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The Disser ta t ion, as i t s t i t l e indica tes , is a c r i t i c a l 

analysis of Ryle's Concept of Mind, In, The Concept of Wind, Ryle 

presents a disposi t ional analysis of mind holding that mind i s 

nothing but the disposit ion of the body, by c r i t i c i s i n g the dualis— 

t i c theory of Descartes, Descartes argues that a human being is 

compounded of two e n t i t i e s i , e , a mind and a body, I*lind in terac ts 

upon the body and the body in te rac t s upon the mind, Gilbert Ryle 

c r i t i c i s e s Descartes theory and holds that mind being an non-

material s p i r i t , (as Descartes argues) how can such s p i r i t influence 

the workings of c matarial body 7 How can the ghost peer through 

the machine to the world around i t ? Ryle argues that 'mental ' 

does not denote a s t a t u s , <\ccording to him, Descartos involves 

himself in what i s known as a 'Category mis take ' , when he 

(DescartB*) t r e a t s mind as a substance on par with body, Ue commit 

a categojry mistake when we t r e a t the fac3t8 of mental l i f e as if 

they belong to one logical type or category when they actually 

belong to two different types . According to Ryle, body and mind 

are not two substances for mind does not belong to the category of 

substance at a l l , Ryle, by c r i t i c i s i n g Descartes ' theory of mind 

gives a disposi t ional analysis of tnlnd. 

In the Disser ta t ion , I am concerned with Ryiie's 

disposi t ional analysis of mind, that i s , I have attempted to 

examine how far Ryle i s jus t i f i ed in presenting a disposi t ional 

analysis of mind. I t begins with an attempt to explain what i s a 



disposi t ion and af ter presenting the uieuis of different philosophers 

goes on to argue whether disposi t ions can be regarded as causes, 

I have argued out that Ryle's logical behaviourism fa i l s to give an 

analysis of mind, /\mong the topics which ara subsequently discussed 

are those of emotion, and imagination. The chapter, 'Montal Conduct 

Concept' i s a major one. I t explains in de t a i l what i s a mental 

conduct concept and shows that these concepts cannot be explained 

purely in terms of overt behaviour, I t also shows that by offering 

a disposi t ional analysis we cannot make a d i s t inc t ion botweon 

mental and physical predica tes . In the concluding chapter, f i r s t , 

I hnve presented the views of different philosophers on theory of 

action and then t ry to see how far Ryle's theory of action i s 

tenable to us , Ultimatoly, I have suggssted that Behaviourism 

as a method in socia l sciences i s unable to explain human 

behaviour. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The problem — what i s mind ? has been dealt with by 

philosophers from very ancient t ime. There are different theroeis 

of mind based upon different conception of the relat ionship 

between the mind and body. The dual i s t hypothesis i s that the 

human mind i s one en t i ty or substance and the human body i s 

another* This was put most strongly by Descartes, who claims that 

mind and body are substances of diametrisal ly opposite qua l i t i e s 

and are d i s t inc t in that they do not depend on each other in any 

way for pursuing t h e i r essen t ia l roles of consciousness in the 

one case and space — occupying in the o ther . This thes i s involves 

the claim that i t makes sense to suppose that mind can exis t an 

i t s own independent of the body. The true persnn or human being 

i s the conscious being, the mind and t h i s i s only temporarily 

lodged in the body. 

There are aar ta in d i f f i c u l t i e s in the dua l i s t i c theory 

of Descartes, If the essence of mind is thought or consciousness 

what happens when the mind or person ceases to think or becomes 

unconscious as in a coma or dreamless sleep ? Is i t possible for 

a substance to continuo to oxist without i t s essent ia l 



charac te r i s t i cs or luhan i t s e ssen t i a l cha rac te r i s t i c i s not being 

exercised ? Horeouer, the modern psychological notion of the 

unconscious mind as a governing factor in hianan behaviour, 

forget t ing , wishful thinking and unrecognised motives cannot be 

explained by t h i s d u a l i s t i c theory. For the d u a l i s t , unconscious 

mind must be a contiradiotion in terms since the essence of mind i s 

consciousness, 'oihatever i s mental, according to Descartes, i s 

private and the only way to know that one i s in a pa r t i cu la r 

mental s ta te is through observation of one's in ternal s t a t e . To 

say that one i s in pain i s to say that one i s having a par t i cu la r 

kind of feeling or sensation or that one i s having a pa r t i cu la r 

kind of experience. However, though one person can novor experience 

the experience of another person, yet one person can knew what 

another person i s experiencing by observihg his behaviour. 

Gilbert Ryle in his book Tho Concept of Pllndt c r i t i c i s o s 

the dua l i s t i c theory of Doscartes and upholds a d isposi t ional 

analysis of mind. In my d i s s e r t a t i o n , I sha l l be concerned mainly 

with Gilbert Ryle's d isposi t ional analysis of mind, According to 

Descartes, the relat ionship between mind and body i s that of 

i n t e r ac t i on , flind in t e rac t s upon the body and the body in t e rac t s 



up»n the mind, Descartes further argues that a human being i s 

compounded af two desparate 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 material body ? How can the ghost 

peer through the machine to the world around i t ? 

fts against t h i s , Ryle argues tha t a person i s neibhfer 

a ghost nor a machine nor a ghost in a machine, Ryle further 

argues that the 'mental ' does not denote a s ta tus* According to 

him, Descartes involves himself in what i s known as a 'category 

mistake' when he t r e a t s mind as a substance on par with body, We 

commit a category mistake when we t r e a t the facts of mental l i f e 

as if they belong to one logica l type or category when they 

actually belong to another, ftccording to Ryle, matter and mind are 

not two substances for mind does not belong to the category t f 

substance at a l l and Descartes who believed that i t does, 

committed a category mistake, Ryle, by c r i t i c i s i n g Descartes* 

theory of Mind and by avoiding dualism, gives a d isposi t ional 

account of mind. 

In my d i s se r t a t i on , I shal l not discuss whether Ryle*s 



cr i t i c i sm of Descarteia' theory of mind is t8nabi,e or not bi<t my 

objective is to examine Ryle's disposi t ional account of mind 

i t s e l f . 

In the chapter I , I wil l describe what philosophers have 

said about d i spos i t ions , I wil l explain what i s actually meant by 

a d ispos i t ion , I wil l discuss different views about disposit ion 

and wil l examine whether disposi t ions can be regarded as causes. 

In chapter I I , I r ha l l be concerned with psychological 

behaviourism and logical behaviourism, and wil l examine how far 

Ryle's logical behaviourism is tenable . 

