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C H A P T E R - I 



INTRODUCTION 

Man i s t h e mos t w o n d e r f u l c r e a t u r e on 

t h e e a r t h o I t i s t h e o n l y b e i n g on e a r t h who c a n 

a p p r e c i a t e and p a s s judgenten t r e g a r d i n g h i s 

c r e a t i o n , w h e r e a s o t h e r c r e a t u r e s c a n n o t do 

a l l t h e s e t h i n g s . They a r e d i f f e r e n t from human 

b e i n g n o t o n l y i n t h e s e n s e t h a t t h e y have a 

d i f f e r e n t body b u t a l s o i n t h e s ense t h a t t h e y 

do n o t have what i s c a l l e d t h e m i n d . A human 

b e i n g c a n b e c h a r a c t e r i s e d b o t h by p h y s i c a l and 

m e n t a l c o n c e p t s . Tha t i s t o say^ t h e r e a r e c e r t a i n 

c o n c e p t s wh ich c a n b e a p p l i e d i n c a s e of human 

b e i n g s o n l y . The most i m p o r t a n t a d v a n t a g e of 

man o v e r o t h e r a n i m a l s i s t h a t t h e f o r m e r can 

s p e a k a l a n g u a g e . Language s e r v e s n o t o n l y t o 

e x p r e s s t h o u g h t b u t i n a s e n s e i t makes t h o u g h t s 

p o s s i b l e which o t h e r w i s e c o u l d n o t e v e n e x i s t 

w i t h o u t i t . T h e r e f o r e , ...the c o n c e p t of t h i n k i n g 

i s a p p l i c a b l e o n l y t o t h e c l a s s of human b e i n g s . 

S i n c e t h e y have g o t t h e power t o t h i n k t h e y o n l y 

c a n do t h o s e s o r t s of t h i n g s which f o l l o w from 
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t h ink ing . ] For example, man possesses the capacity 

to apprec ia te , to c r i t i c i s e the act ions o£ other 

human beings and can take decision and so on and 

so f o r t h . Moreover, the concepts l i k e love, h a t e , 

j ea lousy , e t c . a l l are pecu l ia r to human beings 

on ly . I t i s not only t ha t they can love and hate 

o the r s and can a lso be jealous of o thers but they 

know what i s to love, to hate and e t c . . sometimes 

i t seems tha t animals also show such behaviour 

of love but they themselves do not know tha t they 

love such and such a person, or th ing . Moreover, 

they do not know what i t i s to love . Therefore 

i t seems t h a t man i s pecu l ia r so r t of creature 

possessing mind in the sense tha t mental conduct 

concepts can be applied to man only and not to other 

c r e a t u r e s , tha t i s he i s higher than other crea tures 

so fa r as h i s i n t e l l e c t i s concerned. 

The problem - what i s a mind? has been 

d e a l t with by philosophers from a very ancient t ime. 

There are d i f fe ren t theor ies of mind based upon 

d i f f e r en t conception of the r e l a t ionsh ip betv;een 

mind and body, e . g . d u a l i s t i c theory, the theory 

of pa ra l l e l i sm, epiphenomenalism, interact ionism 



and so on. In my d i s s e r t a t i o n , I shal l not discuss 

a l l these t h e o r i e s . My aim i s to see how fa r Gilbert 

Ryle ' s d i spos i t iona l analys is of mind can explain 

the mental conduct concepts . 

Now we sha l l b r i e f ly discuss why Gilber t 

Ryle has to hold such a view regarding, mind. Accord-

ing to Descartes , mind and body are two independent 

subs tances . Mind i s a s p i r i t u a l substance whereas 

body i s a physical substance. Thought i s the essence 

of mind and the essence of the body i s ex tens ion . 

According to Descartes the r e l a t ionsh ip between mind 

and body i s t h a t of i n t e r a c t i o n . Mind can i n t e r a c t 

upon the body and the body can i n t e r a c t upon the 

mind. Descartes fur ther argues t h a t a human being 

is'compounded of two dispara te e n t i t i e s - a mind 

and a body - a ghost and a machine. But the problem 

a r i s e s - how can an immaterial s p i r i t influence the 

workings of a mater ia l body? How can the ghost pper 

through the machine to the world around i t ? As 

aga ins t t h i s Ryle argues tha t the person i s ne i ther 

a ghost nor a machine nor a ghost in a machine. 

Ryle fur ther argues t h a t the 'mental ' does 

not denote a s t a t u s . According to him., Descartes 



involves himself in what i s known as a 'category 

mis take ' when he t r e a t s mind as a substance par 

with body. We commit a category mistake v^en we 

t r e a t the fac t s of mental l i f e as if they belong 

t o one log ica l type or category when they actual ly 

belong to another . According to Ryle, matter and 

mind are not two substances, for mind does not belong 

in the category of substance a t a l l , and Descartes 

who bel ieved t h a t i t does, was making a category 

mis take , 

Ryle by c r i t i c i s i n g Descartes ' theory of 

mind and to avoid dualism gives a d i spos i t iona l 

account of mind. He holds such a view regarding 

mind because I th ink , he be l ieves t h a t h i s theory 

would not suffer from the drawback of d u a l i s t i c 

account of mind. According to him, 

"to ta lk of a person 's mind i s t o t a lk 
of the person ' s a b i l i t i e s , l i a b i l i t i e s 
and inc l ina t ions to do and undergo 
c e r t a i n sor t of things and of the 
doing and undergoing of these things 
in the ordinary world."^ 

In my d i s s e r t a t i o n , I am not bothered whether 

Ryle ' s c r i t i c i sm of Descartes theory of mind i s 

tenable to us or not but my object ive i s to examine 

Ry le ' s d i spos i t iona l account of mind i t s e l f . 



HOW far i t i s poss ib le to explain mind by holding 

a d i spos i t iona l account of mind, can v;e rea l ly 

say t h a t mind i s only the d i spos i t ions of the body 

and nothing e lse? i s mind simply a d ispos i t ion? 

However a d i spos i t iona l account of the mind i s not 

incompatible with Dualism unless each and every 

psychological p red ica tes can be explained fu l ly in 

terms of physical terms. And I wi l l t ry to show 

t h a t most of the psychological predica tes can not 

be explained fu l ly in terms of physical terms. I 

w i l l a lso t r y to show t ^ a t some psychological 

concepts are not meaningful to us if we t ry to r e s t 

our explanation in behaviour only. 

In my Chapte r - I I , I wi l l t ry to describe 

what philosophers have said about d i s p o s i t i o n s . I 

w i l l explain v/hat i s ac tual ly meant by a d ispos i t ion . 

I shal l discuss d i f fe ren t views about d ispos i t ion 

and wi l l examine whether d i spos i t ions can be 

regarded as causes or no t . 

In the C h a p t e r - I l l , I shal l mainly concen­

t r a t e on Ryle. That i s , I wi l l explain and examine 

Ryle d i spos i t iona l analysis of mind. In the fourth 

chapter which i s somehow or other connected with 
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the 3rd one, an attempt will be made tO' say 

something regarding the innerness of Mind, This 

Chapter is made only to show that mind can not be 

explained simply as the dispositions of the body. 

That is to say, . .to talk of psychological pre­

dicates is to talk of something which is not only 

behaviour but it refers to something more than 

behaviour. 

In last Chapter, that is in my concluding 

chapter, I will give my own views regarding mindo 
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DISPOSITIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to explain 

what is meant by a dispositional property and how 

does a dispositional property differ from a non-

dispositional property. First, in this connection, 

I will explain what a property is and then I will 

try to explain and examine what philosophers have 

said about dispositions. 

Generally we describe the physical objects 

by ascribing certain properties to them. It is with 

the help of properties only that we differentiate 

one object from another and identify tv70 objects 

as similar. Properties are possessed by the objects, 

An object is an object only when it is in possession 

of properties. 'Property', 'Quality', 'feature',^ 

'characteristics', and 'attribute' most of the time 

are synonymously used. A distinction is also made 

between essential attribute and accidental attribute. 

An essential attribute is an attribute without which 

a thing, say, for example, is not that particular 

thing. A mango, for example, can not remain with­

out its essential attributes and characteristics'̂ . 



Whereas a mango can remain as a mango even v. 

i t i s devoid of some of the accidental a t t r i b u t e s . 

Locke's d i s t i n c t i o n between primary qua l i t y and 

secondary q u a l i t y corresponds to the d i s t i nc t i on 

between e s s e n t i a l a t t r i b u t e and accidental a t t r i b u t e . 

I t i-s no more poss ible for a substance to e x i s t 

without q u a l i t i e s . For example, whenever there i s 

a substance i t must have some p r o p e r t i e s . And i t 

i s never poss ible to conceive of a substance with­

out q u a l i t i e s * Though sanikara and many others 

have talked of f ea tu re less being yet the concept 

of f ea tu re l e s s being i s u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . Such a 

being can never be known and can never be said 

t o e x i s t . To be means to be qua l i f i ed and to know 

something means to know i t as a qua l i f i ed be ing . 

I t i s argued tha t if an object does not have any 

proper ty then t h a t object can ne i ther be known nor 

can be iden t i f i ed or re i d e n t i f i e d . This i s exact ly 

how Ramanuja refuted samkara's doctr ine of f ea tu re ­

l e s s r e a l i t y (Mirguna Brahmai) and advocated the 

doc t r ine of featured r e a l i t y (Saguna Brahma^). A 

bare substance be re f t of a l l q u a l i t i e s and \a t t r i bu te s 

i s as good as nothing. A substance i s kno\-m through 

i t s a t t r i b u t e s , without a t t r i b u t e s , i t i s , to use. 
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Locker 's terminology, ' I know not what?' Similar ly , 

i t can be argued tha t i t i s never poss ible for 

q u a l i t i e s t o ex i s t without substance. Qua l i t i es 

cannot hang in the a i r . I t has to be the q u a l i t i e s 

of something, -Qualit ies cannot e x i s t apart from 

subs tance . However, i t i s poss ible to point a t 

q u a l i t i e s which do not res ide in any substance. For 

in s t ance , the blueness of the sky and a reddish 

after-image f l oa t i ng in my visual f i e l d . Here, 

sure ly the sky i s not a substance. But one cannot 

po in t to any instance of substance e x i s t i n g without 

q u a l i t i e s . We can never ident i fy a substance as 

a substance apart from any q u a l i t i e s , we describe 

the physical objects only by ascr ibing ce r t a in 

q u a l i t i e s to them. 

Among the proper t i es some are d ispos i t ional 

and some are non-d i spos i t iona l , whenever we say that 

th ings are so lub le , b r i t t l e , malleable , and people 

are generous, touchy or inconsiderate and so on, we 

are ascr ib ing some d ispos i t iona l p roper t i e s to 

them. However, we sometimes describe objects by 

asc r ib ing ce r t a in p roper t i e s which seem to be non-

d i s p o s i t i o n a l . For ins tance , whenever we ta lk about 
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the colour of the objects we seem to speak about 

the non-disposi t ional p roper ty . Again, when in 

case of a person we say t h a t "He i s t a l l " or t h a t 

"He i s sho r t " , We are t a lk ing about ^ non-dispofii-

t i o n a l p roper t i e s or p r e d i c a t e s . 
^ 

Now l e t us discuss what i s a d i spos i t iona l 

proper ty? In other words, what i s meant by saying 

t h a t c e r t a i n objects have ce r t a in d i spos i t iona l 

p rope r t i e s? 'Disposi t ion ' l i t e ra i r ly means an a b i l i t y , 

tendency, capaci ty and l i a b i l i t y to do ce r t a in 

s o r t s of t h i n g s . Therefore, when we say t h a t an 

objec t possesses a d i spos i t iona l property we simply 

mean t h a t i t i s l i a b l e to or i s capable of doing 

something. For example, whenever we say t h a t ' the 

g l a s s i s b r i t t l e ' or tha t 'sugar i s so lub le ' we 

mean tha t the glass i s l i a b l e to break or t h a t ' 

sugar i s l i a b l e to dissolve in water . Similarly 

when we ascribe a d i spos i t iona l predicate to a 

person we simply mean t h a t he i s capable of doing 

something. Gilbert Ryle says , 

"when we describe glass as b r i t t l e , or 
sugar as so luble , we are using d i spos i ­
t i o n a l concepts the log ica l force of which 
i s t h i s . B r i t t l e n e s s of g lass does not 
cons i s t in the f ac t t h a t i t i s a t a given 
moment ac tua l ly being shivered. I t may 
be b r i t t l e without ever being shivered. 
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To say tha t i t i s b r i t t l e i s to say 
t h a t if i t ever i s , or ever had been 
s t ruck or s t r a ined , i t would f ly or 
have flown, in to fragmentso To say 
t h a t sugar i s soluble i s to say tha t 
i t would d i s so lve , or would have dissolved, 
if immersed in water •" ! 

N. Goodman holds^ 

"Almost every predica te commonly thought 
of as descr ibing a l a s t i n g object ive 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a th ing i s as much a 
d i spos i t i ona l predicate as any o t h e r . 
To f ind non-disposi t ional or manifests 
p red ica tes of th ings we must turn to 
those descr ibing event predica tes l i k e 
bends, breaks, burns , d i s s o l v e s . To 
apply such a predica te i s to say tha t 
something speci f ic ac tual ly happens with 
respec t t o the thing in ques t ion . While 
to apply a d i spos i t iona l predicate i s 
t o speak only of what can happen,"2 

Therefore we see tha t for Ryle to ascr ibe 

a d i spos i t iona l predica te to an object i s simply to 

say tha t the object has the capacity or tendency to 

behave in a ce r t a in way and not tha t i t i s a t t ha t 

moment manifesting tha t p roper ty . Similar i s the 

case with N, Goodman, He holds t h a t to apply a 

d i spos i t i ona l predicate i s to speak only of what 

can happen. This means t ha t whenever we ascribe a 

d i s p o s i t i o n a l predica te to an object we are not 

saying tha t i t i s 'behaving in such and such a way 

but tha t i t can or t h a t i t wi l l behave in future 

in a c e r t a i n way. Moreover, Goodman makes a 
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d i s t i n c t i o n between a d i spos i t iona l and a non-

d i s p o s i t i o n a l predicate by holding tha t non-dis-

pos i t i ona l p red ica tes are event -predica tes i . e . 

whenever we apply such a predicate to an object 

i t means tha t the object i s undergoing some change^ 

or in other words something specif ic i s happening 

to t h a t objecto Whereas to say t h a t 'sugar i s 

so luble• i s not to say tha t something i s happening 

t o sugero Therefore we can say t h a t d i spos i t iona l 

p red ica te s are not-occuranto 

A d i spos i t iona l predicate i s one which i s 

manifested only under ce r t a in condi t ions / ra ther 

than uncondit ionally and therefore the a b i l i t i e s 

which are exercised cont inual ly under a l l circum­

stances do not count as d i s p o s i t i o n s . Moreover 

ac t ions which occur too i r r egu la r ly or too infrequently 

can not be t rea ted as manifestat ions of d i s p o s i t i o n s . 

Therefore though d i spos i t ions are a b i l i t i e s yet a l l 

a b i l i t i e s are not d i s p o s i t i o n s . If a dul l s tudent 

once in a while by chance f inds out the solut ion 

t o a mathematical sum we do not usual ly say t h a t 

t h a t s tudent has the d i spos i t ion to solve d i f f i c u l t 

mathematical sums. S imi lar ly , if a ch i ld i s very 

s t rong and s tout and can walk long distance with 
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much easyv^e usually do not say t h a t he has the 

d i s p o s i t i o n s to walk long d i s t ance , What needs 

r e i t e r a t i o n i s t h i s : A habi tua l act ion can not 

be t r ea ted as the manifestation of a d i spos i t i on . 

Now I shal l t r y to explain the nature of 

non-d ispos i t iona l p r e d i c a t e s . In saying t h a t 

"Ram i s t a l l " or t h a t " th is book i s red" we are 

asc r ib ing non-disposi t ional predica te to them. 

F i r s t / ' t a l l n e s s ' or ' r edness ' are e x i s t i n g con­

t i n u a l l y in the object a l l the t ime. These pro­

p e r t i e s are not non-manifest. Moreover they 

themselves are not a b i l i t i e s or d i s p o s i t i o n s , in 

the sense , ' i n t e l l i gence* and ' b r i t t l e n e s s ' 

express some sor t of a b i l i t y and d i s p o s i t i o n . 

Whenever we say tha t 'X i s t a l l * i t does not 

imply any so r t of a b i l i t y or d i s p o s i t i o n . Though 

one can say tha t i t implies a b i l i t y in the sense 

t h a t , " 'X' i s t a l l , " if one says tha t one can 

say t h a t X can touch the top of the black-board. 

