a capacity or disposition to respond to a sign in a particular way.?* Pettit attempts

to counter Kripke’s scepticism by appealing to inclinations in particular circumstances.93

McGinn, too, writes:
“What has to be recognised 1s that at some level meaning 1s fixed by our nature:

meaning something is not an achievement of a transcendent mind divorced from

our ‘form of life’. The basis of the normative is the natural.’96

Similarly, Bloor suggests that “we create meaning as we move from case to case.’”’ He

continues:
“The real sources of constraint preventing our going anywhere and everywhere,
as we move from case to case, are the social circumstances 1impinging upon us:
our 1nstincts, our biological nature, our sense experience, our interactions with
other people, our immediate purposes, our training, our anticipation of and

\rcsponse to sanctions, and so on through the gamut of causes, starting with the

~psychological and ending with the sociological.’?8

(_J

Now, it 1s not that these authors agree in their interpretations of Wittgenstein. Indeed,

McGinn prefers to talk of a capacity to mean something rather than a disposition;?? and

Wright has been severe on McGinn’s views.1®%0 But McGinn also describes
Wittgenstein’s fundamental thesis as being ‘that meaning rests ultimately upon the
bedrock of our natural propensities’ (my emphasis).101 And Wright interprets

Wittgenstein as saying that ‘the requirements of rules exist only within the framework of

institutional activities which depend upon basic unan propensities to agree in

94 Budd op. cit. p. 38.

95 Pettit (1990a and b) discussesd above.

96 ibid. p. 86.

97 Bloor (1997) p. 19. 1 shall discuss Bloor further 1n Chapter 5.
98 1bid. p. 20.

99 ibid. p. 174.

100 Wright (1989).

101 McGinn op. cit. p. 138.
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judgement’ (my emphasis).102 So, in these various authors we find a common recourse

to natural dispositions, propensities or inclinations, with a greater or lesser emphasis on
the social manifestations of such dispositions, as a way of explaining how it 1s that
meaning-normativity 1s maintained. In other words, I am normatively constrained by my

nature.

There 1s something reasonable about the appeal to natural dispositions, 1n the sensc that
this is how things actually appear to be. I use words with meaning, I intend things, I
understand and in doing so I do not feel constrained by the invisible rails of platonism,
over against which constructivism stands. I have freedom to be inventive in my use of
words, so that new meanings might (naturally) emerge. But it 1s not so clear that
normativity itself can simply be a matter of my doing what comes naturally. Normativity
must provide a way to discriminate between what is right and what seems right. Of
course, I naturally use words 1n a way that seems right and when I understand the
arithmetical series, it IElurally seems to me that 1004 should follow 1002. But what

E____ N

TN : : :
guarantees that these things are nght and are normnatively constrained?

Wright recognizes that there 1s more to normativity than 1s supplied simply by an appeal
to human naturc. Hence he notes that Wittgenstein reminds us that,
‘the requirements of rules ... are also, in any particular case, independent of our

judgements, supplying standards in terms of which it may be right to regard those
judgements, even if they enjoy consensus, as incorrect’. 103

As this makes plain, it is not just a matter of our deciding in each particﬁlar case how we
should be constrained, otherwise normativity would be lost. McDowell certainly

contends that Wright’s view, relying on dispositions or reactions, abolishes

|

normativity. 104+ The point about normativity (exploited by Kripke) is precisely that

inclinations and dispositions cannot capture normativity since that concemns how 1 ouglit

102 Wright (1989).
103 1bid.
104 McDowell (1984); and see Thornton (1997a).
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to behave, rather than just how I am inclined or disposed to behave. Wittgenstein's

approach, on Wright’s view, was ‘analytical quietism’ according to which ‘the
phenomenon of actual, widespread human agreement in judgement’ is simply noted. The

question remains: is there more to normativity than human nature?

Cnticism of Wright by McDowell pays attention to his anti-realism, according to which
meaning is ratified by my on-going use of words. The ratification 1s dependent upon my
use and hence the focus on my natural dispositions. But McDowell alleges that,

| ‘the denial of ratification-independence, by Wright’s own insistence, yields a

picture of the relation between the communal language and the world 1n which
norms are obliterated.’105
For McDowell, it 1s important to retain the picture, ‘in which the openness of an
individual to correction by his fellows means that he 1s subject to norms’, 106 but since

this requires that we have norms in the first place, rather than that the norms are merely a
function of the disposition of a paﬂic{/u-l\jr fellow, it seems to be an argument (and a
transcendental one, according to McDowell) against anti-realism. On McDowell’s view
(which was intended to steer between anti-realism and Platonism),
‘Understanding is grasp of patterns that extend to new cases indcpendentlyfof our
ratification, as required for meaning to be other than an illusion ...; but the

constraints imposed by our concepts do not have the Platonistic autonomy with

which they are credited ... .’107

The community view makes normativity a consequence of practice and constructivism
makes it a matter of on-going practice constrained by human nature. Both accounts link
normativity to practice, but a problem remains: from how we actually do act, it may seem
that we cannot denve how we ought to act. From the fact that, when I say I understand

the formula, I intend 1004 to follow 1002, it does not follow that this must be so for me

105 McDowell op. cit.
106 1bid.
107 1bid.
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the next time, nor for somecone clse who understands the formula. Practice in itself does

not provide the forceful account of normativity required to understand intentional
psychological states. Something more is required to make practice sufficiently robust to

carry the normative commitments of intentional psychological phenomena.

Understanding normativity will provide support to the broader understanding of

dementia, which I commend. This broad understanding locates dementia not only in the
biological, psychological and social rcalms, but also 1n the realm of norms. When Mr. Z
cannot understand something, his failure to understand is a loss of intentional abilities

too. So dementia involves normative concerns. And in our understanding of normativity
the role of practices 1s - from my perspective - crucially important, because 1t leadstoan
understanding of what it is to be a person with dementia, the theme of the sub-plot to

which I shall return in Chapter 6.

o

2.5 The embedding of practices

I have been pursuing the normativity of intentional psychological states. In order to
avoid utter scepticism about normativity (and, therefore, meaning) I have been led to the
importance of practices. Neither the communitarian, nor the constuctivist, reliance on
practice can, however, provide the transcendental account of normativity that i1s required.
To the notion of practice I shall here add the idea of embedding. Embedded practices
provide the requisite account of normativity and suggest an externalist construal of<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>