In the chapter I I I , I sha l l be concerned mainly with the 

concept of 'emotion ' . The f i r s t half of the chapter wil l be 

devoted to presenting a general view of emotion and the second 

half will be devoted to Ryla's concept of emotion. 

In the chapter lU, I sha l l be concerned with imagination 

and wil l examine how far Ryle's view of imagination i s tenable . 



In the chapter V, I shal l be concernQd with mental 

conduct concepts. The l a s t chapter wil l be the concluding chaptor. 

In t h i s chapter I will sum up my findings. Further behaviourism 

as a method in social sciences will also be examined. 



CHftPTER - I 

Disposition 

This chapter i s divided into tuio parts ~ f i r s t part dealing 

with different vieus of disposi t ion by different philosophers and 

the second part dealing mainly with Ryle's view of d i spos i t ion , 

I 

'Bispopit ion' fciterally means an a b i l i t y , tendency, capacity 

and l i a b i l i t y to do cer ta in sor t s of t h ings . Therefore, when ure say 

that an object possesses a d isposi t ional property, us simply mean 

that the object i s l i ab l e or i s capable of doing something. To say 

of an object that i t i s soluble, b r i t t l e , or to say of a human being 

that he is generous, touchy or inconsiderate, i s to ascribe 

dispositiortal propert ies to them, Hoiueuer, ue sometimes describe 

objects by ascribing cer ta in propert ies which seem to be nof>-

d i spos i t i ona l . For instance, whenever we t a lk about the colour of 

the objects we seam to speak about the non-dispositional property, 

Goodman says— 

"Almost every predicate commonly thought of aa 
describing a l as t ing objective charac te r i s t i c of a 
thing i s as much a disposi t ional predicate as any 
o the r . To find non-disposit ional or manifest predicates 
of things ue must turn to those describing event 
predicates , l ike bends, breaks, buins, d i sso lves . To 
apply such a predicate i s to speak only of what can 
happen",' 



N.Goodman makes a d is t inc t ion between disposi t ional 

prsdicatas and non-dispositional pred ica tes , Non-dispositional 

predicates are manifest-predicates or event—predicates. Whenever 

we apply a non-dispositional predicate to an object , we simply mean 

that the object i s undergoing some change or something specif ic i s 

happening to that objec t . Whereas, to apply a d isposi t ional 

predicate to an object i s not to say that something specif ic i s 

happening to that object . But to apply a d isposi t ional predicate 

to an object i s to say of what can happen to that object under 

specif ic condit ions. Disposit ional propert ies a r e , therefore non— 

occurrent, whereas non-dispositional propert ies are occurrent . 

However, though, disposi t ion i s regarded as an ab i l i t y 

yet a l l a b i l i t i e s are not d ispos i t iona , Ab i l i t i e s which are 

exercised continually under a l l conditions do not count as 

d i spos i t ions . Moreover, actions which occur too i r regular ly or too 

infrequently cannot be t reated as manifestations of d i spos i t ions . 

Therefore, though disposi 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 spos i t ions , K l iv ing organism has the ab i l i t y to 

breathe but we do not say tha t i t has the disposi t ions to breathe. 

The ab i l i t y to breathe is not a disposi t ions because t h i s 
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a b i l i t y i s being exercised continually within the ac t iv i ty of the 

organism under a l l normal oircumstances, ftgain, there are a b i l i t i e s 

tha t are exercised too infrequently to oount as d i spos i t ions , fi 

person may have the ab i l i t y to tgalk a long distance but in so far 

as he does these things only infrequently, i t is wrong to say that 

he has a disposi t ion to act in that may, 

Non-dispositional predicates do not stand for a b i l i t i e s 

in the sense in which disposi t ions are a b i l i t i e s . They are manifest 

predicates and they are also unconditional. The ::elationship 

between a disposi t ional predicate and i t s manifestation i s l o g i c a l , 

/Armstrong advocates the ident i f ica t ion of a par t icu la r 

d isposi t ion in a par t icu la r object with the underlying s ta te or 

categorical basis which is causally responsible for manifestations 

of that disposi t ions in that object and hence claims that 

disposi t ions are causes, Armstrong argues— 

"To speak of an ob jec t ' s having a disposi t ional 
property e n t a i l ' s that the object i s in some non-
disposi t ional s ta te or that i t has some property 
(there ex i s t s categorical basis) which i s responsible 
for the object manifesting cer ta in behaviour in certain 
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circumstances, manifestations whose nature makes the 
d ispos i t iona l property the pa r t i cu la r d ispos i t iona l 
property i t i s ' ' , ^ 

Thus he wants to say that for a th ing namely *X' to have a 

d ispos i t ion »d*, i s for *X' to be i n some state ' S ' which i s 

causally respoasible fo r any events which are manifestations of 

* d ' i n 'X ' or which would be causally responsible for such events. 

He i d e n t i f i e s a par t i cu la r d ispos i t ion with the underlying state 

and argues that since these underlying states are the causes fo r the 

manifestat ion of that d ispos i t ion in that object hen<?e disposibions 

are causes. I t also fo l lows from his discussion that d ispos i t iona l 

predicates ate manifested only under cer ta in condit ions and the 

underlying states gre responsible for the manifestat ion of a 

d ispos i t ion i n a pa r t i cu la r ob jec t . For instance, to say that 

*a glass is b r i t t l e ' , i s to say that the glass i s disposed to 

break* And the glass i s disposed to break because the gliass i s so 

made that there ex is ts a categor ical basis which i s responsible 

for the manifestat ion of b r i t t l eness i n the g lass . 
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floreover, fVrmstrong hoida that an object can acquire or 

lose i t s d isposi t ional property, Lat us t ake , for instance, the 

statement 'This glass became fragile at ' T ' , This proposition is a 

contingently true proposition and since a l l contingently true 

propositions are t rue in vir tue of something in the world, t h i s 

proposition in order to be t rue there must be some change in the 

world, ftnd since t h i s proposition is about a pa r t i cu la r object in 

the world i t must be the object that has changed and Armstrong 

would say that i f the object acquires or loses a d isposi t ional 

property at ' t * , then there must have occurred some change in the 

world at ' t * and indeed a categorical change which i s the basis 

of the acquisi t ion or loss of the disposi t ional property. Thus UQ 

find tha t Armstrong advocates a r e a l i s t i c view of d i spos i t ion . 