But t h i s i s qu i te d i f f e ren t from saying 'x ' i s 

i n t e l l i g e n t and therefore 'X' i s able to do these 

t h i n g s . " Moreover in case of ' i n t e l l i g e n c e ' , 

I t h ink , we can not say such things as "therefore 

he i s able to do such t h i n g s , " because "doing of 
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c e r t a i n things imply t h a t he i s i n t e l l i g e n t and 

not t h a t he i s i n t e l l i g e n t and therefore he does 

these th ings" . Whenever vje say tha t he i s t a l l ^ 

i t does not e n t a i l t h a t he i s able to do such and 

such t h i n g s . Moreover, he i s t a l l even if he does 

not do any sor t of thing throughout h i s l i f e , 

From a l l these I th ink, we can not say tha t a 

d i spos i t i ona l property e . g . ' b r i t t l e ' and i t s 

manifesta t ions t h a t i s 'breaking' are re la ted in 

such a way tha t we cannot say tha t the g lass i s 

b r i t t l e but i t does not brea]<: which would be self-

con t r ad i c to ry . Therefore, the r e l a t ionsh ip betvjeen 

a d i spos i t iona l property and i t s manifestat ions i s 

a log ica l r e l a t i o n , whereas the question of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between a non-disposi t ional property 

and i t s manifestat ions does not a r i se at a l l . 

Different philosophers have advanced 

d i f f e r e n t views as to whether d i spos i t ions are 

causes or no t . These are the r e a l i s t and th 

phenomenalist views about d i s p o s i t i o n s . 

Arm Strong i s an advocate of the r e a l i s t 

theory of d ispos i t ion* According to the r e a l i s t 

view -
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"to speak of an o b j e c t ' s having a 
d i spos i t i ona l property e n t a i l s t h a t 
the object i s in some non-disposi t ional 
s t a t e or tha t i t has some property 
( there e x i s t s a ' ca tegor ica l b a s i s ' ) 
which i s responsible for the object 
manifesting ce r t a in behaviour in 
c e r t a i n circumstances, manifestat ions 
whose nature makes the d i spos i t iona l 
property the p a r t i c u l a r d i spos i t iona l 
property i t i s , " 3 

For a thing namely 'x ' to have a d ispos i t ion 

•d' i s for 'X' to be in some s ta te 's* which i s 

causa l ly responsible for any events which are 

manifes ta t ions of ' d ' in 'X' or which would be 

causa l ly responsible for such e v e n t s . He iden t i f i e s 

a p a r t i c u l a r d i spos i t ion in a p a r t i c u l a r object 

with the underlying s t a t e or ca tegor ica l bas i s and 

argues tha t t h i s ca tegor ica l bas i s i s responsible 

for manifestat ions of t h a t d i spos i t ion in t ha t object 

and hence claims tha t d i spos i t ions are causes . For 

i n s t ance , if be l ie f i s a d i spos i t iona l property 

then i t must be assumed tha t whenever l have a ce r t a in 

s o r t of be l ief my mind i s in ce r t a in non-disposi t ional 

s t a t e which i s the cause of my b e l i e f . Moreover/ 

Armstrong holds tha t an object can acquire or lose 

i t s d i spos i t iona l p roper ty . Let us take , for 

i n s t ance , a statement "This glass became f r ag i l e at 

' t ' . This proposi t ion i s a contingently t rue 

proposi t ion and since a l l contingently t rue proposi t ions 
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are true in virtue of something in the world 

therefore this proposition in order to be true 

there must be some change in the world. Since 

this proposition is about a particular object 

in the world it must be the object that has 

changed and Armstrong would say that if the object 

acquires or loses a dispositional property at 't' 

then there must have occurred some change in the 

world at 't' and indeed a categorical change which 

is the basis of the acquisition or loss of the 

dispositional property. Whereas according to the 

phenomenalists, a disposition does not imply 

that there is a non-dispositional state which is 

the categorical basis of the disposition. For 

example, if a glass breaks under certain conditions 

then we are to say that the glass is disposed to 

break under such and such conditions. However, 

so far as phenomenalists are concerned if it is 

asked - why is it that the glass breaks under such 

and such conditions then the phenomenalist would 

have no answer« Moreover, as against the phenome-

nalists it can be asked - How can we say whether 

a particular object has a particular dispositional 

property or not at a time when it is not manifested? 
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So f a r as the r e a l i s t s are concerned there "is no 

problem for them. They would say t h a t we have 

every reason to bel ieve tha t a thing has a p a r t i ­

cu l a r d i spos i t iona l property at the time when i t 

i s not manifested because the ca tegor ica l bas i s 

on which the d i spos i t iona l property i s dependent 

has not changed and therefore the d i spos i t iona l 

proper ty e x i s t s t h e r e . Since phenomenalists do 

not believe in the ca tegor ica l ' b a s i s ' they can­

not say such thingso They would say tha t apart 

from the d i spos i t iona l property an object also has 

c e r t a i n ca tegor ica l p roper t i e s and since ca tegor ica l 

p rope r t i e s have not changed we can think tha t the 

d i spos i t i ona l p roper t i e s also have not changed. 

But there i s only a contingent connection between 

the d i spos i t iona l property and the ca tegor ica l 

proper ty and so fa r as there i s only a contingent 

connection between the two we can think tha t there 

i s no connection a t a l l . We say t h a t there i s a 

cont ingent connection between the events when 

the two events occur a t the same time without being 

necessa r i ly connected. But from, the f a c t tha t they 

come to occur at the same time i t does not imply 

t h a t there i s a logica l connection between the two. 

I t may be a mere chance. 
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The phenomenalists only hold t ha t a d i s -

pos i t i ona l statement only re fe rs to a non-material 

condi t ional s ta tement . That i s to say, a d i spos i ­

t i o n a l statement can be analysed in to a non-

mater ia l condit ional statement and there i s nothing 

more than the non-material cond i t iona l . However, 

as against the phenomenalist i t can be said that 

an object may be su i tab ly knocked a t ' t ' and break 

a t ' t ' even though the object i s not f r a g i l e . 

Therefore i t seems tha t there i s something vnrong 

about the phenomenalists account of d i spos i t ion 

because in case of f r a g i l i t y , the non mater ia l 

condi t ional which i s s a t i s f i e d in some cases are 

not sa id to be f r a g i l e . Therefore the non-material 

condi t ional alone i s not su f f i c i en t for the a sc r ip ­

t i o n of a d i spos i t iona l p roper ty . 

Mackie presents the r e a l i s t view of d i s ­

p o s i t i o n . He says , 

"X i s f r a g i l e at ' t " = if *X' i s sui tably 
knocked at ' t ' , X breaks a t ' t* in v i r tue 
of i t s i n t r i n s i c na ture ."^ 

Therefore for the r e a l i s t s , d i spos i t iona l 

p red ica t e s involve a basic property and whenever 

they say tha t d i spos i t ions involve a basic property 

they mean t h a t t h i s bas ic property i s i n t r i n s i c to 
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the object and this intrinsic property of an 

object is the basis for the acquisition or loss of 

any dispositional property of that object, when 

it is said that "X is soluble in water" it can be 

explained thus - 'X is such that if it is put in 

water it dissolves which implies that 'X' has some 

property which is responsible'for X's dissolution 

in water. If these properties are not in 'X* then 

it will not dissolve in water. 

Further more, as we have already said, 

we can not ascribe a dispositional predicate to 

an object merely by observing the stimulus response 

behaviouro For example, an wooden table might 

break under certain conditions but still we never 

say that the intrinsic nature of the object or its 

properties are involved in ascribing such disposi­

tional predicates to that object. Sugerness can 

be explained by micro-structural terms by saying 

that suger has such and such structure and this 

structure is v^at we normally call the basic property 

of suger. Thus there is an analytic relation 

between suger and its dissolution, Suger dissolves 

in water because there is a basic property and for 

the realists this basic property is causally connected 
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with d i sso lu t ion o£ sugar in water , 

Armstrong advocates the i den t i f i ca t ion of 

a p a r t i c u l a r d i spos i t ion in a p a r t i c u l a r object 

with the underlying s t a t e or ca tegor ica l bas i s 

which i s causal ly responsible for manifestat ions 

of t h a t d i spos i t ion in t h a t object and hence claims 

t h a t d i spos i t ions are causes . 

However, Armstrong's view tha t d i spos i t ions 

are causes i s not acceptable to some phi losophers . 

Roger Squires" argues tha t Armstrong's argument 

involves a r e g r e s s . He argues in the following 

manner, 

"Suppose we have something *a with a 
d i spos i t ion ' d ' . Now according to 
Armstrong there must be some s t a t e 
• s ' of 'a* such tha t (1) 'S* would 
cause ' a ' to manifest *d' a t ' t ' were 
condi t ions p r o p r i t i o u s . But (1) accord­
ing to Squires a t t r i b u t e s a d i spos i t ion 
to ' S ' for (1) says t h a t a t ' t ' , ' s ' 
i s disposed to cause 'a* to manifest 
'd* . c a l l the d i spos i t ion a t t r i bu t ed 
to 'S' by (1) 'd*. Armstrong's pos i t ion 
requ i res t h a t there must be some s t a t e 
•s' ' of ' S ' such tha t (2) , S* would 
cause *s ' t o manifest ' d ' ( i . e . would 
cause ' s ' t o cause ' a ' to manifest ' d ' ) 
a t ' t ' were condit ions p r o p i t i o u s . " 

Squires holds tha t ( 2 ) , a t t r i b u t e s a d i spos i ­

t i on ' d ' to 'S ' j u s t as (1) a t t r i b u t e s a d ispos i t ion 

d t o s . So Armstrong's theory requires a s t a t e s ' 
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of s and i t seems we are lunched in i n f i n i t e 

r e g r e s s . To be more c l e a r , we can explain 

Squires theory thus : For Squi res , Armstrong's 

theory involves a regress when he says t h a t for 

a th ing 'a* to manifest 'd* a t t i s for 'a* to 

be in some s t a t e ' S ' which i s responsible for ' a ' 

to manifest *d ' . I t involves a regress in the 

sense tha t f i r s t we have to a s se r t t h a t 'S* i s 

disposed to cause ' a ' feo manifest ' d ' in ' a* . 

we can for c l a r i t y c a l l the d i spos i t ion which i s 

ascr ibed to ' s ' as 'Y'« secondly, i t requires 

t h a t for *S' to be disposed to cause ' d ' , there 

must be some other s t a t e behind ' S ' and we shal l 

c a l l i t 'Z ' which causes ' s ' t o cause ' a ' to 

manifest ' d ' a t to I t then requi res tha t we have 

t o say l i k e t h i s - 'Y ' i s disposed t o cause ' s ' 

t o manifest ' d ' in 'a* and we sha l l c a l l the 

d i spos i t ion which i s a t t r ibu ted to 'y* as 'x* 

and there i s some underlying s t a te behind i t and 

in t h i s way the regress fo l lows. 

As against t h i s Armstrong gives a reply 

and argues tha t h i s theory does not involve a 

regresso He admits tha t ' a ' a t t r i b u t e s a d i spos i t ion 
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'd' to *s* and admits that his theory requires 
« 

a s t a t e ' s ' which could cause manifestat ions of 

' d ' a t ' t ' . But he holds tha t ' s ' i s i den t i ca l 

with ' s ' and hence there i s no regress ' . 

However, I think t h a t Armstrong's theory 

does not involve a r e g r e s s . Whenever we say tha t 

suger i s so lub le , we are ascr ibing ( so lub i l i t y ) 

a d i spos i t iona l property to suger . There i s a 

ca tegor ica l bas i s or underlying s t a t e s of suger 

which i s responsible for the manifestat ions of 

t h a t d i spos i t ion ( so lub i l i t y ) in tha t ob j ec t . We 

sha l l c a l l t ha t underlying s t a t e of Suger 's* . 

Here, I th ink , we need not have to pos tu la te any 

fu r the r s ta te when we say tha t ' s ' id disposed 

t o cause suger to manifest s o l u b i l i t y . Because 

in the form.er ca se , when vie say tha t suger i s 

disposed t o dissolve in water then if i t i s asked 

why i s i t such tha t i t is disposed to dissolve in 

water when put i t in water , we can give a r^ply 

and say tha t there i s a ca tegor ica l s t a t e which 

causes i t to dissolve in water . But in case of 

underlying s t a te we never ask why i s i t such t h a t 

i t causes suger to dissolve in water? The s t ruc ture 
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of the underlying s t a t e of suger i s such that if 

i t i s put in water i t d issolves and we need not 

have to postxilate any fur ther s t a t e , Armstrong's 

theory tha t ' s ' i s disposed to cause ' a ' i . e . 

suger to manifest 'd* i . e . so lub i l i t y does not 

imply that we are a t t r i b u t i n g a d ispos i t ion to 

•s* and therefore there must be a fur ther s ta te 

fo r i t c Further to say t h a t ' s ' i s disposed to 

cause suger to dissolve in water and to say tha t 

suger i s disposed t o dissolve in water i s not 

to say 'the same sor t of t h i n g . The f i r s t one 

implies t ha t 'S* i s a s t a t e of something v*iich 

disposes something to dissolve in water and ' S ' 

i s the cause of the manifestation of the disposi­

t i o n a l property and the second one implies t h a t 

the suger has the d i spos i t iona l property to 

d i s so lve in water . Therefore I think t h a t the 

ques t ion of regress does not a r i se at a l l . 

Though we made an attempt to show t h a t 

Armstrong's way of arguing does not involve a 

r eg ress yet i t does not imply tha t we agree with 

Armstrong's view tha t d i spos i t ions are causes , 

Armstrong holds t h a t for a th ing ' A ' to have a 

d i spos i t i on 'd ' i t i s necessary for i t t o be in 
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some state 's' whibh is causally responsible for 

any events which are manifestations of M* in 'A*. 

Armstrong holds in addition that the state 's* 

must be specifiable independently of dispositional 

terms, Armstrong advocates the identification of 

a particular disposition in a particular object 

with the underlying state or categorical basis 

'S ' which is causally responsible for manifestations 

of that disposition in that object and hence claims 

that dispositions are causes. 

we do not agree with Arm Strong that 

dispositions are causes. To say that dispositions 

are causes is to say something like this: when we 

say that a glass is brittle we are talking about 

a dispositional property and brittleness which is 

the dispositional property of the glass is the 

cause of its breaking. That is to say^ the glass 

breaks because it is brittle. Now we will examine 

how far this causal relation holds between the 

two and whether .there is any causal relation or 

not. we have to explicate first what the nature 

of the causal relationship is. 

There are three things that can be said 
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regarding causal r e l a t i o n s h i p . F i r s t , the t r u th 

of a causal statement depends on the world as 

i t i s« That i s^ to know whether a p a r t i c u l a r 

causal r e l a t ion e x i s t s or not^ we have to look 

a t the world. I t s t ru th can not be known merely 

by looking at the sentence. For example, whenever 

we say tha t "There i s black cloud in the sky and 

i t i s going to r a i n " we can not know whether the 

propos i t ion i s t rue or not even if we do understand 

what does each word in the sentence mean, second, 

in case of causal r e l a t i o n , the cause and the 

e f f ec t must be independently i d e n t i f i a b l e . That 

i s one must be able to ident i fy the cause indepen­

dent ly of the e f f ec t and vice v e r s a . Third, since 

the t r u t h of the causal statement depends on the 

world as i t i s , therefore if what i s the case in 

the world i s d i f fe ren t then the causal statement 

would be f a l s e . 

Now holding the f i r s t point regarding causal 

r e l a t i o n namely the t ru th or f a l s i t y of a causal 

statement depends on the world as i t i s , 'Aje shal l 

examine how far t h i s can be applied in case of 

Armstrong's theory where he says t h a t the g lass 
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breaks because i t i s b r i t t l e . However we think 

t h a t to see whether t h i s statement i s t rue or not 

we need not have to look at the world. That i s 

t o say, if we know what does b r i t t l e n e s s mean 

and what does the breaking of a g lass mean then 

we can decide whether the statement i s t rue or 

no t unlike in the case when we say t h a t ' there i s 

black could in the sky and therefore i t i s going 

to r a i n . ' Here even if we know what do these words 

mean yet we can not say whether t h i s statement i s 

t rue or not merely by looking a t t h i s sentence, 

we have to see what i s the case in the world and 

then only we can determine i t s t ru th or falsehood. 