So far as the phenomenalists are concerned, they hold that 

a disposi t ion does not imply that there i s a non-dispositional s ta te 

which is the categorical basis of the d i spos i t ion . They hold that 

a d isposi t ional statement only refers to a non-material 
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oonditional statemant, /\ d isposi t ional atatemont oan be analysed 

into a non-material condxtional statement and there is nothing more 

than the non~material condi t ional . But as against the phenomenaliats, 

i t can be said that in scans cases we find tha t the non-material 

conditional i s sa t i s f ied but the object cannot be said to possess 

that disposi t ion* For example, according to the phenomenalists, an 

object i s fragile means if tha t object i s sui tably knocked at 'fe' 

then the object breaks at ' t * . Hourever^ an object may be suitably 

knocked at ' t ' and break at ' t ' even if the object i s not f r a g i l e . 

Therefore, the 'non-material condi t ional ' alone i s not suff ic ient 

for the descript ion of a disposi t ional property, 

Aigain, the phenomenalist has no answer for the question-

why i s i t that the glass breaks under such and such conditions 7 

They cannot refer to the categorical basis of the disposi t ion 

because they do not believe in such basis of a d i spos i t ion . 

Likewise, i f i t i s asked- How can we say whether a par t i cu la r 

object has a pa r t i cu la r d isposi t ional property or not , at a time 
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when i t i s not manifested ? Then they do not have any ansu/er« Since 

the phenomenalist do not believe in the 'ca tegor ical b a s i s ' , 

the tofore , they would say that apart from the d ispos i t ional property 

an object a lso has cer ta in categorical propert ies and since the 

categorical propert ies have not changed uje have every reason to 

think tha t the disposi t ional propert ies also have not changed. For 

the r e a l i s t , there i s no problem. They would say that UJB have every 

reason to believe tha t a thing has a pa r t i cu la r d isposi t ional 

property at the time when i t i s not manifested because the 

categorical basis on which the d isposi t ional property i s dependent 

has not changed and therefore the disposi t ional property ex i s t s 

there # 

^8 against the phenomenalist, i t can be said that there i s 

only a contingent connection between a d isposi t ional property and 

tha categorical property and so far as there i s only a contingent 

connection between the categorical property and disposi t ional 

property, we can »ery well conclude that there i s no connection at 
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a l l * Two events are said to ba contingently Donnected when there i s 

no necessary oonnection betueen the two but only that they may occur 

at the same t ime. From the mere fact that they oome to occur at the 

said time i t does not imply tha t there i s a connection between the 

two. I t may be a mere chance. Since the categorical propert ies are 

not the basis of the disposi t ional p roper t ies , therefore from the 

fact that categorical propert ies are t h e r e , ue cannot say tha t 

d isposi t ional properties are also t h e r e , 

Jackie presents the r ea l i s t view of d i spos i t ion . He holds, 

••X i s fragile at ' t* = If «X» i s ' su i t ab ly knocked at ' t ' , «X» 

3 

brea-ks at ' t» in vir tue of i t s i n t r i n s i c na ture" . Thus Mackls 

uiants to say that d isposi t ional property i s dependent on a basic 

property and t h i s basis property, on which the disposi t ional 

pro{>-erty i s dependent, i s i n t r i n s i c to the ob jec t . This i n t r i n s i c 

property of an object i s the basis for the acquis i t ion or loss of 

any disposi t ional property of tha t object , ""X i s soluble in water" 

= "X has some property which i s responsible for X*a dissolut ion 

in u a t t r " . If these propeirties are not there in -*X', then only 
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the fulfilment of the non-material condition i«e , i f we put 'X* in 

uater i cannot make i t tfissolue in water. 

Now, ujB sha l l examine whether disposi t ions can be regarded 

as causes, Armstrong holds that disposi t ions are causes. He argues 

that for every disposi t ion there is an underlying s ta te and th i s 

underlying s ta te i s causally responsible for the manifestation of 

the disposi t ion in that object and since having of a disposi t ion 

i s ident ica l with the underlying s t a t e , therefore , according to 

Airmstrong, disposi t ions are causes. 

Roger Squirer argues that fkrmstrong's theory that 

disposi t ions ai?e causes involves a iregross. He argues in the fo l lo ­

wing manner? Suppose we have something ' a ' with a disposi t ion ' d ' . 

Now, according to Armstrong, there must be some s ta te ' S ' of 'a* 

such that ( i ) »S'should cause *a' to manifest 'd-f at *T*» As 

against t h i s , Squirer argues that i f for a disposi t ion *d' we 

have to have a s t a te 'S* such tha t *S' causes *a* to manifest *d* 

at ' t ' then for *S' to be the re" , there must be some further 
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s t a t e of ' S ' and us ca l l that s*;ate of *S' as S • So Armstrong's 

posit ion would be - S would cause ' S ' to cause ' a ' to manifest 

•d' at * t ' . For Squirer, ue require a basis i , e , S for the s ta te 

*S' and in t h i s way, ue are launched in inf in i te regress, First> 

uie haye to asser t that the s ta te ' S ' i s disposed to cause »a' to 

manifest ' d ' a t ' t ' . Secondly, i t requires that for the s ta te 'S* 

to dispose to cause 'a* to manifest *d' , there must be some other 

s ta te say S behind ' S ' and in t h i s way the regress follows* 

As against t h i s , /Armstrong giuss a reply and argues that 

t h i s theory does not involve a regress . He admits that *a' a t t r i ^ 

butas a disposi t ion *d' to S and also admits t ha t t h i s theory 

requires a s ta te ' S ' which could cause manifestations of ' d ' at 

H ' but holds that S is ident ica l with *S' and hence there i s no 

regress* 

However, I wish to suggest that Armstrong's theory does 

not involve a regress , Ulhenever we say tha t sugar i s soluble, we 

are ascribing ( so lub i l i t y ) a d isposi t ional property to sugar* 
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There is a categorical basis or underlying s ta te of sugar which ia 

responsible for the mani.'Bstation of that disposi t ion ( so lub i l i t y ) 

in that objec t . We sha l l c a l l that underlying s ta te of sugar ' S * , 

Here, I th ink, ue need not have to postulate any further s ta te when 

UB say that *S' i s disposed to cause sugar to manifest s o l u b i l i t y . 

In the former case, when ue say that sugar i s disposed to dissolve 

in water then if i t is askec^- why is i t such that i t i s dispose* 

to dissolve In water, we can give reply and say that there i s sci 

categorical s t a te which causes i t to dissolve in water* But in the 

case of underlying s ta te we never ask why ia i t such tha t i t i s 

disposed to dissolve in water ? The s tructure of the underlying 

s ta te of sugar i s such that i f i t i s put in water i t dissolves and 

we need not have to postulate any further s t a t e , Armstrong's 

theory tha t *S' i s disposed to cause *a* l ,e« sugar to manifest 

*d* 1«D« ttolublliby doas not tepXy that wo axo attributing a 

d isposi t ion to <S* and therefore there QUst be a further s t a te for 

i t » Further , t o say tha t *S* i s disposed to causa sugar to 

dissolve in tiiater and to say that sugar i s disposed to dissolve in 
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water i s not the same sort t h i n g . The f i r s t one implies that 'S* i s 

a s t a te of ' a ' which disposes ' a ' to dissolve in water and therefore 

•S ' i s the cause of the manifestation of d isposi t ional property. 

The second one implies that sugar has the disposi t ional property to 

dissolve in water and therefore I th ink, the question of regress 

does not a r i s e . 

My view that ftrmstrong's theory does not lead to in f in i te 

regress should not be taken to mean that disposi t ions are cacises, 

I do not agree with ftrmstrong that disposi t ions are causes. 

To say that disposi t ions are causes i s to say that "glass 

breaks because i t i s b r i t t l e " 'Glass i s b r i t t l e ' means glass i s 

disposed to break and to say that disposi t ions are causes i s to 

say that the glass breaks because i t i s b r i t t l e . Now, depending 

on the nature of causal re la t ion we sha l l examine whether 

disposi t ions can be regarded as causes. The t ru th and fa l s i ty of 

a causal statement depends on the world as i t i s . The t ru th and 

fa l s i ty of the statement "black clouds cause xain", depends on the 
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world as i t i s and simply by looking at the statament we cannot find 

out i t s t ru th or falsehood. Whereas, the statement "the glass 

breaks because i t i s b r i t t l e " , though seem to Aimstrongj to express 

causal re la t ion yet i t i s not t r u e . Here we do not have to look at 

the world outside to find out the t ru th and fa l s i ty of the 

statement. If we know the meanings of the terms Involved in the 

statement we can say whether or not the statement i s t r u e . 

Therefore, the statement does not express a causal re la t ion between 

"b r i t t l enes s " and "breaking", Moreover, the relat ionship between 

'black cloud' and ' r a i n ' i s a causal re la t ion because in case of 

'black cloud' and ' r a - i n ' , i t may be the case that there i s black 

cloud but no rain follows, whereas, we can never think of t h i s 

poss ib i l i ty to be there in the case of b r i t t l e n e s s and breaking, 

'X i s b r i t t l e ' means 'X' i s l i a b l e to break under sui table 

circumstances and to think otherwise would be to say that these 

are black clouds. Therefore, I l ike to conclude that litxmstTong 

i s not reasonable in holding the view that dBLspositions are 

causes . To thiak otherwise woLfljd be to sajn tha t X i s not b r i t t l e , 

Whereas in case of black clouds, even if no rain follows s t i l l 

we can say that these are bl^ick clouds. 
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liJe knoui that two things or e n t i t i e s are said to be causally 

iBlated only if the two e n t i t i e s which are regarded as 'cause* 

and ' e f f ec t ' are independently i den t i f i ab l e , "Black cloud" and 

"ra in" are independent of one another. To know what i s a "black 

cloud", we do not have to have the knowledge of rain and vic»-veI^8a, 

Now, if ' b r i t t l e n e s s ' i s regarded as the cause of the breaking of 

the g lass , then i t must be possible for us to understand what does 

b r i t t l enes s mean independently of our understanding of breaking. 

However, we cannot understand what does ' b r i t t l e ' mean independently 

of ' b reak ing ' . Because ' b r i t t l e ' means ' l i a b l e to b reak ' , life 

cannot identify the unfulfil led poss ib i l i ty ( l i a b i l i t y to break) 

Independent of the categorical b a s i s . Since we cannot identify 

' b r i t t l e n e s s ' independent of breaking, the re fore , the re la t ion 

cannot be regarded as a causal at a l l . To make the point more c lear 

we can c i te ono more example. Suppose, someone asks — what i s the 

cause of a drug's putting someone to s l eep . We reply tha t the 

cause i s the drug 's soporif ic power. But soporif ic power means 

only "the power to cause s l eep" . Therefore, i t follows that ue 
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cannot identify a soporif ic drug unless i t induces s l eep . Therefore, 

there cannot be any causal re la t ion at a l l between ' the drug 's 

soporif ic power', and that i t induces s l e e p ' . Therefore, takdlng 

into account the nature of causal relat ion we can say that 

disposi t ions are not ca-uses . 

Now we shal l examine how far /Virmstrong's view that "the 

categorical basis of a disposi t ion is I n t r i n s i c to the object" is 

correct ft Armstrong r e s t r i c t s t h i s categorical basis to the in ternal 

const i tut ion of the object and thus holds tha t the categorical basis 

i s i n t r i n s i c to the object , Mackie, on the contrary, holds that the 

categorical basis cannot be some i n t r i n s i c property of that object 

possessing the d i spos i t ion , Mackie argues that i f the categorical 

basis of a disposi t ion i s regarded as i t s only i n t r i n s i c features 

then how are we going to explain the fact the two glasses P% and B, 

which not only look al ike but are alike in a l l t h e i r i n t r i n s i c 

fea tures , are knocked at time t , in the same way with the resul t 

that A breaks but B does not ? 
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Houjev/er, t h i s example of Mackie's i s not enough to refute 

ftrmstrong's view becjause his example has shoun that non-material 

conditional which i s the same in both the cases does make one 

glass break and leaves the other i n t a c t , Mackie does not offer-any 

argLBient to jus t i fy the view that non-material conditional should 

also be included in the categorical b a s i s . Therefore, we can say 

tha t Mackie has not succeeded in Rejecting the view that categorifial 

basis belongs to the i n t r i n s i c feature of the object , 

I th ink , so far as the manifestation of a disposi t ional 

property i s concerned, we have to take into account both the natural 

environment and i n t r i n s i c na ture . The manifestation of a 

d ispos i t ional property takes place in an environment and the object 

manifesting t h i s disposi t ion has cer ta in i n t r i n s i c nature and these 

two together serve as the ' b a s i s ' of a d i spos i t ion . However, s ince , 

t o asser t tha t an object possesses a d ispos i t ion , i s to say 

something about the object and not about the environment, 

therefore , i t implies t h a t , i t i s the ob jec t s ' in ternal 



22 

const i tu t ion which i s important and V, i s quite conceivable t o 

think of an object as possessing a disposi t ion without thinking of 

the environment. But uje can say that the non-material conditional 

i s equally important for the manifestation of a disposi t ion and 

therefore i t i s to be counted as the basis of a disposi t ion* 

Suppose, an object i s such that while i t i s at some place on the 

ea r t h , then if we knock i t , i t wi l l not sha t te r but if we put i t on 

different place and tap i t sharply then i t s h a t t e r s . Here i t seema 

tha t t h i s par t i cu la r environment of the eartfc can be t rea ted ae the 

basis of a disposi t ion because the object sha t t e r s in that 

environment insp i t s of the fact that i t s in te rna l const i tu t ion 

remains unchanged. However, i t seems that we cannot neglect the 

in te rna l constCitution a l together . Internal const i tu t ion also plays 

a v i t a l role because we have to explain the fact of i t s bxeakSng 

by saying tha t the object has such and sudi a s t ructure and tha t 

i s why when i t i s put in that par t icu la r place on the earth and 

i s tapped, i t s h a t t e r s . Otherwise, i f the environment had been the 

basis of i t s breaking then a-ny and every object put in tha t 
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environment and knocked, would have broken, Ute cannot explain the 