Moreover, in case of 'black cloud' and ra in i t 

may be the case t h a t there i s black cloud but no 

r a in follows where as we can never think of t h i s 

p o s s i b i l i t y to be there in the case of b r i t t l e n e s s 

and breaking . If 'X' i s ' b r i t t l e ' but i t i s not 

breaXing under su i tab le circumstances then we wi l l 

not ca l l i t b r i t t l e any more, i t ceases to be 

b r i t t l e . But in case of black cloud even if no 

r a i n follows s t i l l we can say tha t these are black 

c l o u d s . Therefore from a l l these i conclude t h a t 

d i spos i t i ons can not be t r ea t ed as causes . 
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Now I shal l see how f a r the theory tha t 

the cause and the e f f ec t must be independently 

i d e n t i f i a b l e applies to d i s p o s i t i o n s , suppose, 

f^or example, some one asks what i s the cause of 

a d rug ' s pu t t ing someone to s l e e p . We reply tha t 

the cause i s the drug ' s sepor i f ic power. But 

sepor i f i c power means only "the power to cause sleep". 

Therefore i t follows t h a t we cannot ident i fy a 

sepor i f i c drug unless i t induces s l e e p . Therefore 

there can not be any causal r e l a t i on at a l l . Like­

wise , we th ink , the same can be said regarding 

' b r i t t l e n e s s ' and 'breaking' whenever we say tha t 

"the glass breaks because i t i s b r i t t l e " then ^e 

have to ident i fy ' b r i t t l e n e s s ' independently of 

b reak ing . But ' b r i t t l e ' means t h a t i t i s l i a b l e 

t o break . Therefore, i t follows tha t we cannot 

i den t i fy b r i t t l e n e s s unless i t sometimes breaks , 

we cannot ident i fy the unful f i l led p o s s i b i l i t y 

( l i a b i l i t y to break) independently of the ca tegor ica l 

b a s i s , Tl̂ us i t seems t h a t we cannot ident i fy 

' b r i t t l e n e s s ' independently of breaking and so 

i t can not be said to be a causal r e l a t i o n at a l l . 

Moreover, d i spos i t ions are regarded as the s t a t e s 

that ac tual ly stand behind t h e i r manifes ta t ions . 
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It is simply the case that the states are identified 

in terms of their manifestations in suitable con­

ditions/ rather than in terms of their intrinsic 

nature i.e. the categorical basis. That is to say, 

whenever we say that "the glass is brittle" we mean 

that it breaks and not that it has such and such a 

structure or categorical basiso 

So far we have discussed whether dispositions 

can be regarded as causes or not." Now we shall deal 

with one particular question namely whether the 

categorical basis of a disposition is intrinsic or 

not? Armstrong restricts this categorical basis to 

the internal constitution of the object which possesses 

the disposition and therefore holds that the cate­

gorical basis is intrinsic to the object. 

However, to refute this view of Armstrong, 

Mackie holds that the categorical basis can not be 

some intrinsic property of that object possessing 

the disposition and gives the following example. 

Suppose there are two glasses, A and B, both made 

at time 't' which not only look alike but are alike 

in all their intrinsic features. At time ^ each 

is knocked hard in the same way, A breaks but B 

does not. Moreover this would have happened if they 
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would have been s imi lar ly knocked at any time 

betvjeen t , and t ^ . Thus Mackie t r i e s to say t h a t 1 2 ' 

if the ca tegor ica l bas i s of a d ispos i t ion had been 

i t s only i n t r i n s i c feature then i t would have been 

broken and therefore i t implies tha t the ca tegor ica l 

b a s i s i s not r e s t r i c t e d to i n t r i n s i c features only . 

I t seems tha t what happens to A and B 

at t^ i s wholly inexp l i cab le . But i t can not be 

sa id that what happened at t with respect to two 

glasses^ occured by pure chance^ because then one 

can say tha t d i spos i t ions which are manifestation 

of capac i t i e s and tendencies occur by mere chance. 

But t h i s example of Mackie i s not enough to refute 

Arm St rong 's view because h i s own example has 

shov/n t h a t non mater ial condit ional which i s same 

in both the cases dees make one glass break and 

the other does no t . Moreover, He does not offer 

any argument to j u s t i f y the view t h a t the non-

mate r ia l condit ional should a lso be included in the 

ca t egor i ca l bas is^ s ince , he says t h a t both in 

case of A and B the i n t r i n s i c fea tures are the 

same and also t ha t each i s knocked hard in the same 

way with the r e s u l t tha t one breaks and the other 

does no t , then i t makes no sense to accept one 
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and to r e j ec t the other without any reason. 

Therefore, i t seems tha t Mackie has not succeeded 

in r e j ec t ing the view tha t the ca tegor ica l bas i s 

belongs to i t s i n t r i n s i c f e a t u r e . However, i t 

does not imply tha t t h i s example shows tha t 

i n t r i n s i c fea ture i s the ca tegor ica l basiso 

we see tha t the manifestat ions of a d i s ­

pos i t i ona l property takes place in an environment 

and the object manifesting t h i s d i spos i t ion has 

c e r t a i n i n t r i n s i c n a t u r e . The environment includes 

a l l the natural environment and these two together 

serve as the ' b a s i s ' of a d i s p o s i t i o n . However, 

s ince to a s se r t t h a t an object possesses a d ispos i t ion 

i s to say something about the object and not about 

i t s environment then i t implies t h a t i t i s the ob j ec t ' s 

i n t e rna l cons t i tu t ion which i s important and i t i s 

q u i t e conceivable to think of an object as possessing 

a d i spos i t ion without thinking of the environment. 

However, one can say tha t the non material condi­

t i o n a l i s causally important to be counted as the 

bas i s of a d i s p o s i t i o n . Suppose, for example, an 

object \i7hich i s such tha t while i t i s at some places 

on e a r t h , if we knock i t , i t wi l l not shu t te r but 

if we put i t on d i f fe ren t place and tap i t sharply 

file:///i7hich


32 

then i t s h u t t e r s . Here i t seems tha t t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r environment of the ear th can be t rea ted 

as the ba s i s of a d ispos i t ion because the above 

objec t sha t t e r s in a ce r t a in environment though 

i t s in t e rna l cons t i tu t ion remains unchanged. 

However, i t seems to me t h a t here we can not 

r e j e c t the in te rna l cons t i tu t ion a l toge the r . In 

t h i s case , the in te rna l cons t i tu t ion plays the 

v i t a l r o l e , we have to explain i t in t h i s way. 

I t i s because the object has got such and iguch 

s t r u c t u r e , t h a t i s why, when i t i s put in t h a t 

p a r t i c u l a r place on ear th and i s tapped, i t 

s h a t t e r s . Otherwise, if only the environment of 

t h a t p a r t i c u l a r place had been the bas i s of i t s 

b reaking , then any object which i s put in tha t 

environment and i s knocked must have broken. 

we can not explain the f ac t of i t s breaking with­

out taking in to account the f a c t t ha t i t has 

such and such s t ruc ture and also t h a t i t does 

not break on other places but i t breaks only 

when i t i s on tha t p a r t i c u l a r p l a c e . Therefore, 

I th ink, t h a t whenever we ascribe a p a r t i c u l a r 

d i spos i t i ona l predicate to a p a r t i c u l a r object e . g . 

whenever v;e say t h a t a g lass i s f r ag i l e we are 
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saying something p a r t i c u l a r about the g l a s s . 

So there must be something in the g lass i . e . the 

s t ruc tu re of the g lass which i s responsible for 

i t s breaking. Otherv^ise^. if the in t e rna l c o n s t i ­

tu t ion would have nothing to do with breaking 

then any thing put under such an environment must 

have broken and no one would have ca l led the glass 

f r a g i l e any longer . 

I thinks the in te rna l cons t i tu t ion i . e . the 

s t r u c t u r e of the g lass alone can be regarded as 

the ' b a s i s ' of a d i spos i t ion and if such a s t ruc ture 

had not been there then the object would not have 

manifested such a d i spos i t ion even though i t i s put 

in such and such environment and i s knocked or in 

o ther words/ I can say tha t the environment and the 

tapping, knocking and dropping e t c . are some of the 

condi t ions which br ing for th the manifestat ions of 

a p a r t i c u l a r d i spos i t i on . That i s , they are the 

necessary condit ions for the manifestat ions of a 

p a r t i c u l a r d i s p o s i t i o n . Whereas the in te rna l 

c o n s t i t u t i o n which we c a l l the bas i s i s the 

s u f f i c i e n t condit ions for the manifestations of any 

p a r t i c u l a r d i s p o s i t i o n . Moreover I think that if 

the in t e rna l cons t i t u t ion had not been the suf f ic ien t 

condi t ion then no amount of e f fo r t could make a 

th ing J&ragile. They are manifested by ce r ta in 
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favourable condit ions which are ca l led i t s 

necessary cond i t ions . Since in t e rna l cons t i tu t ions 

alone are the suf f ic ien t condit ions for the mani­

f e s t a t i o n of a p a r t i c u l a r d i spos i t ion therefore 

I think t h a t the in te rna l cons t i tu t ions and the 

non mater ial condi t ionals together cannot be 

t r e a t e d as the bas i s of a d i spos i t i on . I t i s t rue 

t h a t the environment and the non mater ia l condi­

t i o n a l s are required for the manifestat ion of a 

d i spos i t i on but t h a t does not mean t h a t they h 

alone are suf f ic ien t for the explanation of a 

p a r t i c u l a r d i s p o s i t i o n , 

A d i spos i t iona l property d i f f e r s from a 

non-dispos i t iona l property in the sense tha t the 

d i spos i t i ona l property i s cond i t iona l . That i s 

t o say, the manifestat ion of a d i spos i t iona l 

property takes place under ce r t a in condi t ions . 

Therefore these condi t ions have to be present there 

if we want to explain any d i spos i t iona l p roper ty . 

Thus knocking or tapping e t c . are necessary if \-je 

want to explain the d i spos i t iona l property namely 

• b r i t t l e ' . 

Moreover, I think tha t the in te rna l c o n s t i ­

t u t i o n or s t ruc ture i s su f f i c ien t to explain the 
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d i spos i t i on of objectso If we examine a p a r t i c u l a r 

objec t in the laboratory and find tha t i t has 

such and such a s t ruc tu re and that s t ruc ture i s 

the b a s i s for the manifestation of a p a r t i c u l a r 

d i spos i t i on then even if the non-material condi t ionals 

have not been s a t i s f i e d v/e can say tha t t h i s p a r t i -

c u l a r object i s disposed to behave in such and such 

a way since i t has such and such a s t r u c t u r e . 

Therefore, I want to say tha t an object 

in possession of a d i spos i t iona l property i s 

s t r u c t u r a l l y d i f fe ren t from an object which does 

not possess such a property and for me as I have 

already shown, d i spos i t ions cannot be t rea ted as 

c a u s e s . That i s to say, the ca tegor ica l bas i s of 

a d i spos i t ion can not be t rea ted as the cause of 

the manifestation of a d isposi t iono 



36 

REFERENCES 

Gilbert Ryle, The concept of Mind^ p.43, 

"Nelson Good man. Fact, Figtion and Forecast^ 
pp . 44- 5 . 

•̂ Arm Strong, A Materialist Theory of Mind, p.86, 

% . L . Mackie, Truth/ Probability and Paradox, 
p.130, 

Roger Squires, Analysis ed. by C.J.F.Williams 
( 1974) . iDispositions, States and Causes" by 
Robert CumminSo 



C H A P T E R - I I I 



37 

RYLE ON 'DISPOSITION* 

In the p r e v i o u s Chap te r , I made an a t tempt 

t o show what i s r e a l l y meant by ' d i s p o s i t i o n * . In 

t h e p r e s e n t c h a p t e r my o b j e c t i v e i s t o examine 

R y l e • s view on mind and d i s p o s i t i o n » 

G i l b e r t Ryle in the i n t r o d u c t i o n of h i s 

book 'The Concept of Mind* argues t h a t t h e r e « re 

c e r t a i n mental phenomena l i k e pe rce iv ing^ dreaming^ 

kno\>ring, th ink ing^ w i l l i n g , a rguing and so on and 

t h e ph i losophy of mind d e a l s wi th these c o n c e p t s . 

Non-phi losophers a l so use these concep ts in t h e i r 

day t o day l i f e . They know how and where t o apply 

such concepts as s t u p i d , c a r e f u l , c a r e l e s s , i n t e ­

l l i g e n t , s h a r p , e t c . e t c . . P s y c h o l o g i s t s a l s o use 

and t a l k about t he se c o n c e p t s . Both p s y c h o l o g i s t s 

and o r d i n a r y people know t o d e t e c t t h e i r mis takes 

i n the use of t h e s e c o n c e p t s . ' 

However, Ryle argues t h a t t o know how to 

apply these concepts i s d i f f e r e n t from knowing 

how t o c o r r e l a t e t h e s e concepts wi th one another 

and a l s o how t o c o r e l a t e t h e s e concep ts wi th concepts 
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of other sorts. According to Ryle, it is the task 

o£ the.philosopher to determine the logical 

geography of these concepts. To make it more clear 
r 

Ryle argues that the common man may know each and 

every house of his own locality but might not be 

knowing at which point of the earth it stands and 

what are latitudial and longituditial point it 

occupies. Ttiat is he cannot draw a map of his own 

place. It is the task of the geographer to deter­

mine all these. Likewise, Ryle holds that a common 

man also knows how and where to apply the concepts 

like careful and else but he does not know how to 

correlate this concept with other similar concepts. 

A philosopher specifies the conditions of correct 

application of mental concepts in the sense that 

he is concerned with finding out the cases where 

we can apply these concepts. When we specify these 

conditions we can see that many philosophical problems 

arise. Philosophical psychology is not intended 

to increase what we know about our minds but to 

specify and earmark the logical geography of the 

knowledge which v^ already possess. Psychological 

theories provide causal explanations of mental 
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concepts. Psychologists are concerned with the 

case like what is it that causes dream, what is 

it that causes learning, forgetting, remembering 

etc. etc,. Their task is to describe that if such 

and such thing happens then such and such a - ̂ \ 

phenomenon will ocqur. Therefore, to produce 

causal explanations is the main task of the 

p sychologists o 

Generally common men are not worried about 

the causes of a mental phenomena. For example, 

a common man whenever he dreams a particular dream 

he is not bothered about the cause behind such a 

dream. He is not bothered about what causes him 

to see such a dream. On the contrary psychologists 

try to find out the causes of dream. His function 

is to give only the causal explanation. Where as 

a philosopher is concerned with finding out the 

distinction betvjeen dreaming and waking. He tries 

to determine vrhat are the criteria of dreaming 

and waking state and when the philosophers tries 

to analyse these concepts so many problems arise. 

so far, we have talked about what according 

to Ryle is the task of the philosophers and the 
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psychologis ts in the study of mindo Let me explain 

how Ryle presents h i s own views regarding mind. 

According to Ryle^ mind i s l og i ca l l y d i f f e ren t 

from the body,'Mind' belongs to one log ica l category 

d i f f e r en t from tha t of body. That ±s, mind in no 

way can be said to be a ' t h ing ' as the body can be 

said to be a t h i n g . Therefore, according to Ryle, 

whenever we speak of a person i t does not mean 

t h a t he has mind which i s i nv i s ib l e t o u s , A 

person i s not composed of both a body and mind. 

According to him, a person i s said to have a mind 

if he can do ce r ta in so r t s of t h i n g s . To possess 

mind i s not to possess an inv i s ib le e n t i t y . 

In Ryle 's language - to ta lk of a person 's 

mind t^'^itis to t a lk of the person ' s a b i l i t i e s , 

l i a b i l i t i e s and inc l ina t ions to do and undergo 

c e r t a i n so r t s of things and of the doing and under­

going of these things in the ordinary world," 

I t h ink , we can i n t e r p r e t Ryle 's view in the 

following way -

Human beings are d i f fe ren t from other beings 

say , animals because human beings have got minds 

whereas animals do not have minds. Animals can 
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not be said to have minds because they cannot do 

c e r t a i n so r t s of things which human beings can do. 