fact of breaking without taking into account the fact tha t i t has 

such and such a s t r u c t u r e , 

I l i ke to argue that r.he in ternal const i tu t ion alone can 

be regarded as the *ba-8is* of a disposi t ion because if a thing la 

not 80 constituted then i t cannot break even if i t i s put in such 

and such environment. To make i t more d e a r , I sha l l refer to the 

d i s t i nc t ion between necessary conditions and suff icient condi t ions. 

The environment and the tapping, knocking and dropping e t c , are 

the necessary, condit ions, whereas the in terna l cons t i tu t ion , 

which I ca l l the b a s i s , i s the suff icient condition for the 

manifesta»-tion of any pa r t i cu la r d i spos i t ion . If the in ternal 

const i tu t ion had not been the suff icient condition then ue could 

have explained the fact that ' a thing i s fragile* only by 

reference to non-material condi t iona ls . Since we cannot explain 

the fact that 'a thing i s f ragi le* , neglecting the in te rna l 

cons t i tu t ioh , therefore i t follows tha t in ternal conaftitutlon can 
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be t rea ted as the basis of a disposi t ion* noreoVer» I th ink , the 

in ternalconst i tu t ion or s t ructure is suff icient to explain the 

disposi t ions of objects because if we examine a par t i cu la r object in 

the laboratory and find that i t has such and such a s tructure then 

e^/sn i f the non-material conditionals ha-ve not been s a t i s f i ed , 

uie can say tha t t h i s pa r t i cu la r object i s disposed to behave in 

such and such a uiay since i t has such and such a s t r u c t u r e . Moreover^ 

on the basis of i t , lue can say that an object in possession of a 

d isposi t ional property i s s t ruc tura l ly different from an object 

which does not possess such a property, ftnd for me, as I have already 

pointed out , the categorical basis of a disposi t ion cannot be 

t reated as the cause of the manifestation of a d i spos i t ion , 

I I 

Gilbert Ryle, in his book The Concept of Mind, gives a 

dispositional analysis of mind by holding that mind is simply the 

dispositions of the body, \ person is not composed of both a. 

body and a mind, A» person is said to have a mind if he can do 
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cer ta in sor t s of t h i n g , fts regards the d i spos i t ion , he sa le — 

"When lOB describe 'g lass as brittlff-l or 'sugar as 
soluble ' uje are using disposi t ional concepts the 
logica l force of which is this— the b r i t t l e n e s s of 
glass does not consist in the fact that i t i s at a 
given moment actually being shivered. I t may be 
b r i t t l e without actual ly being shivered. To say tha t 
i t i s b r i t t l e i s to say that i f i t ever i s or ever 
had been, struck or s t ra ined , i t would fly or have 
flown into fragments. To say that i t would dissolve 
or would have dissolved, i f immersed in water".^ 

From Ryle's account, i t appears that disposi t ional 

prop-er t ies refer to capac i t i es , l i a b i l i t i e s and tendencies . The 

d i s t inc t ion between the disposi t ional property and the non-

dispos i t ional property i s tha t d isposi t ional propert ies are nor>-

occurirent whereas non-dispositional propert ies are occurrent , 

Dlspostional piroperties are nor>-occurrent because to say that 

' a glass i s b r i t t l e ' i s not to say that the glass i s at a given 

moment actually being shivered, 

Apart from t h i s , Ryle argues that the statement containing 

d ispos i t ional predicatfea are hypothetical or conditional and not 

ca tegor ica l . The statement 'sugar i s soluble ' means "If sugar i s 

put in water then i t wi l l d i s so lve" . Although a disposi t ion i s a 
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property, i t i s not a property that i s manifested by the individual 

possessing i t during every or even during most, moments of i t s 

behaviour, fti d isposi t ional property i s tha t which i s a t t r ibuted to 

an individual at moments when i t i s in no way being manifested. The 

reason i s that a d isposi t ional property is one which i s manifested 

only under cer tain conditions rather than unconditionally and that 

the fact tha t the property wil l be manifested only under 

appropriate circumstabces i s no l e s s a fact on oocassions in which 

those circumstances do not happen to occur. This explains also the 

fact that i t i s uniquely appropriate t o describe i t in terms of 

hypothetical statements what i s meant by a t t r ibu t ing a pa- r t i cu la r 

d isposi t ion to an individual agent. To manifest a par t icu lar 

disposi t ion is to perform an ac t iv i ty of a cer ta in general type 

under circumstances of a cer ta in general s o r t . The statement 

containing non-disposit ional predicates , are ca tegor ica l . To say 

tha—t "the table is round" i s to ascribe a non-<tispo8itional 

predicate to ' t a b l e ' . I t i s an occurrent— predicate since i t 

does not refer t o any a b i l i t y , tendency and capaci ty. 
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The question arises as to whether explanations in terms of 

d isposi t ions are to be regarded as a var ie ty of causal explanation ? 

To ask why the glass broke is to ask what caused i t to break and we 

explain the f racture of the glass when we report tha t a stone h i t 

l t « The cause, here, stands for an event and the event which stood 

to the f racture of the glass i s re lated to i t BS cause to a f f e a t , 

/^part from causal explanat ion, there i s another type of explanation 

namely explanation in terms of reason. To say that ' the glass broke 

when struck because i t was b r i t t l e ' i s to give reasor>-explanation 

and not a causal explanat ion, Ryle seeks to explain the breaking of 

the glass by re fer r ing to a d ispos i t ion and not to a happening or 

cause. Disposi t ional explanations are , the re fo re , reason-explanations 

and not causal explanat ions. Disposi t ion; also cannot be regarded 

as causes because to re fer to ' d i spos i t i on* i s not to re fer to any 

happening. The breaking of the glass i s nothing but the 

ac tua l i za t ion of the d ispos i t i on ' b r i t t l e * . The fu l f i lmen t of the 

d ispos i t ion requires some cortditions l i k e t ap ing , knocking and so 

on . To give an explanation i n terms of d ispos i t ions i s not to give 
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a causal explanation, 

Ryle in his Concept of l^ind. builds a theory of mind, 

holding that mind i s nothing but the disposi t ions of the body. Most 

mental terms, he th inks , are used to refer bot to priv/ate episodes 

but to d ispos i t ions , which manifest themselves in predominantly 

public performance, Ryle holds that jus t as the statement, *sugar 

i s soluble* does not mean that the 'sugar i s actually dissolving in 

water* but that i t i s l i ab le to dissolve in wa^er, l ikeuiise, t o 

ascribe a mental predicate say, ' j ea lous* , to a person i s not to 

say that there i s a private in ternal occurrence going on within the 

ind iv idua l . To say that ' a person is jea lous ' i s t o say tha t he i s 

l i ab l e to behave in such and such a uiay, Ryle says . 