Thus, i t seems t h a t Ryle wants to say t h a t i t i s 

because human beings can do ce r t a in so r t s of ' 

th ings t ha t we can say tha t they have mind and ' 

not t h a t they have something ca l led a mind and 

therefore they are incl ined to do ce r ta in so r t s 

of things« 

Man has some p r e v i l e ^ s over animals. Human 

beings are d i f fe ren t from other beings say, animals 

not only in the sense tha t human beings have a 

physical s t ruc tu re which i s d i f f e ren t from tha t of 

the. so ca l led animals. I t i s not only t ha t they 

d i f f e r physical ly but i t i s held t ha t we can make 

a d i s t i n c t i o n between human beings and other 

t e r r e s t r i a l c rea tures so fa r as the i n t e l l e c t u a l 

a b i l i t y of the tv/o i s concerned, ve can say in 

o ther words, tha t human beings are r a t iona l creatures 

But we have to see what i s t h i s r a t i o n a l i t y which 

ma&es a man d i f fe ren t from other c r e a t u r e s . Jonathan 

Bennett holds r a t i o n a l i t y means - "whatever i t i s 

t h a t humans possess which marks them off, in respect 

of i n t e l l e c t u a l capac i ty , sharply and importantly 
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from a l l other known spec ies . " Therefore when­

ever we say tha t human beings are r a t iona l i t 

implies t h a t he i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y capable of doing 

something which the animals l ack . 

However/ the a b i l i t y to use language i s 

c r u c i a l to r a t i o n a l i t y because tha t a c rea ture i s 

r a t i o n a l or t h a t he i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y capable of 

doing so many things say th ink, imagine, i s expressed 

through h i s use of d i f fe ren t so r t s of language. 

Here Bennett holds t ha t if human language i s an 

expression of r a t i o n a l i t y then one might ask what 

are the c r i t e r i a by which we can say t h a t human 

language i s an expression of r a t i o n a l i t y ? Or in 

o ther words why i t i s such tha t the using of language 

i s said to be the mark of r a t i o n a l i t y . 

Now, we can say tha t human language has 

c e r t a i n fea tures tha t are lacking in j u s t babbling. 

F i r s t human language unlike babbling f a l l s under 

c e r t a i n ru les in the sense that these ru les rdate 

what i s said in the language to the f a c t s about 

i t s subject mat te r . Whereas in the case of mere 

babbling there i s no ru le and therefore babbling 

does not have any r e l a t i o n to whatever i t i s there 

in the outside world. 
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Moreover, whenever a group of human beings 

have a common language, t h e i r language f a l l s under 

c e r t a i n ru les and since t h i s language follows 

c e r t a i n ru le s therefore i t i s possible for one 

another to understand the same language and we know 

t h a t the members of a p a r t i c u l a r group follows a 

p a r t i c u l a r language by looking at t h e i r behaviour 

and therefore there i s a r e l a t i o n bet\>;een language 

and behaviour or a c t i v i t y . And I th ink, t ha t i s 

why Wittgenstein also 'holds t h a t "speaking of . 

language i s par t of an a c t i v i t y or of a form of 
3 

l i f e " . He holds t h a t speaking of a language i s 

a p a r t of an a c t i v i t y . Both the language and the 

a c t i v i t y are woven toge the r . To be more c lea r 

we can, for example, use the word 'Thanks' , I 

understand the meaning of the word ' thanks ' only 

through a p a r t i c u l a r form of gesture , If t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r form of gesture i s not t h e r e , I can 

not understand what the word ' thanks ' mean t h e r e . 

Therefore i t follows from t h i s tha t language i s 

always r e l a t ed to a c t i v i t y . 

Fur ther , since language f a l l s under ce r t a in 

r u l e s , the re fo re , i t i s poss ib le t o de tec t mistakes 

in our uses of language, we can t e l l whether we are 
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follovaing a rule co r rec t ly or no t . And so far 

as we use language and so far as language i s ru le 

governed and also so far as we are capable of 

de tec t ing mistakes in our use of the ru les of 

language i t implies t ha t we show some kind of 

awareness for the r u l e s . And t h i s awareness to 

r u l e s i s su f f i c ien t to prove t h a t we are r a t i o n a l . 

Thus i t seems that the f i r s t previlege 

of man over animals i s t h a t man can speak a 

language whereas animals cannot. Moreover^ man 

can ' th ink* , imagine and can do so many other 

th ings v/hich are regarded as mental and animals 

are deprived of a l l t h e s e . Thinking alvzays involves 

c e r t a i n concepts . That i s^ we always think through 

concept's. Animals do not have any concepts . 

Moreover man can be aware of h i s ovjn se l f . Animals 

can fee l pain and can have other sensat ions l i k e 

human be ing . However^ Ryle holds t ha t having a 

sensat ion i s not an exercise of a qua l i ty of 

i n t e l l e c t or cha rac t e r . In other words, i t does 

never mean t h a t only i n t e l l i g e n t c rea tures can 

have sensa t ions , sensat ion even can be had by 

c rea tu re s in whose case we can not apply any mental 

concept . I t i s never the case t h a t a creature in 
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order to have a sensation ' i t has to possess a 

mind. In short / a c rea ture having a mind can 

f ee l and have sensat ions but to have some sensations 

i s not to have a mind. For example, even an ea r th ­

worm also fee l s pain when i t gets hu r t but i t does 

not know t h a t i t i s fee l ing pain in the sense 

I know tha t I am in pain now. Like human beings 

they do not have self awareness and the concept 

of a p a i n . That i s to say, they do not know pain 

as pa in . Therefore, Ryle says tha t having a sensa­

t i o n i s not an exercise of a qua l i ty of i n t e l l e c t 

or cha rac t e r . Hence we are not too proud to concede 

sensa t ions to r a p t i l e s . Since an animal can not 

t h i n k , therefore^ he i s debarred from doing so 

0\any things t ha t a man can do. Man can solve 

and crea te problems only because he can think and 

therefore the concept of understanding can be 

ascribed to them. Therefore Ryle would say tha t 

human beings are said to have minds because they 

can do a l l these so r t s of things and also some 

o ther s imi la r a c t i v i t i e s which animals can no t . 

Ryle holds t h a t whenever a person i s said to have 

minds i t means tha t he can do ce r t a in sor t s of 

th ings and he does these things in the ordinary 
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world and does not do i t in the special mental 

worldo In other words^ i t means t ha t a person 

i s said to be exerc is ing the q u a l i t i e s of mind 

whenever he behaves in ce r t a in ways and h i s 

behaviour or conduct i s observable to a l l . For 

example, Ryle would say tha t we ascribe the 

pred ica te ' i n t e l l i g e n c e ' to a person whenever we 

see t h a t he behaves in ce r t a in ways. For Ryle 

t o say tha t a person i s i n t e l l i g e n t means t ha t 

he i s disposed to behave in such and such a way. 

I t i s not the case t h a t h i s overt behaviours 

are the e f f ec t s of something mental , t h a t i s , 

the manifestation of some occult s t a t e . I t 

fol lows from t h i s t h a t , according to Ryle, we 

can not say t h a t 'He i s i n t e l l i g e n t ' and ' t h e r e ­

fore he does these t h i n g s , ' On the contrary , 

we are to say tha t he does these things and 

therefore he i s I n t e l l i gen to 

However, from t h i s i t appears to us t h a t 

Ryle i s out and out a m a t e r i a l i s t . He explains 

mind completely in terms of behaviour. But Ryle 

i s not ignoring the f ac t t h a t there i s a difference 

between our behaviour and the merely physical 
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processes . For example/ can we c a l l a par ro t 

w i t t y if i t makes ce r t a in spr ts of mascular 

movements and uses ce r t a in sor t s of language? 

A pa r ro t may under proper ins t ruc t ion make remarks 

which may look i n t e l l i ^ n t . But' we never say tha t 

the par ro t i s wi t ty or vje never at tach any sense 

of humour t o i t s ut terence . Had Ryle been out 

and out a m a t e r i a l i s t he would have said t ha t a 

p a r r o t i s also ' w i t t y ' . However, Ryle Tsays t ha t 

whenever we say tha t a person and not par ro t i s 

' w i t t y ' , i t seems we are ascr ibing the sense of 

humour not to something which we can see and per ­

ceive but to something which vje can not see'. Ryle 

says tha t the reason why in one case we can say 

t h a t the action was wi t ty and in the other case 

i t i s not , i s t h a t an v/itty act i s done on purpose, 

whereas w i t l e s s act has no purpose behind i t . 

However, Ryle holds t ha t whenever i t i s said tha t 

an wi t ty act i s done on purpose i t does not mean 

t h a t there i s an act of purpose and the action 

i s the ef fec t of i t « He the^) says tha t vAienever 

we say tha t an action i s done on purpose i t does 

not mean t h a t there i s an act of purpose and the 

act ion i s the ef fec t of i t . He then says tha t ' 

whenever we say tha t an action i s done on purpose 
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then i t means t h a t the action i s the exercise 

of s k i l l . But whenever we say tha t i t i s an 

exe rc i se of s k i l l i t does not mean tha t the s k i l l 

i s the cause of h i s ac t ion . Sk i l l i s not an occul t 

happening.;, s k i l l i s not an act or a happening 

but i t i s a d i s p o s i t i o n . That i s to say, whenever 

we say that X i s sk i l l ed in doing t h i s or t ha t or 

X i s s k i l l f u l , i t does not mean tha t the s k i l l i s 

something in te rna l and i t i s the cause of h i s doing 

t h i s or t h a t t h ing . On the other hand, whenever 

we say tha t X i s s k i l l f u l , i t simply means t h a t X 

i s capable of doing such and such thingso He i s 

disposed to do such and such whenever the need 

a r i s e s . Therefore, s k i l l i s simply a d i spos i t i on . 

Thus, Ryle holds t h a t >*ienever a person i s said 

to be ' i n t e l l i g e n t * or 'humerous' i t simply means 

t h a t he i s disposed to do ce r ta in sor ts of t h i n g s . 

' I n t e l l i g e n c e ' and 'humuourous' re fer to those 

a c t i v i t y of h i s . we do not c a l l a par ro t humorous 

or wi t ty even though i t might u t t e r the same thing 

as a humorist u t t e r s because i t i s not disposed 

to do cer ta in other things which a humorist can do, 

raoreover/ Ryle holds t ha t there i s no such 

th ing as mental act-. He holds t h a t whenever we 
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perform an ac t ion , our action cannot be said to-

be the r e s u l t of our mental a c t s . The t r a d i t i o n a l 

theory holds t h a t whenever somebody performs an 

a c t i o n s , f i r s t , there i s a mental act to be per­

formed and then the action i s performed. Hence 

there are two th ings ; one i s the mental act and 

second, the actual ac t ion . But Ryle argues tha t 

t o hold such a theory i s to commit a serious 

f a l l a c y . I t i s the fa l lacy of i n f i n i t e r e g r e s s . 

Ryle holds t h a t if i t i s such tha t whenever we 

perform an action there i s an in te rna l act of per­

forming t h a t action then we have to perform another 

i n t e r n a l act to perform the in te rna l act of per­

forming t h a t ac t ion , so the question wi l l a r i se 

how do we perform the i n i t i a l act of theor i s ing? 

I t seems t h a t no beginning can be made. So the 

regress fol lows. Ryle holds ' that whenever we say 

t h a t X has such and such a be l i e f , i t does not 

mean tha t he i s in a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e or he i s 

undergoing a p a r t i c u l a r process a l l the time but 

t h a t he i s disposed to behave in such and such a 

way, 

Ryle by introducing the concept of 'heed' 

r e j e c t s the view -that there are mental s t a t e s of 
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believing whenever a person is said to believe 

something. H© holds that whenever a person is 

doing something heedfully, it does not imply that 

he is undergoing a particular state which is 

observable only to himself• Ryle rather holds 

that to do something heedfully means to do various 

things when the nee'd arises. Apart from these 

overt performances heed does not refer to any 

internal occurrences. 

Similarly Ryle holds that whenever a person 

is said to be 'vain glorious' it does not mean that 

there is something going on in his mind all the 

time and that is why he behaves in the way he 

behaves. Ryle holds that it is something wrong to 

suppose that there is a mental process going on 

when a person is said to be vain glorious, Ryle 

holds that whenever a person is said to be vain it 

simply means that he talks a lot, rejects criticisms 

about himself and so on and so forth. Vain refers 

to those overt performances. That is to say, 

there is nothing more apart from these overt beha­

viour. One is vain means one is disposed to do 

lots of things and the person who is not vain is 

not disposed to do these things. Likewise, whenever 
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one i s said to love or hate someone there i s 

nothing mental about i t in the sense tha t nothing 

goes on in one 's mind a l l the^ t ime, I t i s not a 

mental s t a t e or there i s no mental s ta te of loving 

o r ha t ing somebody o To love someone or to hate 

someone means to be disposed to behave in cer ta in 

ways. Whenever Ryle says tha t to love or to hate 

i s to behave in a p a r t i c u l a r way i t means that 

there can not be a case of loving or hat ing if 

these a c t i v i t i e s or behaviours are not there and 

love or hate r e fe r s to these behaviours and nothing 

more. 

From a l l these i t appears t ha t for Ryle^ 

there i s no underlying s t a t e behind the manifesta­

t i o n s of a d i s p o s i t i o n . Disposi t ions do not stand 

for any fur ther underlying s t a t e . Therefore, he 

holds tha t whenever we apply mental concepts l i k e 

' i n t e l l i g e n t ' , ' courageous ' , "^^litty' e t c . to a 

person i t simply means t h a t he i s disposed to do 

such and such. In other words, he behaves in a 

p a r t i c u l a r way whenever the need a r i s e s . They do 

not re fe r to any in te rna l pr iva te s t a t e s or 

processes* 
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Though Ryle seems to base h i s theory of 

mind on Wittgensteinian l i ne s yet h i s theory d i f fe r s 

from t h a t of Wit tgens te in , Like Wittgenstein he 

a l so holds t h a t mind does not re fer to any seperate 

substance or e n t i t y . Though Wittgenst in holds 

t h a t mind does not re fer to any ' t h i n g ' or ' e n t i t y ' 

ye t he does not deny the innerness of mind, I'lhereas 

Ryle holds t h a t mind does not r e fe r to anything 

inner and i t i s simply the d ispos i t ions of the 

body, Wit tgenstein argues "An inner process stands 
4 

in need of outward c r i t e r i a " . In other words, if 

t he re i s no inner then the ' ou te r ' cannot be under­

s tood . Some behaviour i s not i n t e l l i g i b l e to us 

if we do not linX i t with the "inner", whereas, 

Ryle holds tha t there i s no "inner" and mind actual ly 

r 'efers to ce r t a in so r t s of behaviour or d i s p o s i t i o n s . 

Now we sha l l see what does Wit tgers te in 

mean by a c r i t e r i o n . In philosophical inves t iga t ions 

i t has been used in t h i s sense t h a t a c r i t e r i o n for 

a given th ing being so i s something t h a t can show 

the th ing to be so and show by i t s absence tha t the 

t h ing i s not s o . I t i s something by which one may 

be j u s t i f i e d in r e j ec t ing tha t the th ing i s so and 

by whose absence one may be j u s t i f i e d in saying 
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t h a t the thing i s not so _ a l l t h i s by logica l 

necess i ty evidence for a mental s ta te or process 

which i s not i t s e l f observableo 

Therefore, c r i t e r i o n or c r i t e r i a i s such 

t h a t if they are not there then the thing in 

ques t ion can not be said to e x i s t . For example, 

i f a, b , c i s said to be the c r i t e r i a of 'F ' then 

i f a, b , c i s not there then the F can not be 

t h e r e . Thus i t seems tha t Wit tgensteinian de f i ­

n i t i o n of c r i t e r i a i s t ha t i t i s the necessary and 

su f f i c i en t condit ion of a t h i n g . Because only 

i f something i s the su f f i c ien t and necessary 

condi t ions of something then only the presence or 

absence of those condi t ions can make any difference 

to tha t th ing . And i t i s true both log ica l ly and 

empi r i ca l ly . Moreover, vjhen we say that something 

i s the c r i t e r i a of something i t implies tha t i t i s 

something by which we can know tha t the thing i s 

so and s o . Now vje can present one example, suppose 

a person i s suffering from a p a r t i c u l a r disease 

c a l l e d 'Z ' , Since he i s siiffering from tha t disease 

h i s i n t e rna l organisms are in a p a r t i c u l a r condit ion 

ca l l ed 'F ' and ' z ' has symptoms l ike a, b , c'. Now, 

h e r e , what can be ca l led the necessary' and suf f ic ien t 
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condit ion of 'Z* i s t h a t he i s having ' F ' and we 

sha l l say tha t he i s suffering from t h a t disease 

by observing those symptoms. 