To possess a d isposi t ional property i s not ^o be 
in a pa r t i cu la r s t a t e , or to undergo a par t i cu la r 
change, i t i s to be bound or l i a ble to be in a 
par-rticular s ta te or to undergo a pa r t i cu la r change, 
when a par t icu la r condition i s realiZBd",^ 

Ryle makes a d i s t inc t ion between disposi t ions and episodes, 

or 
According to him, cer ta in human act ions/behaviours are the 

manifest a t io-n of disposi t ions* Episodes are occurrences i ,e« uie 
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oan say that i t is occuring in such and such t ime . There i s sotne 

time l imi t in connection with episodes. When we say, "He i s walking 

now", wa are talking about what i s happening now. But verbs l ike^ 

know, bel ieve , ate not indicat ive of occurrencses but of d i spos i t ions . 

Some disposi t ional actions are highly specif ic while others are 

highly gener ic , Words l ike 'know', ' be l i eve • , ' c l eve r ' are 

determinable disposi t ional words because they do not signify 

capaci t ies or a b i l i t i e s of only one sor t but of different s o r t s . 

But Ryle ma^intains that people make mistakes by thinking tha t 

there i s a corresponding in terna l act to dispositioneil verbs l ike 

'know* and ' b e l i e v e ' . This he t r e a t s as a mistake. 

Dispositional statements ape not statements of laufs. 

Disposit ional statements are indicative of capacit ies^ l i a b i l i t i e s 

and tendencies. They have s i m i l a r i t i e s with lau>- statements in 

the sense tha t both d isposi t ional and laii>-8tatements are 

hypo t t e t i c a l . 

However, the following objections can be raised against 
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Ryla's d isposi t ional analysis of Mind, As uie know, there i s a 

distirrctlon between some behaviour tendencies and pure hab i t s , 

hobbies, i n t e res t s bents and occupationso But sometimes a border 

l ine cap-se crops up when we see that some people 's job are t he i r 

hobbies and these jobs and hobbies are purely h a b i t s . But something 

done from a habit i s not something uhich is done on puirpose, 

Uhereas, act ions which are done from hobbies, i n t e r e s t s and pleasuw 

are actions which are done for the sake of p leasure , 

Moreover, if mental predicates refer only to overt 

performances then, I think we haTie another problem with disposi t ional 

s tatements, Merely looking at overt performances we cannot 

d is t inguish between two different types of ac t i ons . For example, 

whenever a person i s piping a pipe he may e i t h e r do i t out of 

pleasure or he may do i t to sat isfy his auiisnoe or he ma«y do 

i t as a sor t of pract is ing i t , but ue cannot point out these 

differences merely by looking at his p iping. 

However, in t h i s chapter I do not want to drew out a l l 
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the possible implicatfijons of Ryle's theory of mind, since in the 

chapters that follouj, I shal l discuss Ryle's view of mind in 

d e t a i l , 
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CHAPTER - I I 

PsvcholOQical Behaviourisni and Logical Behaviourism 

Behaviourism as a philosophy of mind resu l t s only on the 

reject ion of Descartes ' Mental Substance Theory, According to 

Descartesj men i s composed of two substances — mental and physical , 

Whatever i s mental i s p r iva te , and the only way to knoui that one 

i s in a par t i cu la r mental s ta te i s , through the observatioh of 

one's in ternal s t a t e . To say that 'one i s in pain ' i s to say that 

one i s having a par t i cu la r kind of feeling 6t sensation or that one 

i s having a par t icu la r kind of experience. However, though one can 

never experience the experience of another yet one can know what 

another person i s experiencing by observing the l e t t e r ' s behaviour. 

Whenever I am in pain, I behave in a pa r t i cu la r way and therefore 

wheaever I find another person behaving in the same way, I assume 

that he a lso must bo in pain for whenever I am in pain, I behave 

in that way. 

However, the dua l i s t i c theory of Doacartes, presents many 

problems. The d i f f i c u l t i e s ares If mental s t a t e s a r e , in p r inc ip le , 

not publicly observable, how i s one jus t i f i ed in ascribing them 

to other people at a l l 7 Evan if one has mental s t a t e s , how can 
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I know that the correlat ions between them and the behaviour 

exhibited are the same in both the cases ? How are we to describe 

the l inks between mental s t a t e s and other s t a t e s ? If they are 

causal , how does the causal process operate ? These problems have 

led philosophers to search for a l te rna t ive so lu t ions . 

wBe Behaviourism comes intn being only on the rejection of 

the dua l i a t i c theory. To accept behaviourism i s to say that there 

are not two substances, one body and the other mind but there i s 

only ohe substance i , B , the body and mind is nothing but the 

behaviour of the body. Behaviourism, as a philosophy of mind 

identif ied mental s t a t e s with actual behaviour, Tc say tha t one i s 

in a mental s t a te i s to say that one i s behaviOQ in such and such 

a way. Mental s t a tes are ident ica l with actual behaviour and 

thus there i s no d i s t inc t ion between the mental s t a t e s and the 

actual behaviour. This way of explaining the mental conrepts 

extremely in terms of behaviour is known as psychological 

behaviourism or s c i en t i f i c behaviourism. 

Within psychology, va r i e t i e s of behaviourism s t re tch 

from G.B.Uatson to B,F,Skftnner and o t h e r s . This kind of 
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behaMdourism seems to hold tha t behaviour i s the f i t subject of 

study for social sc ience. Since experience are p r iva te , i t i s 

impossible for one to know what experience another man i s having* 

I am in a given s ta te of mind means I am hatling certain experiences 

which no one else can have. Therefore, one man can never experience 

what another man is experiencing and in fact i t i s logical ly 

impossible a l so , When we say tha t another man i s in pain, a l l we 

can see is his behavdaur only, and therefore , on t h i s strength the 

behaviourists hold that the mental s t a t e s refer to behaviour only 

and they (mental s t a t e s ) themselves are behaviour and nothing more. 