Now we shal l have to see t h a t whenever he 

speaks of the outward c r i t e r i a which one does he 

mean. Take for instance the word ' pa in" . Now if 

we say tha t the c r i t e r i a i s the necessary and 
op 

s u f f i c i e n t conditions-vsomething then whenever any­

one i s in pain then these outward expressions have 

to be t h e r e . Because they are the necessary and 

s u f f i c i e n t condit ions of p a i n . If i t i s such tha t 

outward behaviour i s the necessary and su f f i c ien t 

condi t ions of, pain then we can not conceive of pain 

if these behaviours are not t h e r e . But I th ink , 

i f we take behaviour as the c r i t e r i o n of the 

so ca l l ed ' i nne r ' then we have to face some d i f f i ­

c u l t i e s . Because then, to say t h a t , *he' i s in 

p a i n ' v;ould mean tha t he i s behaving in such and 

such a way I Here pain vjould mean only 'pain behaviour' 

and nothing more , 

Hov/ever, I th ink, whenever Wittgenstein says 

t h a t inner should stand in need of the outward 

' c r i t e r i a ' , he uses the term ' c r i t e r i a ' in the sense 
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t h a t i t i s an observable phenomena by which •we 

can know t h a t something mental i s going on which 

i s unobservable to u s . I th ink , if we take 

c r i t e r i o n in t h i s sense then we need not have to 

face the above d i f f i c u l t y . Because t h i s v/ay of 

expla in ing the c r i t e r i o n v;ould imply t h a t i t i s 

necessary to the explanation of inner but i t i s 

not the suf f ic ien t condi t ion . Since i t i s only 

necessary and not su f f i c ien t to the explanation 

of ' i n n e r ' , we need not have to equate 'pa in ' with 

'pa in behaviour*. Wittgenstein v/ould say that 

i t i s necessary in the sense tha t if these beha­

v iours are not there then pain would not be a 

word in language. I t i s necessary for teaching 

and learn ing of the use of the word ' p a i n ' . 

Moreover, when Wittgenstein holds t h a t 

' i n n e r ' should stand in need of the ' ou te r ' i t appears 

t h a t he gives more emphasis upon the ' o u t e r ' than 

the ' i nne r ' . For him i t i s not the case tha t there 

i s the ' i nne r ' and therefore we behave in the way 

we behave i . e . the inner does not act upon the 

o u t e r . On the cont rary , he can be in te rpre ted as 

holding t h a t inner has to be there since there i s 

the ou t e r . In the same way, he holds "A wheel tha t 
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"can be turned though nothing e l se moves vjith i t , 
- 5 i s not pa r t of the machanism". With the help of 

t h i s example also he t r i e s to shovj t ha t extiernal 

behaviour may be there but if nothing goes on 

v/ith t h i s behaviour, then the behaviour i s not 

meaningful. He holds t h a t the p a r t i c u l a r v/heel 

of a machine, if i t i s to be regarded as a pa r t of 

the machine, then the other pa r t s a l s o m.ust move 

vjith i t and if the other pa r t s move along with i t , 

then only the f i r s t p a r t can be said to be the 

p a r t of the machine, other\irise no t . Similar ly, 

he holds t ha t the externa l behaviour i s not mean­

ingful to us if there i s nothing internal". The 

ex te rna l behaviour to be meaningful, there has to 

be the inner character of mind. Therefore, we 

see t ha t though Wittgenstein gave much emphasis 

upon behaviour yet he i s not a behaviour is t because 

he does not r e j ec t the innerness of mind. He holds 

t h a t for the external to be meaningful, the inner 

has to be t h e r e , whereas, Ryle i s completely a 

behav iour i s t because he r e j ec t s the innerness of 

mind. 

So far we have explained what Ryle has to 

say about the d i spos i t iona l analysis of mind and 

a lso hovj Ryle d i f fe r s from Wit tgens te in , Now l e t 
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me examine hovj far Ryle 's theory i s acceptable , 

Ryle in h i s book 'The concept of Mind*, holds 

t h a t mind i s simply the d i spos i t ions of the body 

l i k e other d i spos i t ions e . g . ' b r i t t l e ' ' e l a s t i c ' 

e t c . whenever vje say tha t a glass i s b r i t t l e , i t 

simply means tha t the glass i s disposed to break. 

But the main th ing i s t h a t Ryle does not make 

any attempt to shovj why ce r t a in concepts are cal led 

physical and others are ca l led psychological if 

both of them are d i spos i t iona l concepts , we say, 

' b r i t t l e ' a physical concept and not a psychological 

concept . Likewise, 'w i t t y ' i s a mental concept and 

not a physical concept . If mind i s simply a d i s ­

pos i t i on of the body, l ike other d i spos i t iona l 

concepts , then there need not be anything as 

•rr.ental concep t s ' . In shor t , the main d i f f i c u l t y , 

t h a t can be pointed out in Ryle 's theory i s t h a t 

he a l l the time t a lks about mental concepts and 

physical concepts but he does not give any c r i t e r i o n 

by which we can d i s t ingu ish the mind from the mat ter . 

If Ryle can not give any such c r i t e r i o n by which 

we can d is t inguish the mind from the matter then 

there i s no point in saying t h a t there e x i s t s two 

s o r t s of concepts - physical concepts and psychological 
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concepts . So' the quest ion wil l a r i s e t h a t why 

i s i t such tha t if there i s no c r i t e r i o n by which 

we can make a d i s t i n c t i o n betv^en the mind and 

matter then hovj i s i t tha t b r i t t l e n e s s i s a 

physical concept whereas i n t e l l i g e n t / v/itty are 

mental concepts? Therefore/ i t seems that Ryle, 

though could not provide a c r i t e r i o n to d is t inguish 

mind from the matter yet he ho lds , a ra ther dogma­

t i c a l l y that there i s a d i s t i nc t ion betv^en the two« 

Moreover/ though Ryle in The concept of 

Miind t r i e d to shov; t h a t the t r a d i t i o n a l theory 

of mind involves the f a l l a c i e s of ad absuradum, 

c i r c u l a r i t y / and i n f i n i t y r eg res s ,ye t he was 

q u i t e unavjare of the fac t t h a t h i s own the i ry of 

mind involves the fa l l acy of arguing in a c i r c l e . 

The fa l lacy of arguing in a c i r c l e i s 

com.mitted when one proposi t ion i s defended by 

another and the second i s defended by reference to 

the f i r s t . This fa l l acy i s also committed when 

we take for granted a general proposi t ion or 

p r i n c i p l e which already contains the conclusion 

to be proved. Ryle 's theory involves the fa l lacy 

of arguing in a c i r c l e in these senses . He t r i e s 
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to defend one proposi t ion by reference to another 

which i s already included in the f i r s t . For 

example, if we apply any mental predicate to a 

person i . e . whenever we say tha t X i s - v a i n ' we 

t r y to explain i t by saying that 'X i s behaving 

in such and such a way" and ' therefore x i s v a i n ' . 

Here we are t ry ing to defend the proposi t ion tha t 

'X i s va in ' by reference to the second proposi t ion 

t h a t 'he behaves in such and such a way' . Then 

i t implies tha t we already presuppose tha t these 

s o r t s of behaviour are ca l led 'vain behav iour ' . 

That i s , if we want to say tha t X i s va in , then 

we must j u s t i f y i t by saying or by giving such 

ins tances which does not include in i t t ha t he i s 

va in , Otherv^ise, i t would be j u s t l i ke saying tha t 

"He i s behaving va in ly" , there fore , he i s vain" 

which i s not a case of proving tha t somebody i s 

vain but "it simply begging the ques t ion , Ryle 

holds t ha t whenever we apply a concept to a person 

i t means t ha t the person i s able to do such and 

such or tha t he has the capaci ty to do such and 

such . For example, whenever we say that 'X i s 

w i t t y or humouras' for Ryle i t means tha t 'X behaves 

or wi l l behave in such and such a way under such 
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and such conditions. But to say like this is to 

presuppose already that this sort of behaviour 

is called humorous and then it is said that he is 

humorist because he shov/s such type of behaviour* 

In short, an attempt is being made to explain what 

it is to be humourous by saying that ij:_is to 

behave humorously. But in order to explain why 

is somebody called a humorist we have to give such 

an explanation where there is no presupposition 

of humorist already in it. 

Further more, it seems that though Ryle 

tries to show that he is not out and out a beha­

viourist yet his explanation and the dispositional 

analysis of mind makes himself totally a behaviourist 

He makes a distinction between our behaviour and 

merely physical process. According to him, a 

parrot may under proper instructions say something 

which is full of humour. But in case of parrot, 

we never say that it is humorous whereas we regard 

a person to be humorous whenever we see him 

exhibiting certain sorts of behaviour. Therefore 

it seems that in case of parrot we can never say 

that it is humorous whereas in case of a person we 

can say that he is humorous. However, Ryle holds 
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that the reason why in case of person we say 

that he is humorous is that whatever he does, does 

on purpose. Ryle explains what he means by purpose 

by saying that a humorous person is skilled at 

doing so many things. But in that case, skill or 

purpose is not the cause behind the action of the 

person. But so long as Ryle equates purposes with 

skill it seems that he is not answering back what 

he is supposed to answer. He is supposed to answer 

why is it such that we never call a parrot humorous 

though we regard some persons as humorous. This 

question presupposes one further question that is, 

why is it such that what a parrot is doing is only 

a physical process and not a piece of behaviour, 

whereas it is called behaviour in case of a person? 

In reply to this, Ryle would say that we call a 

person humorist because he is skilled in doing 

this. That is, he is disposed to do many other 

things connected with it. But in so saying he is 

trying to explain one action by some other act,ions 

which in turn need further explanations. The 

question will again arise why is it that these 

actions are called behaviour and not physical 

processes in their turn? i shall try to make the 
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point more clear. Suppose for instance there is 

a person who utters something and after hearing this 

we say that he is humorous. Again, suppose that 

there is a child who also utters the same sen­

tence. Here we say that the person is humorous 

and we never say that the child is humorous. Ryle 

would say that in case of the child, it is merely 

a physical process. Further^ we can not say in case 

of the child that in uttering this sentence, he is 

behaving or disposed to behave in such and such a 

way. Whereas in case of the person, vje never say 

that it is merely a physical process. We say that 

the person is behaving humorously. Ryle would say 

that the person is said to be behaving humorously 

because he is disposed to do many other things 

which a mere child can not do. But here my question 

is: Why is it that, that in case of a person v;e do 

not say that his behaviour is not merely a physical 

process? what makes it behaviour than merely 

physical process? Ryle does not state clearly what 

makes a physical process a piece of behaviour. 

Ryle never accepts the yiev/ that there is 

a mental process going on whenever we say such thing 

as "one is intelligent or that one is clever. For 
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Ryle^ to say that someone is clever or intelligent 

is to say that he is disposed to behave in such and 

such a way under such and such conditions. It is 

not that he is in possession of an additional mental 

state or process which is observable only to himself 

Ryle explains it with the concept of heeding. When­

ever a person is said to pay heed to something it 

does not mean that he is undergoing a peculiar 

mental state or process which is observable to 

himself . Paying heed is such that we can not just 

pay heed and do .nothing. Ryle argues that vjhene-ver 

a person is said to pay heed̂  to something it 

means that he is capable of doing, certain things, 

paying heed is not something apart from what one 

does heedfully. Therefore, whenever a person is 

said to pay heed to something it means that he is 

doing something attentively, it cannot be that 

he is paying heed to something but he does not 

know what he is doing. For example^ whenever a 

driver is driving heedfully it means that he will 

not pass over the white lines and will stop the 

moment the bus ahead of him looks like stopping. 

According to Ryle^ whenever we say that a driver 

is driving heedfully it means only these and apart 
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from these overt performances there i s no mental 

occurrences -which the word heed re fe r s t o . 

However^ I think tha t Ryle i s not wholly 

r i g h t in holding the view tha t paying heed means 

to perform ce r t a in so r t s of behaviour and nothing 

more. As against Ryle, i t can be said tha t 'paying 

heed ' e n t a i l s a l l these but they are not enough 

to explain i t . That i s whenever a dr iver i s dr iving 

heedfully he does a l l these things plus he i s 

continuously purposing to do a l l these th ings• 

In other words, whenever a dr iver i s dr iv ing heed-

fu l ly he i s av;are tha t he i s doing these things 

and moreover he does those things on purpose. This -

means t ha t there i s something going on in h i s mind 

whenever he i s said to be driving heedful ly . At • 

l e a s t , he i s a l l the time aware of the f ac t tha t 

he i s d r iv ing . 

Moreover, I think we cannot a l together r e j ec t 

mental s t a t e s in explaining mental concepts . We 

can not explain mental conduct concepts by proposing 

a d i spos i t iona l analysis and eleminating mental 

s t a t e s a l toge the r . Ryle would argue tha t we need 

not have to suppose t h a t there i s a mental s ta te 
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whenever a person i s said to be c l e v e r . However^ 

I think t h a t t h i s presupposit ion of a mental s ta te 

i s most important and we cannot explain any mental 

concept if we do not take for granted tha t there 

i s a mental s t a t e , I agree v/ith Ryle t ha t overt 

behaviour has to be these so far as some of the 

mental concepts are concerned. But my point i s 

t h a t these overt behaviour alone cannot explain them. 

There i s something more to t h i s over t behaviour. 

In shor t , we can say that t h i s over t behaviour i s 

the key to our understanding of other persons but 

they are not s u f f i c i e n t , Wfittgenstein also argues 

t h a t if there were no behaviour re la ted to the word 

•pain ' then vje can never teach a ch i ld what the 

word pain means. He says, 'What i t would bfe l i k e 

' i f human beings showed no outward signs of pain 

(did not groan, grimace e tc?) - then i t would be 

impossible to teach a ch i ld the use of the word 

"toothache". If there were no over manifestat ions 

or expressions of pain i . e . if people j u s t inwardly 

had ' p a i n s ' but did not cry or groan or grimace or 

plead for help then there i s no conceivable way 

t h a t any one could learn the use of the word ' p a i n ' . 

But then, ' pa in ' could not be a word in language. 
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Therefore the behaviour, or the expression 

plays an indispensible pa r t in the teaching and 

the learning of the use of the word ' p a i n ' . 

Hoviever, there i s a d i s t i nc t i on betv/een pain and 

pain behaviour. Pain behaviour i t s e l f i s not the 

p a i n . One can knov/ t h a t another person i s in pain 

from h i s express ions . He can only watch h i s 

expressions but he can not feel another 's pa in . 

We cannot say tha t he i s groaning and crying and 

t h a t i s what, i s ca l l ed pa in . Pain as such ±s 

d i f f e r en t from pain behaviour. For example, when 

a chi ld f a l l s down and begins to c ry , \-je t e l l him 

t h a t i t h u r t s , tha t he fee l s pain and vje comjBort 

him assuring tha t i t wi l l soon be b e t t e r . From 

t h i s , the chi ld learns t ha t ce r t a in -modes of 

behaviour e . g . grimace, c ry , groan e t c . are the 

ex te rna l manifestations of the inward fee l ing pain 

and these overt behaviours l e t other people know 

t h a t one i s experiencing tha t pr ivate sensationso 

Thus we have s'een tha t behaviour i s always there 

and i t has got to be there so far as these concepts 

are concerned. That i s , i t i s the key to our 

understandiifig of the mental concepts but they alone 

are not su f f i c ien t to explain these mental concepts, 

un less and u n t i l are assume tha t there i s somethhg 
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going on or t h a t one i s undergoing some s t a t e we 

cannot explain mental concepts . I t h ink , we make 

mistakes whenever v;e think tha t behaviour i s the 

whole thing and there i s nothing more to t h a t . 

Moreover, I think tha t in t h i s case of vje r e j e c t 

inner s t a t e a l together then we can not explain 

p a i n . That i s , i f we say tha t he i s not unc^rgoing 

any mental s t a t e but he i s simply behaving in a 

p a r t i c u l a r way^ then we can not say tha t he i s 

f ee l i ng pa in . For example, a person i s said to be 

' va in ' not because he t a lks a l o t , r e j e c t s c r i t i c i sms 

and does so many other t h i n g s . That i s , a person 

cannot be said to be ' va in ' if there i s nothing 

going on in h i s mind but he simply behaves in 

p a r t i c u l a r way. No one wi l l say t h a t he i s va in . 

I t wi l l be perhaps cor rec t to say tha t ac tual ly 

he i s not vain but he i s such a sor t of person 

t h a t he always t a lk s a l o t and r e j e c t s c r i t i c i s m s . 