For D^B.Wataon, who introduced the term, 'Behaviourism*, i s 

primarily a methodological principle or pol icy! tha t the data of 

s c i e n t i f i c psychology should comprise of only observed and 

publicly observable behaviour nf l iv ing organisms. He even spoke 

of the f ic t ion tb^t there i s such a thing as mental l i f e j and he 

proposed to drop terms l ike "cnnciouspess, mental s t a t e , , , , , 

imagery and the l i k e , because he thought that there are no private 

s t a t e s , processes or objects tn which such words could be appl ied. 

Thus he rejected mental images as f i c t i t i o u s , 
•J 

According to the behaviourists, human behaviour is 



explainable in terms of laws. Since they explain behaviour in terms 

of laws therefore for them, there i s no place af purpose, des i re , 

intention and feeling and so on.^That i s to say, ue cannot 

explain a piece of behaviour in terms of purpose, intention and 

so on* In cas# of any s c i en t i f i c theory, prediction i s possible 

because they explain everything in terms of laua which are said 

t o govern them. In case of human beings, the only observable 

thing i s the human behaviour. Therefore, according to them, so 

long as human behaviour i s go»erned by laws and so long as only 

human behaviour i s observable, i t i s predictable a l s o , ftoccrding to 

the psychological behaviouris ts , human behaviour i s explainable 

in terms of laws because a l l human behaviour, for them, is 

determined e i the r by in terna l organism or by the external 

environmant. Toy Skinner, human behaviour i s always a st imulus-

response behaviour, According to the behaviour is ts , an action 

defined in terms of in tent ion , desire or purpose can easi ly be 

defined in terms of in terna l organism and external environment 

whi»h are governed by aar ta in physical laws. Since they are 

governed by physical laws, every human behaviour can be explained 

as a response to some stimulus only, and as such human 

behaviour i s prediotable , 



36 

behav iour ism as a philosophy of mind i d e n t i f i e s mental 

states with actual behaviour* And so fa r as psychological behavi­

ourism i s concerned, we f ind t h a t , human acts are defined as part 

of the order of nature, causing and being caused by et/ents outside 

i t s e l f . 

There is another var ie ty of behaviourism known as l og i ca l 

bahaglaarism or ana ly t i ca l behaviourism or phi losophical behaviourism, 
4 y -J 

Ryle, Hempel, Carnap, Wittgenstein and so on are l o g i c a l 

behaviour is ts . Philosophical Behaviourism as is advocated by Ryle 

seems to hold that meanings of the mind—predicates must be 

explained in terms of overt behaviour or that statements about a 

pessoni's mind can be compiBbely analysed i n terms of statements 

about what t the rs people can or could observe him do ing. The 

phi losophical behaviourists l i k e Ryle assimilates a l l mental 

predicates to d ispos i t iona l terms l i k e i n t e l l i g e n t or •bst inate 

not ic ing that t h e i r ascr ip t ion to a person does net imply anything 

about his current experiences. They deny or gross over the fact 

that the d ispos i t ion in question are of ten manifested i n pr ivate 

experiences e , g , Lrjexpressed thoughts and fee l i ngs , Ryle 

i d e n t i f i e s mental states not with actual behaviour but with the 
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disposi t ions to behave* Houiauer, though both Ryla and Wittgenstein 

claim to be logica l behaviourists yet the vieui of Wittgenstein i s 

different from that of Ryle, Logical behaviourism holds that there 

i s a logica l re la t ion between mental s t a t e s and behaviour. If the 

relat ionship between mental s t a t e s and bshaviour i s logica l then 

I cannot believe myself to be in pain unless I am and I logical ly 

cannot be in pain without real izing that I am« To be in pain and to 

be aware that I am in pain are one and the same. 

The logica l behaviourist , in pa r t i cu la r Gilbert Ryle,says* 

"To t a lk of a person's mind i s to t a lk of the 
peroon's a b i l i t i e s , l i a b i l i t i e s and incl inat ion to 
do and undergo cer ta in sor ts of things and of the 
doing and undergjping of these things in the 
ordinary world", ' 

FOB him, the a t t r ibu t ion of intention and das i r e , in te l l igence , 

excitement and fear and so on are to be undejrstood as a t t r ibu t ion 
i 

of a disposi t ion to behave in a cha rac te r i s t i c manner in suitable 

circumstances. To be angry i s to behave in an aqgiry way* to be 

flushed, trembling, banging and e t c , Mental concepts which we 

commonly use to describe and explain people 's behaviour signify 

disposi t ion and not episodes. Mental s ta tos are names of par t i cu la r 

pat tern cf behaviour? thsy cannot cause the behaviour in questioni 

i t cannot be said that a man's anger made him shout c r that his 

pride mado him stubborn. 
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' For Ryla, to build a theory of the mind i s to look into 

the logical character of certain modal sentences containing 

imagination, perception, thought, emotion and so on. In fac t , one 

can define philosophical psychology as the theory of the logical 

character of sentences about the mind and i t i s in t h i s sense that 

a l l theories of mind of t h i s type are philosophical* Cartesianismf 

according to Ryle, i s the c lass ica l doctrine that a l l mind-

sentences are logical ly categorical in character . There are sent ­

ences whose logical behaviour, Ryie c a l l s , hypothetical or 

d i spos i t iona l . Among them are sentences l i k e , '3ohn i s vain, Dohn 

i s i n t e l l i g e n t ' and so on. The logica l behaviour of '3ohn i s vain ' 

i s not categorical but hypothet ical . That i s , i f under cer ta in 

specified circumstances, tome one were to praise 3ohn in his 

presence then Dohn would be l ike ly to do other things e ,g , t ry to 

prolong the par t i cu la r conversatinh. 