Since a ch i ld may also be taught to ta lk a l o t 

and no one on tha t account wil l say that the ch i ld 

i s va in . Therefore I think tha t since Ryle r e j e c t s 

the view t h a t there i s no mental s t a t e corresponding 

t o c e r t a i n mental concepts he can not explain 

those mental concepts by holding the d i spos i t iona l 

ana lys i s of mind. 
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Wittgenstein also can be in te rpre ted t o 

have accepted the view t h a t we can not r e j ec t the 

mental s t a t e a l together in explaining ce r t a in 

mental concepts , Wittgenstein argues tha t we can 

not explain 'remembering* if we hold the view tha t 

in remembering there i s no mental s t a t e going on, 

Wit tgenstein maintains -

"But you surely cannot deny tha t* 
fo r example/ in remembering, an 
inner process takes pi aceo" What 
gives the impression t h a t we want 
to deny anything? When one says# 
" S t i l l , an inner process does take 

place he re" - one wants to go on; 
After a l l , you see i t " - And i t i s 
t h i s inner process t ha t one means 
by the word 'remembering* - The 
impression tha t we wanted to deny 
something a r i ses from our s e t t i n g 
our faces against the p i c tu re of 
the inner processo The assumption 
of an inner process gives us the 
co r r ec t idea of the use of the word 
"to remember"« we say tha t t h i s 
p i c t u r e with i t s ramif icat ions stand 
in the way of <nu r seeing the ui^ of 
the word as i t i s . " 7 

Thus Wittgenstein wants to say tha t we can 

not hold the view tha t there i s no inner process'. 

Moreover, he can be in te rpre ted as saying tha t 
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remembering is completely an inner process. For 

example, whenever, I try to remember something or 

whenever I try to remember what I did in the last 

evening, I just go on correlating one action with 

another and in this way, i finally remember what 

I did. This sort of correlating is completely a 

process of thinking. I need not have to behave 

physically in a particular manner. What I am required 

to do is to do some sort of thinking and this is 

completely a mental process. Otherwise, as Wittgen­

stein says, 

"Why should I deny that there is a 
mental process? But "There have 
just taken"piacQ in me the mental 
process of remembering " means 
nothing more than I have just remem­
bered." To deny the mental process 
would mean to deny remembering, to 
deny that any one ever remembers 
anything. "6 

Thus we see that Wittgenstein holds that 

whenever we say that we have remembered something 

it means that there has occurred in us some mental 

process of remembering, without this process we 

can not say we have remembered. Therefore, to 

deny this process would be to deny remembering. More, 

over, I think that the concept of remembering is such 
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that it does not involve any outward expression or 

behaviour. It is completely a mental state. 

Ryle argues that we can not seperate under­

standing or thinking from outward activity. Accord­

ing to Ryle, some sort o£ behaviour is alv/ays 

involved when v;e say that we understand. Ryle would 

say that whenever someone is said to have understood 

something he shows some sort of behaviour. If 

this behaviour is not there then he can not be 

said to have understood anything at all, Therefce, 

Ryle would say that we know that a person has under­

stood something only from his behaviour. It is not 

only that we know from his behaviour that he has 

understood our point but it is such that if he is 

said to have understood our point then he is to 

behave in such and such a way. If he is not disposed 

to behave in such and such a way then he cannot be 

said to have understood anything. Therefore for 

Ryle, understanding is nothing mental. For example, 

suppose somebody is shown a sequence of numbers 

and asked which number should come next and after 

a moment he grasps the principle of the series 

and announces, "Now I can go on". Ryle would say 

that what mate s us say that he has understood the 
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p r i n c i p l e i s the fac t tha t he says^ 'Nos I can 

go on and subsequently behaves in a ce r ta in way,' 

Moreover when he i s asked which numbers should 

come next , he gives the cor rec t answer. Therefore, 

for Ryle, t o understand something i s to behave 

in a ce r t a in way. 

However, I think we cannot explain under­

s tanding by holding the d i spos i t iona l theory. 

Understanding i s completely a mental s ta te» In 

the previous sect ion Ryle 's analysis of understanding 

has been explained t hus : whenever somebody was shown 

a sequence of numbers and asked which number should 

come next and a f te r a moment when he grasped the 

p r inc ip l e of the se r i e s he announced "Now I can 

go on". This example ind ica tes tha t understanding 

has occurred at a p a r t i c u l a r moment in time* In, 

o ther words, the person seems to be repor t ing tha t 

he i s in a p a r t i c u l a r s t a te presumably t h i s must 

be a mental s t a t e . Moreover, even if he does not 

u t t e r these words yet i t cannot be said t h a t he 

has not understood these t h i n g s . Again, the mere 

u t te rence of "Now I can go on" can not be said to 

be a case of understanding. 

Moreover, I think, r ea l i za t ion i s completely 
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mental or in other words, to r ea l i ze something i s 

t o undergo a mental s t a t e . Let u s , for ins tance , 

take the case of m^orality. Morality i s not some­

th ing tha t can be taught to o t h e r s . I t i s such 

t h a t you can not preach one to be moral. This i s 

why only the teaching "you ought nottJD(i>this" or 

"you should do t h i s " , never makes one moral. 

Children are sometimes to ld not to do t h i s or t ha t 

and some of them obey i t and act accordingly. But 

those who do so a l so , do not knov/ vftiy i t i s tha t 

they should not do t h i s or t h a t . That i s , morality 

cannot be l ea rn t j u s t by seeing how people use tlie 

word "good". I t i s something which comes from 

wi th in , I brought the poin t of morality j u s t to 

show tha t we can not a l together deny that there i s 

something inner so fa r as mind i s concerned. 

Moreover, I th ink , whenever we say, "There 

i s much understanding between us" i t not only implies 

some so r t of behaviour on our p a r t s but i t implies 

something more. The statement 'There i s much under­

standing between us" if analysed only in terms of 

behaviour exhibited by us then the statement i s 

not meaningful at a l l . To make such statement i s 
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to imply some sort of mentality on our part and 

therefore to reduce it only to behaviour amounts 

to the saying that there is no understanding 

between us. 

There is a distinction between mental 

occurrence and mental dispositions. Mental dispo­

sitions are e.g. Jealousy, hatred, anger, thought, 

love and so on. These are called mental disposi­

tions because whenever theire predicates are applied 

to a person it implies that he is disposed to 

behave in certain ways i.e. he behaves in certain 

ways. For example, the use of the concept of 

jealous- is associated with the posture of the 

body. Therefore, these concepts imply that there 

is a connection betvreen mind and body. It seems, 

as though, the mental state cannot exist indepen­

dently of the bodily state. However,'there must 

be such things as mental occurrences. For example, 

the concept like dreaming, imagining, thinking 

etc. cannot be exhausted in terms of physical 

expressions. They stand for pure mental occurrences. 

In the case of dreams physical expressions are 

immaterial to its meaning. Similar is the case 

with imagining. One may indulge in imagining without 
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showing any outward sign for i t a l s o . Thinking 

belongs to the same log ica l category as imagining. 

That i s to say^ whenever one imagines or thinks of 

something i t i s not that he has to behave in a 

c e r t a i n vjay. I t i s purely mental in the sense 

t h a t no amount of behaviour wi l l exhaust i t s 

meaning. I t s meaning cannot be absolutely exhausted 

in terms of any natura l physical express ions . 

Therefore, I th ink , Ryle has to exclude t h i s mental 

occurrence from h i s theory and he cannot explain 

these concepts by present ing a d i spos i t iona l analysis 

vie, the human beings , think and express our 

thoughts . We express our thoughts in the sense 

t h a t we can express what we th ink. Therefore, 

there are two things - thought and expressiong of 

thought . If thinking were iden t ica l with i t s 

express ions then we would at l a s t have in common 

usage something common or de f in i t e expression for 

a l l cases of thought. Whenever some one i s in pain 

he expresses i t by groaning, howling, crying or 

by simply saying, "I am in pa in . " In most normal 

cases these expressions ^re t h e r e . Therefore if 

i t i s argued tha t thinking can be exhausted in terms 

of ex te rna l ly manifested physical behaviour then 
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there v/ould have been a se t of common expressions 

fo r a l l thoughts . We sometimes say what vje think 

but tha t i s not the expression of thought in the 

sense pain behaviour i s the expression of pa in . 

That i s , there i s no natura l expression of t h o u ^ t . 

Therefore, i conclude t h a t i t i s purely mental, 

Ryle holds t h a t to have mind i s to be capable 

of doing cer ta in t h i n g s . Or in other words whenever 

a person i s said to have minds, i t means tha t he 

i s capable of doing ce r t a in t h i n g s . Hovjaver, as 

agains t t h i s , we can s i t e the case of a paralysed 

person . For example, someone who i s paralysed bit 

i s s t i l l conscious ne i ther can express the ideas 

which occur to him nor can t e l l others of t h e i r 

occurrences . He cannot express h i s ideas because 

he i s paralysed. But can we on tha t account say 

t h a t he has got no mind since he i s incapable of 

doing any thing? 
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INNEF^NESS OF MIND 

• • In t h i s C h a p t e r , f i r s t I w i l l make an 

a t t e m p t t o c l a r i f y what do we r e a l l y mean by ' i n n e r 

s t a t e ' s i n c e i n t he , p r e v i o u s c h a p t e r I most o f t e n 

r e f e r r e d t o t h e ' i n n e r * . Then I w i l l t r y t o b r i n g 

o u t vjhat a r e t h e i m p l i c a t i o n s of R y l e ' s t h e o r y . 

We most o f t e n make a d i s t i n c t i o n be tween 

t h e m e n t a l and t h e p h y s i c a l s t a t e s o Sometimes \r/e 

d e s c r i b e a p e r s o n by h o l d i n g t h a t he i s in- such and 

s u c h a m e n t a l s t a t e . I t i s n o t o n l y t h a t we make 

a d i s t i n c t i o n be tween t h e m e n t a l and t h e p h y s i c a l 

s t a t e s b u t somet imes we a l s o t a l k abou t t h e s o - c a l l e d 

" i n n e r s t a t e s " , somet ime we say of a p e r s o n t h a t 

"he h a s l o s t h i s i n n e r s t r e n g t h " , "He h a s i n n e r f e a r " , 

"He d o e s n o t have any m e n t a l p e a c e " and s o on and 

s o f o r t h . But now we s h a l l see wha t do we r e a l l y . 

mean when we s ay -these t h i n g s . For e x a m p l e , when 

we s a y t h a t ' a p e r s o n h a s l o s t h i s i n n e r s t r e n g t h ' 

we mean t h a t t hough he i s p h y s i c a l l y s t r o n g ye t> 

M e n t a l l y he f e e l s so weak t h a t he c a n n o t p r o c e e d 

t o do any w o r k . S i m i l a r l y when we s ay of a p e r s o n 
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t h a t 'he has inner f e a r ' what we r e a l l y mean i s 

t h a t ' t h e person though outwardly does not show any 

f e a r yet in h i s mind he f ee l s scared . I t also 

means t h a t a person who has done something wrong 

i s always scared of the fac t tha t something might 

happen but he does not exh ib i t h i s fear« In the 

same way whenever we say of a person t h a t "he does 

not have any mental peace' i t simply means tha t 

though -the person appears to be qu i te happy yet 

in h i s mind he f e e l s qui te unhappy and therefore 

he does not have peace of mind. We want to say 

t h a t to be unhappy needs to be in a mental s t a t e • 

Now l e t us see why these s t a t e s are ca l led ' i n n e r ' . 

We knovj t h a t there i s something ca l led 

b ra in s t a t e . Human bra ins a l l the time undergo 

c e r t a i n processes , Whenever we t a lk of inner s t a t e 

we f i r s t mean tha t they are d i f fe ren t from physical 

s t a t e s , . Whenever we t a lk of inner in such terms 

as "He has l o s t h i s ' inner s t r eng th ' we do not mean 

t h a t the person i s having such 'mental s t a t e ' in 

the sense t ha t t h i s s t a t e i s going on inside h i s 

body j u s t l ike a bra in s t a t e . They are not said 

to be inner because they are inside the person. 

Brain s t a t e s are not said to be ' inner s t a t e ' , or 
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mental s t a t e because brain s t a t e s are purely 

physical s t a t e s . And whenever we ta lk of ' inner 

s t a t e ' i t does not mean tha t these s t a t e s are 

ins ide human body. Whenever we ta lk of inner by 

using such sentences as "He has inner f e a r ' or 

"He ha s inner c o n f l i c t ' , we do not mean anything 

as he has these things inside or outside him,. 

I t i s some sor t of s t a t e tha t a person i s i n . I t 

i s not t h a t there are no manifestat ions of i t . 

But the manifestat ions are not the whole of inner 

s t a t e . For ins t ance , sometimes i t so happens tha t 

we misunderstand some people , ^•''e think that a 

person , say 'X' i s such and such whenever we see 

him doing'something. But v/henever we become 

f r i end ly with him and have a l o t of conversat ions 

with him then v/e r e a l i s e tha t ac tual ly ' x ' i s 

such and such' and not what we thought him to be« 

Therefore, what follows from, t h i s i s tha t in tha t 

case we assume tha t the so ca l led behaviour i s not 

the whole of a person, we also assume t h a t there 

i s something inner to ' x ' ; 

Now whenever \-]e t a lk of ' i nne r ' i t does nd>t 

mean tha t we are t a lk ing of any process t ha t i s 
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going on inside a person. I t means t ha t whenever 

•we t a lk of ' i nne r ' we mean tha t i t i s some sor t 

of s t a t e tha t a person i s i n . For example^ whenever 

a person i s said to have understood something i t 

not only means as Ryle would say, t h a t he i s able 

t o answer so many quest ions but i t . a l s o means t ha t 

he i s in some sor t of mental s t a t e • I think t h a t 

if we r e s t on behaviour only and r e j e c t the mental 

s t a t e a l together in explaining 'understanding ' then 

we can not explain i t . For example^ say x i s a 

person who said something to ' y ' and 'y* understood 

i t . Now for 'x • to know whether ' y ' has understood 

i t , 'X' has to look to the behaviour of 'y*. If 

i t i s such t h a t to understand i s to behave in a 

c e r t a i n way then for 'y ' to know whether he bas 

understood what 'x ' has said i s for him to look at 

h i s behaviour which looks qui te absurd. I t i s 

absurd in the sense tha t for me to know,I have 

understood a p a r t i c u l a r point i s for me to see whether 

or not I am behaving in such and such a way, t h a t 

i s whether I am nodding my head or not or whether 

I am saying 'Yes, I have unders tood ' . But in 

r e a l i t y to know whether I have understood something 

or no t , I need not look at my behaviour. On the 
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con t ra ry , I th ink , we f i r s t understand a thing and 

then we say i have understood, and not tha t I f r i rs t 

say , "I have understood" and therefore I have 

understood. For Ryle, the case i s t h a t to under­

s tand something i s to be able to do so many things 

and if one can not do these things then one cannot 

be said to have understood the same., That i s why 

Ryle argues tha t in understanding there i s nothing 

mental about i t and there i s only som.e so r t of 

behaviour . If i t i s such, then as I have already 

pointed out for me to know t h a t I have understood 

something i s for me, too , to look at my behaviour. 

Then every time i have to look at my behaviour to 

be sure whether I have understood something or 

not which i s qu i te absurd. I t i s not only t h a t 

i t looks absurd but i t makes the thing such tha t 

one can not say that one has understood something 

i f one does not behave in a p a r t i c u l a r wayo 

Therefore whenever I t a lk of ' i nne r ' i t means 

'something more * than behaviour because of which 

some one can say tha t he has understood something. 

We usually say tha t since one has understood 

something one i s capable of behaving in p a r t i c u l a r 

way. If there i s nothing inner about understanding 

then how are we going to d i s t ingu ish the fact-iVvU; 

something being done with understanding from t h a t 
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done without understanding at a l l ? That i s why 

we sometimes say tha t though I am doing t h i s I 

have not understood anything. Moreover, if i t i s 

such that understanding r e s t s on behaviour only 

then-we can not d i s t inguish an action which i s 

done with much understanding from one done 

mechanical ly. 

Moreover, whenever we t e l l someone to t r y 

to understand something we do not ask him to do 

t h i s or tha t only. When we say t h a t ' t r y to under­

stand the mat te r ' i t implies t ha t one should t ry 

$.0 br ing oneself in a p a r t i c u l a r mental s t a t s . 

Whenever somebody i s said to have understood some­

th ing i t does not mean t h a t he does something 

mechanical ly. One can order someone "Do t h i s 

immediately" and whenever the person does accordingly, 

we say t h a t he followed the o rde r . Similarly suppose 

someone to ld me to understand the sum. Here i would 

be counted as have understood the sum if I can do 

the sum c o r r e c t l y . Now i t may so happen tha t I 

got the cor rec t answer by chance, Here i t seems 

t h a t I have obeyed the order by understanding the 

sum and i have understood the sum because I got 

the sum c o r r e c t l y . Can i t ever be the case tha t 
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we can order some one to 'understand' something? 

Why can not we order someone to understand a 

th ing? We can scold someone for not having under­

stood something but i t may so happen tha t he would 

not understand i t » I t i s something tha t has got 

t o do with the person hiiriself . One can t ry one 's 

b e s t to make someone understand a thing but unless 

and u n t i l the person concerned, i s in t ha t posi t ion 

t o understand the thing he wi l l not understand 

i t o And t h a t i s why Wittgenstein also ho lds , 

"Can one order sonre one t o understand a sentence? 

Why can not one t e l l some one" understand tha t"? 

Could not I obey the order "understand t h i s 

Greek sentence by learning Greek? s imi lar ly one 

can say "Produce pain in your self" but not "have 

p a i n " . One says "Bring yourself in to t h i s con­

d i t i o n " but not "be in t h a t condi t ion" . 

So far I have talked about what I r e a l l y 

mean by ' i nne r ' by holding tha t in understanding 

there i s not only the behaviour but there i s some­

th ing more to behaviour. Now I wi l l t ry to bring 

out the possible implicat ions of Ryle ' s d i spos i t iona l 

theory of mind« For, a human person i s not composed 

of two things ca l l ed mind and tlie body. He i s a 
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body which is disposed to do so' many things. It 

is not that he has got body and a mind. He is a 

body and is said to have a mind because he is 

capable of doing so many things. To possess mind 

is not to possess any entity. Mind is not anything 

private or inner. It is simply the dispositions 

of the body. To ascribe a mental concept to a 

person is not to ascribe to him anything private 

or anything peculiar. To ascribe a mental concept 

to a person is to say that under such and such 

conditions he will behave in such and such a way. 

Therefore, mind is not anything peculiar or 

private but it is simply the dispositions of the 

body like the solubility of the suger, Ryle's 

dispositional analysis of mind implies that human 

nature is predictable. That is to say, we can 

predict that under such and such conditions a 

man will behave in such and such a way. But I wish 

to maintain that mental conduct concepts cannot be 

treated on par with predicates like solubility and 

etc.. In case of suger we can say it for certain 

that if we put it in water it will dissolve, because 

suger is composed of those minute particles which 

make it dissolve in water. Whereas a human being 
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is not like a lump o£ suger o We can not say 

•̂ hat under certain conditions a man will behave 

in such and such a way. Human nature is the most 

unpredictable^ of all. We can not say for certain 

that a certain person will always behave in such 

and such a way if he is put in such and such 

conditions. Human nature is most uncertain to 

predict. Only when we take into account the com­

position of suger we can say th'at it will dissolve 

if we put it in water, Suger is so composed that 

it dissolves in water. That is why we can hold 

the hypothetical statement that if we put suger 

in water it will dissolve. Where as the case of 

a human being is quite different. Therefore when­

ever we ascribe a mental concept to a person it 

does not mean that if he is put in such and such 

conditions he will behave in such and such a way. 

We say suger is soluble because if we put suger, in 

water it will dissolve. But we cannot say that a 

human being will behave only in one pairticular way. 

For example, say, 'X is a brilliant student'. 

When we say that 'X is brilliant' sometimes we mean 

that 'X is disposed to do such and such or that he 

is capable of doing well in the exam. But suppose 

in one case, by chance, he could not do well in the 
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exam. Then in t ha t case , can we say- tha t ' he i s 

no longer b r i l l i a n t . Whereas in case o£ suger if 

a l l other condit ions are s a t i s f i e d then the suger 

has to dissolve in water , if a l l other condit ions 

are s a t i s f i e d and if we put suger in much water , 

then , if i t does not dissolve in water we wi l l not 

c a l l i t suger any more. But the case of human 

being i s completely d i f fe ren t from tha t of the 

suger . In case of human being we can not say i t 

f o r ce r t a in t h a t he wi l l behave in such and such 

a wayo Human nature cannot be t rea ted on par with 

dead pieces of mat te r . The s c i e n t i e s t s make 

observat ions and make ca lcu la t ions and pred ic t 

about the course of n a t u r e . Whereas' in case of 

human being we can not say i t for ce r t a in af ter 

such and such period of time whenever he wi l l be 

put in such and such condit ions he wi l l behave 

in such and such a way. Moreover, ce r t a in concepts 

t h a t we apply to human beings also go on changing 

in ineanjiing in due course . For example, an action 

i s t r e a t e d as shameful a t one time may not be 

t r e a t e d l ike t h a t at another t ime. I t depends on 

the way we look at these ac t i ons . Take the instance 

of the concept of l ove . The concept of love goes 

on changing as we grow o l d . Moreover i t va r ies 
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from person to person» There is not one particular 

type of action that we can associate with love. 

The concept has many dimensions. Moreover, it is 

quite conceivable to think of the concept of love 

without any action at all. In fact, it is quite 

conceivable to think of a person who is full of 

love but never exihibiting any action at all. Love 

might not be expressed either in words or in 

deeds* I wish to point out in this connection that 

Ryle's dispositional account of human mind treats 

man on par with pieces of material objects* This 

model as I have argued out is a deterministic 

model. But the concept of person can not be 

successfully explained by the help of this deter­

ministic model« The 'if then" model 

is an inappropriate model for the explication of 

the concept of the person. 

Moreover, I think we can present the 

following argument in support of the view that 

there is an inner state or there is something 

inner so far as some of the mental concepts are 

concerned. For example, when we say that 'X is 

reporting 'Y' that such and such is the case^ Here 

there are two things, something which is to be 
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reported and the repor t ing which i s done in a 

p a r t i c u l a r manner. That repor t i s issued in such 

ac t s as r epor t ing , same i s the case with behaviour 

or express ion . For example^ whenever we say t h a t 

"he i s expressing h i s sympathy" i t implies t h a t 

he i s in a s ta te and h i s expressions says so . 

Otherwise if there i s no such s t a t e then there i s 

no point in saying t h a t he i s expressing sympathy 

Expression means t h a t there i s some s ta te or 

f e e l i n g and the person i s only expressing t h a t 

s t a t e . If love would have meant only the loving_ 

s o r t of behaviour then there would have been no 

need to say such things as "these are the expression 

'of love or pa in . " The word 'expression* implies 

t h a t i t i s the expression of something. Sometimes 

we say tha t 'he i s expressing h i s hatred*, 'he does 

not have any expression' and so on and so f o r t h . 

Whenever we say tha t he i s expressing h i s ha t red , 

i t means tha t he hates someone and he shows t h a t 

he ha tes by behaving in such and such a way. He 

f e e l s hatred for someone inwardly and h i s actions 

are the manifestat ions of i t * But whenever I say 

t h a t he f ee l s ha t r ed , I do not mean to take the 

word f ee l in the sense t ha t he f ee l s pain which i s 
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simply a sensation. Similarly, some.people are 

such that they have less expressions. That is, 

they can keep in themselves whatever they feel and 

do not express them. Since he does not express 

them, it is not therefore right to say that he 

does not have these feeling. For example, some 

people are such that whenever any one dies in 

their family, they never cry or burst into tears 

but that does not mean that they do not feel pain 

They surely feel pain but they are such that they 

do not express their pains unlike others. Therefore, 

I like to say that we can not equate mental 

concepts as such with their expressions only. If 

there would not have been anything as inner then 

I think, the word expression would not have any 

use in language. 

Moreover, I think, the concept of preten­

tion presupposes that there is something more than 

behaviour. I can know very well whether I really 

feel sympathy for him or whether I am pretending 

to sympathise with him. I really sympathise with 

him when it is not only that I behave in such and 

such a way but I really feel something for him. 

Therefore without this sort of feeling which is 
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completely ones own every sor t of behaviour would 

be some so r t of p r e t en t i on , Ryle ho lds , 

"to describe someone as pretending 
i s to say tha t he isi. playing a p a r t 
and to play a p a r t i s to play the 
p a r t normally of someone who i s not 
playing a p a r t but doing or being 
something ingenously or na tu r a l l y . "^ 

So far as Ryle 's d i spos i t iona l analys is of mind 

i s concerned he holds t h a t to ascr ibe a psychological 

p red ica te to a person i s t o say tha t he i s disposed 

t o behave in such and such a way. Again to say t h a t 

some one i s pretending i s to say t h a t he i s not d i s ­

posed to behave in t h a t way but he i s wishing to 

behave in t h a t way. So f a r as Ryle says tha t he 

wishes to behave in tha t way, 've can say that in 

case of pretender the quest ion of wish comes 

because in case of the pretender t h a t actual f e e l ­

ing or s t a t e i s absent because of which he wishes 

t o behave in t h a t way. Whereas in case of a 

person who i s not pretending to love the question 

of wish does not a r i se because the person ac tual ly 

loves him and h i s behaviour i s the expression of 

i t . Therefore I want to say tha t i t i s not the 

wish t h a t d i s t inguishes ac tual ly loving some one 

from the mere pretending to love but i t i s tha t 

f e e l i n g which d i s t ingu i shes the one from the o t h e r . 
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That i s^ in case of mere pretending tha t fee l ing 

i s not there and tha t i s why we have to wish to 

behave in t ha t way. Thus i l ike to say that , the 

pretending presupposes some thing more to behaviour 

in the sense t ha t in case of pretending t h a t 

f ee l i ng i s not there and tha t i s why the behaviour 

counts as only pretending behaviour. 

More over / I think tha t the reason v/hy 

psychological predica tes imply something more 

t h a t the physical behaviour i s t h a t if we r e s t 

psychological predica tes to behaviour only , then, 

the behaviour seems to be devoid of any significance 

Unless and u n t i l we assume something more to 

behaviour, the behaviour seems to be qu i te vague, 

A descr ip t ion in purely physical terms of f ac i a l 

expressions or gestures and other bodily movements 

usual ly seems to be qui te p o i n t l e s s . If we say 

t h a t 'X' i s shouting and throwing h i s arms and' 

do not assume tha t ' x ' i s in a psychological s t a t e 

of anger and tha t i s why he i s behaving in tha t 

way, then the mere saying t h a t " x ' i s doing t h i s 

or t h a t ' does not have any signif icance at a l l . 
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CONCLUSION 

I n t h i s c o n c l u d i n g c h a p t e r ^ an a t t e m p t w i l l 

be made t o p r e s e n t an a n a l y s i s of t h e c o n c e p t of 

a p e r s o n i n t h e l i g h t of t h e c r i t i c i s m of t h e d i s ­

p o s i t i o n a l a c c o u n t of m i n d . The c o n c e p t of a 

frperson i s p r i m a r i l y b a s e d upon t h e c o n c e p t of m ind . 

I n f a c t , t h e v/ay we d e f i n e mind u l t i m a t e l y de te i rmines 

t h e d e f i n i t i o n of t h e c o n c e p t of a p e r s o n . L e t u s 

t a k e f o r i n s t a n c e ^ D e s c a r t e s ' s v iew r e g a r d i n g t h e 

m i n d . A c c o r d i n g t o D e s c a r t e s ^ a p e r s o n i s c h a r a ­

c t e r i s e d b o t h by a body and a m i n d . But b o t h body 

and mind a r e i n d e p e n d e n t of e a c h o t h e r i n t l ie 

s e n s e t h a t mind e n j o y s i n d e p e n d e n t s t a t e s and so 

d o e s t h e b o d y . The e s s e n c e of body i s ' e x t e n s i o n ' 

w h e r e a s t h e e s s e n c e of mind i s ' t h o u g h t ? and none 

of t h e p r o p e r t i e s o r s t a t e s of e i t h e r can be 

t r e a t e d a s p r o p e r t y o r s t a t e s of o t h e r . C o n s c i o u s n e s s 

b e l o n g t o mind o n l y and n o t t o t h e body whenever 

we t a l k of p h y s i c a l q u a l i t y i t a p p l i e s t o body 

and whenever we t a l k of p s y c h o l o g i c a l q u a l i t y i t 

a p p l i e s t o m i n d . T h e r e f o r e , whenever we t a l k of 



94 

a person^ we are really referring to one or both 

of the tvjo distinct substances. Thus the Cartesian 

view of a person is such that^ it is analysable ±ito 

consciousness and extension. The concept of a 

/'person is to be explained in terms of consciousness 

and extension. Thus the con: ept of a person is 

dependent on the concept of mind. Since mind is 

treated as an independent substance on par with 

body^ a person is treated as an admixture of body 

and mind. Likewise if body is treated as an 

appendage of mind and mind is accorded primacy 

Over the body then a person will be treated as 

purely and essentially a spiritual being. 

However, p.F, Strawson holds completely a 

different view regarding the concept of a person. 

He holds that the concept of a person 'is a primitive 

concept in the sense that it is not analysable 

into consciousness and Bhysical properties. He 

holds that the subject to which we apply corporeal 

characteristics is the same subject to which we 

apply predicate ascribing states of consciousness/ 

and that subject is what we called a person. The 

concept of a person is the concept of a type in 

the sense that all the predicates ascribing states 
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of consciousness and all the corporeal characteri­

stics which we apply to any individual are equally 

applicable to any other individual entity of that 

type. As against the cartesian dualism strawson 

holds that pure consciousness cannot exist inde­

pendently. It cannot exist as something primary. 

So a person can not be explained in terms of con­

sciousness alone, strawson holds that the concept 

of a person cannot be explained totally in terms 

of consciousness, on the contrary, consciousness 

is to be explained in terms of the concept of a 

person. 

According to Philosophical Behaviourism 

for something to have a mind is simply for it to 

be a material object that behaves or is disposed 

to behave in certain complicated ways. Therefore, 

the concept of a person refers to a body which is 

disposed to do so many things and persons differ 

from mere bodies in the sense that mere bodies 

cannot be said to be disposed to do so many things. 

Therefore, to give an account of a person in terms 

of dispositions is to give a behaviouristic account. 

in this connection, I wish to reiterate 
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the f ac t t ha t the problem of personal iden t i ty i s 

one of the v i t a l prpblems in the philosophy of 

mind. The problems of personal iden t i ty are 

connected with problems of the concept of a person. 

The problem connected with the concept of a person-, 

i s t ha t what i s i t t ha t cons t i t u t e s a person? I t 

i s sa id t h a t persons have both physical charac ter ­

i s t i c s and psychological c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Some­

times we describe a person by saying that 'He 

i s s ix fee t h i g h ' , 'v;eigh%s seventy kilograms'^ *has 

f a i r complexion' and so on. Sometime we also 

descr ibe a person by saying t h a t 'he i s i n t e l l i g e n t ' 

' i s going for a h o l i d a y ' , ' i s in p a i n ' , 'be l ieves 

in God' and so on. These l a t t e r predica tes are 

ascribed to other people on the s trength of our 

observation of t h e i r behaviour and these modes of 

behaviour provide us with l og i ca l l y adequate 

c r i t e r i a for the ascr ip t ion of these predica tes 

to them. For example, whenever we say tha t some­

body i s happy, we are ascr ibing a psychological 

s t a t e t o him. I t i s something tha t he fee ls tha t 

he i s qu i te happy today and we ascribe these 

p red ica tes to him merely from the observation of 

h i s behaviour. Now the question i s : whether a 
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person i s a person because of the possession of 

these physical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or whether a person 

i s a person because of the possession of these 

psychological c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ? I wish to argue 

t h a t if we take body as the c r i t e r i o n of a person 

then there i s some d i f f i c u l t y . For example/ when-

ver a person dies he does not cease to possess 

the same body as t ha t whens he was a l i v e . But even 

though he possesses the same body we no longer ca l l 

him a person. VJe declare him as a 'dead body*. 

Therefore, if 'body' i s taken as the c r i t e r i o n cff 

a 'person* then we would treats, ' a dead body' / 

a l so as a person and we would say tha t ' t h i s person 

i s to be cremated' instead of *his body i s to be 

c remated ' . s imi l a r ly , if a par ro t exh ib i t s a l l 

kinds of behaviour l i k e t ha t of a human being perhaps 

we wi l l be in a dilemma whether to c a l l i t a person 

or noto 

we have already pointed out tha t the concept 

of a person i s c lose ly connected with the concept 

Of mind. As we have re jec ted Ryle 's analysis of 

mind the r e s u l t a n t concept of person i s not a lso 

acceptable t o uso Therefore, in t h i s chapter I wi l l 

t r y to present a view of the concept of person. 
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In the second chapter, I have already pointed out 

that a dispositional property differs from a non-

dispositional property in that an object having a' 

dispositional property is structurally different 

from an object which does not possess that property. 

Therefore, two objects which are structurally the 

same or in other words, two objects which have 

same internal constitution or structure can be 

said to have been disposed to behave in the similar 

way, whereas, in case of person we can never say 

Isuch things. According to Ryle, to say that a 

person has mind or to ascribe a mental predicate 

to a person is to say that he is disposed to behave 

in such and such a way, we have said in the previous 

chapter that an object having a dispositional 

property is structurally different from an object 

which does not possess that property. So far as, 

Ryle presents a dispositional analysis of mind, 

he has to say that a human being possesses a mind 

because he is disposed to do so many things. In 

the case of suger, we can say that since suger has 

the dispositional property of solubility in the 

sense that its internal constitution is sufficient 

to explain its solubility, if sugar from different 
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places are co l lec ted and put in to water, then, i t 

w i l l d i s so lve , whereas, the nature of human being 

i s such t h a t even if two persons have exactly the 

same s t ruc ture yet we can never say t h a t if they 

are put in the same sort-of s i t u a t i o n , they wi l l 

behave exact ly in the s imi lar way. If i t i s such 

t h a t they never behave exactly_^,g,jgn though they 

have the same physical s t ruc ture then how can we 

accept the d i spos i t iona l analysis of mind? Moreover, 

according to Ryle, whenever we ascribe a d i spos i t iona l 

p red ica te to a person we mean tha t given such and 

such a s i t ua t i on he i s disposed to behave in such 

and such a way. But what to speak of two person?/' 

Even in the case of same person i t so happens t h a t 

a t two d i f fe ren t times given the same circumstances 

the same person behaves so d i f fe ren t ly t h a t we can 

not even 'imagine i t . Therefore, i t can not be said 

t ha t to ascribe a d i spos i t iona l property to a person 

means to say tha t he wi l l always behave in the same 

s o r t of way whenever he i s put in the same so r t of 

s i t u a t i o n . Therefore, as I have re jected Ryle 's 

d i spos i t i ona l analysis of mind, I find no reason 

to agree with h i s supposed account of the concept 

of a person. His account of person i s t h a t a person i s 
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a body which i s disposed to do so many t h i n g s . 

Therefore, persons have a l l the physical cha rac t e r i ­

s t i c s t h a t we apply to them. That i s , a human 

person i s a body tha t behaves in such and such a 

way. According to philosophical behaviour i s t , i t 

i s the behaviour which i s important in our explana­

t i o n of the concept of a person. There i s a 

d i s t i n c t i o n between behaviour and the merely physical 

p roces se s . In case of human being only, we can say 

t h a t he i s behaving where as in case of other animals, 

say , a pa r ro t , we can not say tha t i t i s behaving 

in such and such a'way. In case of pa r ro t , what 

ever i t does, i s said to be merely the physical 

process^ I t i s merely physical process because 

the par ro t can not be said to be disposed to do so 

many other t h i n g s , Ryle seems to have trea,ted 

d i spos i t i ons as sole c i l i e r i p n for determining a 

p a r t i c u l a r being as a person. 

I wish to argue tha t we can make a d i s t i n c ­

t ion between the so ca l led animal behaviour and the 

human behaviour. Every one wi l l agree wi th ' the fac t 

t h a t the behaviour of the animal i s i n s t i n c t i v e . 

Their so ca l led behaviour can be explained with the 

help of t h e i r bra in process , what ever the animal 
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does can be t rea ted as stimulus response behaviour. 

Whenever an animal i s presented with ce r t a in kinds 

of s t imul i some sor t of brain processes take place 

ins ide i t and i t responds in a p a r t i c u l a r mannerq^ 

Therefore i t can be said tha t what ever an animal 

does can not be regarded as behaviour but merely 

a physical process because whatever i t does can be 

explained by observing the brain process tha t takes /^^/""''^ 

place ins ide i t and i t s physical co r re la t e in the 

outside vjorld. 

Now I shal l argue why whatever a human being 

does i s cal led a n / ^ t i o n J What makes a human behaviour 

a /behaviour7 I wish to emphasis tha t human beings 

are~aTfferent from other animals because they are 

i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other animals. Human 

beings are i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other animals 

because they are endowed with what i s ca l led 'avjareness' 

and t h i s av;areness may be the avjareness of oneself 

and awareness of o t h e r s . But by saying th i s I do 

not mean tha t animals do not have any fee l ing or 

awareness as i t i s . we do not mean t h a t animals 

do not have any sensations or tha t they do not fee l 

anything. In f ac t / animals also do have fee l ings 

and sensa t ions . They are not l i k e inanimate things 
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which do not feel any sensa t ion . They also feel 

pain l i k e human beings whenever they get h u r t . In 

t h i s sense th'ey also can be said to have awareness. 

But there i s a d i s t i n c t i o n between the awareness 

which animals have and the awareness which human 

beings have. The awareness of human being i s 

higher in quality__than tha t of the animals. Human 
r III • ! I 

beings have what i s ca l led self avjareness and the 

awareness of o t h e r s . They have self awareness in 

the sense t h a t they are av/are of t h e i r own self . 

Whenever they love someone or hate someone or 

whenever they 'a re in- pa in , they can be said to 

be av;are of the f ac t t ha t they love or hate someone. 

Likewise whenever they are pain^ i t i s not only 

t ha t l ike other animals they fee l pain but they 

are avjare of the fac t t ha t they fefel pa in . All 

these things are lacking in case of animals. Animals 

can not be said to have self awareness. They can 

not be said to be aware of t h e i r own i d e n t i t y . 

They can not be said to be aware of others a l s o . 

I An animal i s not aware of the f ac t that others are 

d i s t i n c t from him. Therefore i t i s t h i s type of 

awareness which d is t inguishes a man from other 

animals . For example/ there i s a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
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the s o r t o£ awareness which r a t s have of smell and 

the s o r t of awareness manifested by e . g . , the 

remark ' i t smells n i c e ' made by a roan© Here^ in 

t h i s case , though both the r a t s and the man are 

aware of the smell ye t there i s a d i s t i n c t i o n between 

the two kinds of awareness, in the case of r a t , 

i t so happens t h a t i t gets tha t smell only because 

of something in the outside world and because there 

i s some organ inside i t s body. I t i s only a causal 

r e l a t i o n and i t i s j u s t a sensa t ion . But in case 

of human being the awareness i s a b i t hic^her in 

the sense t h a t he i s aware of the^ '^ce sweiphut 
I 

i t i s not the case so f a r as the ra t^ i s concerned. 

Whenever we are t a lk ing of hiaman awareness 

i t suggests tha t the awareness i s not a r e l a t ionsh ip 

ibetween a receiver and an o b j e c t . And in case of 

animals the so ca l led awareness i s j u s t a sensation 

which can be regarded as a r e l a t i o n s between stimulus 

and the b ra in p rocess . In case of human awareness 

the object of awareness might not e x i s t and i t i s 

not necessary tha t i t should e x i s t . I t i s more 

than j u s t a mere sensa t ion . Moreover, the human 

being can j u s t i f y h i s saying. That i s vftiy, since 
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an.animal i s not endowed with t h i s sor t of awareness, 

whatever i t does can be regarded as only a physical 

process in response to s t imul i and cannot be regarded 

as behaviour. 

Hoviever, though I do not agree with the 

behav iour i s t i c account of mind i t does not mean 

t h a t I agree with the d u a l i s t i c account of mind. 

As we have already seen, behaviourism reduces mind 

to behaviour and holds t ha t mind re fe r s to behaviour 

on ly . But I do not agree with behaviourism as a 

theory of mind because i t has many draw backs. 

Nei ther do I agree with the d u a l i s t i c account of 

mind which h a i l s from Descartes , because i t regards 

mind completely as a seperate substance. I accept 

t h a t analysis of mind which nei ther reduces mind 

completely to behaviour, nor holds t h a t mind 

i s something which is completely pr iva te and in­

express ib le o 

I t i s truism to say tha t human beings have 

\ what i s ca l led the mind. Apar^ from the body, we 

\ . 
possess something rCo/ttiac^ - the mind which marks 

us off from other t e r r e s t r i a l c r e a t u r e s . I wish 

t o argue t h a t when v;e say that a human person i s 

both a body and . mind v;e do not mean tha t he 

) possesses a body and a mind. To have a mind i s not 
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to possess something s p e c i a l , whenever w» say 

t h a t human beings have mind vje mean tha t they 

d i f f e r from other c rea tures because they are 

i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other c rea tures and not 

t h a t they possess something special cal led mind 

in s ide them. Now we sha l l have to examine what 

do we actual ly mean by saying tha t human beings 

are i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other animals. 

Whenever we say tha t man i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y 

higher than other animals^ the f i r s t thing we mean 

to say i s t h a t he possesses t ha t so ca l led ' r a t i o n a l i t y ' 

And i t i s t h i s r a t i o n a l i t y which marks him off from 

other c rea tures so far as the i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y 

of both are concerned. When we say tha t human 

beings are i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other c rea tures 

i t does not mean tha t men and animals differe in 

degree in respect of i n t e l l i g e n c e . I t i s not the 

case t ha t since human beings are i n t e l l e c t u a l l y 

higher than other creatures^ they are capable of 

doing so many things and other c rea tures in comparison 

t o human beings possess lower i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y 

and therefore they can do only few of the th ings . 

I t does not mean tha t animals also possess i n t e l l e c t 

bu t i t i s somevjhat lower than tha t of human be ings . 
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If what we have said would have been the case then 

the difference betvieen the two so r t s of c rea tures 

would have been the difference of degree so fa r as 

t h e i r i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y i s concerned. But I 

wish to point out that so far as the mind or the 

i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y of both man and animal are 

concerned i t can be pointed out tha t the two 
7 

d i f f e r in kind and not in degree. The following 

example can be c i t ed in i l l u s t r a t i o n of the idea of 

difference in degree. Suppose we say that the 

two persons X and y both love Z. Their love for 

Z v70uld d i f fe r in degree if X has much more love f or 

Z than Y. Their love for Z wou^d be said t o d i f fer 

in kind when X would love Z' in the sense that 'X* 

would want to get married to Z whereas Y would love 

Z only to get as a neighbour, in t ha t case , we 

can say tha t t h e i r love d i f fe r s in k ind. Since i t 

d i f f e r s in k ind, we cannot compare the one with 

the o t h e r . The reason why we can not compare one 

with the o ther , i s tha t d i f fe ren t kinds of things 

are connected with these two sor t s of love and so 

these two sor t s of love are d i f fe ren t in k ind . 

Likewise, whenever we ta lk of mind and say 

t h a t only human beings have mdnds in the sense tha t 
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they are i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other c r ea tu re s , 

we mean to say tha t human beings are d i f fe ren t in 

kind from other c r e a t u r e s . As we have already 

pointed out^ i t i s self awareness t ha t makes a human 
•mum' -••—nw.... , I » ri«i i ^ n . ^ — . m • • • i , 

being i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other c r e a t u r e s . 

Human awareness i s not j u s t a sensation but i t i s 

something more and something above s ensa t ions . In 

the case of animals we can say tha t i t i s j u s t a 

s ensa t ion . 

The second important thing." which i s 

connected with the f a c t t ha t man i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y 

higher than other animals i s the f ac t tha t he i s 

endowed with language i . e . he can handle language. 

And animals do not use language. The a b i l i t y to 

use language makes a man h igher . Language i s 

ru le governed. The presence of these ru les makes 

i t possible to teach o thers a p a r t i c u l a r language. 

Moreover, these ru les in a language makes i t 

poss ib le to de tec t mistakes and to correc t mistakes 

in our use of language. Language i s r e la ted to 

behaviour or a c t i v i t y . To use a language means to 

behave in a ce r t a in way, since language i s r e la ted 

to behaviour i t i s possible to know whether someone 

has understood what o thers have s a i d . Moreover, 

for me to know whether I am using a p a r t i c u l a r 
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language cor rec t ly or not i s for me to be aware 

of the r u l e s . If I am not aware of the ru le s and 

if I do not know what i s i t to follow a r u l e , 

then I cannot be said to be using a language. Since 

a man has t h i s avrareness he can do so many things 

only because they can handle language. I t i s only 

with help of language tha t we can th ink. We can think 

because we have the concepts and we think through 

concepts . Animals cannot be said to have any 

knowledge of concept and language which i s re la ted 

t o t h e i r behaviour and therefore they cannot be 

sa id to be th ink ing . 

In my concluding chapter , I l i ke to argue 

t h a t human beings are d i f fe ren t from other c rea tures 

not only because they have d i f fe ren t types of bodies 

but apar t from having t h a t body they have v/hat i s 

ca l l ed the mind^ v/hen I say tha t human beings have 

minds I should not be understood as accepting 

Descar tes ' view tha t human beings have both a body 

and a mind. I do not mean tha t they have something 

spec ia l - an e n t i t y which i s a s p i r i t u a l substance, 

TN̂ hat I mean by mind, in saying tha t one has a mind 

i s t ha t one i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other 

animals . In other words one i s a r a t iona l c r ea tu r e . 

So many things are impl i c i t l y said when i t i s said 
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t h a t one i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other 

animals o As we have already pointed out/ human 

beings have tha t special kind of awareness which 

i s lacking in the case of other animals. The 

follovjings are some of the examples of t h i s special 

kind of awareness. Human beings love each other^ 

ha te each o ther , fee l jealous of o t h e r s . They 

a l so know what i s i t to love , hate and fee l jealous 

of o t h e r s . t<?hereas animals lack a l l these t h ings . 

Moreovery since man i s endowed with the capacity 

to use language and by using language he does 

many kinds of th ings / i t very well shows t"hat he 

i s higher than other animals. However^ in saying 

so I do not argue tha t mind i s simply the d ispos i t ion 

of the body, I do not mean t h a t to have a mind 

means to be disposed to do so many t h ings . I do not 

accept the theory t h a t mind i s simply the d i spos i ­

t i ons of the body and nothing e l s e . This point 

has been argued out in the preceeding chap te r . 

However, I wish to argue tha t lA^nenever we 

t a l k of a person i t means t h a t he i s a body with a 

mind. A human person i s d i f fe ren t other c rea tures 

be cause he possesses mind or t ha t mental conduct 

concepts can be ^ p l i e d to them only . I vjish to 
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poin t out that the so cal led mental conduct 

concepts can not be completely described by 

behaviour . Behaviour i s not the whole of mental 

concepts . Take for instance the mental concept 

' b e l i e f ' , we can apply t h i s concept to human 

beings and not to animals. We apply t h i s concept 

whenever -we see them behaving in a p a r t i c u l a r 

manner. To say tha t one bel ieves in such and 

such does not mean t h a t one i s behaving in such 

and such a way. I t i s possible for a bel ief not 

to be manifested in behaviour, some of our be l i e f s 

are such t h a t they need not be u t t e red nor acted 

upon. Sometimes one 's behaviour gives the clue 

that one bel ieves in such and such a t h ing . 

One's Behaviour stands as an evidence for one 's 

b e l i e f . But from t h i s i t does not follow t h a t 

whenever one i s said to be be l ieving something i t 

simply means t h a t one has the tendency to behave 

in such and such a way. Moreover/ bel ief l i ke 

some other mental concepts are such that if ' s ' 

be l i eves tha t he has a c e r t a in mental s t a t e then 

no one e l se can f a l s i f y t ha t ' S ' does not have i t . 

This provides a good ground for saying t h a t 

the re i s something inner so far as bel ief and 
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other concepts are concerned. Behaviour i s 

necessary but not suf f ic ien t cond i t ion ' fo r the 

explanat ion and descr ip t ion of mental concepts . 

I wish to point out t h a t only complicated 

ex te rna l behaviour does not make a man higher 

than other animals. There i s something more to 

behaviour because of which we can say tha t man 

i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y higher than other animals. 

There i s something inner to mind as I have 

already pointed o u t . Thus I would l i k e to modify 

Ry le ' s analysis of the behaviour i s t ic account of 

mind. But my modification of Ryle 's analysis 

should not be in terpre ted as a case for the 

ind ica t ion of dualism i . e . mind i s completely 

a seperate substance. 
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J u l y , 1977o 

The Mind a n d t h e S o u l , R o u t l e d g e 
& K e g a n P a u l L t d . ( 1 9 7 4 ) , 

P h i l o s o p h i c a l I n v e s t i g a t i o n s , 
B a s i l B l a c k w e l l & M o t t , L t d ( 1 9 5 8 ) 

M i n d i n A c t i o n - An E s s a y i n 
P h i l o s o p h i c a l p s y c h o l o g y , O x f o r d 
U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s ( 1 9 7 3 ) . 
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