, However, i t i s a misconception to attempt to analyse a l l 

mental predicates"t iehaviouris t ical ly , Ryle i s mistaken when he 

thinks tha t i t i s necessary to deny not only that there can be 

mental substances but also that there can be mental events or 

occurrences. There i s a d i s t inc t ion between mental occuri:enceSy 
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and mantal disposit ion* Oealousy, hatred, anger, love and so on are 

sailed mental disposi t ions because ujhenever these predicates are 

applied to a person i t implies tha t he i s disposed to behave in 

cer ta in ways, 'X' i s jealous of 'Y' means 'X' i s disposed to afroui 

cer ta in types cf behaviour towards ' Y ' , Again, there are such 

things as mental occurrences. For example, concepts l i ke dreaming, 

imagining, thinking e t c , are mental sccurrences and cannot be 

exhausted in terms of physical expressions. They are genuine non— 

behavioural events . They are occurrences and physical expressions 

are immat'arial to t h e i r meanings. One may indulge in thinking 

without showing any outward sign for i t . Therefore, thinking or 

' thoughts ' also qualify as mental events , We report such events 

when we say "As I walked i n , a t e r r i b l e thought occurred to me, 

thought crossed my mind, i t suddenly came to me t h a t , , , , , " 

Thoughts of t h i s sor t come into one's head and go through one's 

mind, Whenever, we report the occurrence of a thought in any tne 

of these many ways, we are reporting the occurrence of an event 

which took place at some par t i cu la r t ime. As in case of repprts 

of fee l ings , reports of thoughts are not t rans la tab le into 

reports of behaviour. So far as t h e i r meaning i s concerned, i t can 

be said t h a t , they are reports of genuine •ccurrences but not of 
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overt performances. Therefore, Ryle has to exclude these mental 

occurrences from his theory and cannot explain them by expounding 

a disposi t ional ana lys i s . 

Logical behaviourists , par t icu lar ly Ryle is guilty of 

arguing in a c i rc le in presenting his disposi t ional analysis of 

mind. To attempt to explain a mental concept, say, ' i n t e l l igen t* by 

an appeal to hypothetical proposition s ta t ing what wil l happen if 

a person i s acting in te l l igen t ly is to beg the question by 

appealing to a t e s t whereby the observers determine the nature of 

otheruiiae ambiguous performances. When we apply any mental predicate 

to a person by saying that 'X' is i n t e l l i g e n t , t h i s statement, 

according to Ryle simply means 'X' i s disposed to behave in a 

pa r t i cu la r way. Here i t implies that we already presuppose that 

t h i s sort of behaviours are regarded as in t e l l igen t behaviour. 

That i s , if we want to say that 'X i s in te l l igent* then we must 

jus t i fy i t by saying or by giving such instances which does not 

include in i t tha t 'he i s i n t e l l i g e n t ! Otherwise, i t would be Just 

the saying, tha t 'he i s behaving in te l l igen t ly and therefore ha 

i s i n t e l l i g e n t ' , which i s not a case of proving that 'somebody 

i s i n t e l l i g e n t ' but i s simply begging the question. Therefore, 
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Ryle's logicsal behaviourism i , e , his d isposi t ional account of mind 

involves the fallacy of begging the quBstion« This charge can also 

be brought a^ainstanalysis of a l l d isposi t ional mental conduct 

concepts, 

Ryle in the "Concept of (*lind", holds that mind is simply 

the d ispos i t ion , of the body l ike other disposi t ions e ,g , b r i t t l e , 

e l a s t i c e t c , Whenever we say tha t •a glass i s b r i t t l e ' , i t sliiply 

means that the gj^ass i s disposed to break. But the point i s that 

Ryle does not make any attempt to show uihy cer ta in concepts are 

called physical and others psychological i f botii are disposi t ional 

concepts, We say, ' b r i t t l e ' a physical concepts and not a 

psychological one. Likewise, ' w i t t y ' i s a mental concept and not a 

physical onu. If mind i s simply a disposi t ion of the body l ike 

other d isposi t ions then there need not be anything as mental 

concepts. In shor t , the main d i f f icul ty that can be pointed out in 

Ryle's theory is tha t he a l l the time t a l k s about mental concepts 

and physical concepts but he does not point out the difference 

between disposi t ional concepts tha t refer to mind and the one that 

refer to body. How i s i t tha t b r i t t l enes s i s a physical concept 

uteioas ' i n t e l l i g e n t ' , 'w i t t y ' e t c , are mental concepts ? Thus 
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U)B find tha t the logical behauiourism of Ryle suffers from so many 

draubaoks, 
/ 

Though Ryle seems to base his tbeory on Itlittgensteinian 

l ine yet his theory di f fers from that of Wittgenstein. Like 

Wittgenstein he also holds that mind does not refer to any separate 

substance or e n t i t y . Though Wittgenstein holds that mind does not 

refer to any separate substance or ent i ty yet he does not deny the 

•innerness* of mind. The thes i s tha t there i s a logical connection 

between inner process and overt behaviour seems to be implied by 

Wittgenstein 's claim that behaviour provides the c r i t e r i a for 

ascribing mind predica tes , Wittgenstein says "ftn inner process 

2 
stands in need of outward c r i t e r i a " . In other words, if there i s n̂ j 

' i nne r ' then the 'ou te r ' cannot be understood without reference to 

the former. Some behavioyr i s not i n t e l l i g i b l e to us i f we do not 

l ink i t with the ' i n n e r ' . Whereas, acrording to Ryle, mind i s only 

the disposi t ion of the body and i t does not refer to anything 

' i n n e r ' . In order to understand what Wittgenstein means by 

'outward c r i t e r i a ' l e t us take the concept of ' p a i n ' . Now i f we 

take ' c r i t e r i a ' to mean the necessary and suff icient condition 

of anything then to say that someone i s in ' pa in ' would be to 

saying tha t someone i s behaving in such and such a way because. 
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outward behaviour ia tne necessary and sufficient condition of 

pain* And if i t i s such that outuard behaviour i s the necessary 

and sufficient conditions of pain, then lue cannot sonceive of 

pain if these behaviours are not theju-e, Moreoveri 'X i s in pain* 

mould mean 'X i s behaving in such a way' and nothing more. In 

other words, pain would simply mean 'pain behaviour' and nothing 

more. However, I think t h a t , whenever Ulittgenstein says that inner 

should stand in need of outward c r i t e r i a , he uses the term c r i t e r i a 

to mean that i t i s an observable phenomena by which we can know 

something mental ia going on which i s unobservable to us . To uaa 

c r i t e r ion in t h i s sense, i s to use i t in the sense of necessary 

•ondition and not in the sense of sufficient condition. Since i t 

i s only necessary condition and not a suff icient condition for 

the explanation of pain, we need not have to equate pain with 

pain behaviour. I t i s necessary in the sense that pain would not be 

a word in language if these behaviours are not t h e r e . Again, pain 

simpily does not irefer to behaviour only. I t i s more than the 

behaviour, Wittgenstein says , "IK wheel tha t can be twwied though 

nothing else moves with i t , i s no part of the mechanism". He 

t r i e s to show that if with pain behaviour nothing goes pn inside 

the person, the behaviour i s not at a l l meaningful. If a par t icu lar 
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wheel i s to be regarded as a part of machine then when the wheel 

moves, some other part of the machine also must move with i t if the 

wheel i s to be regarded as « part of the machine. Similarly, he 

argues that external behaviour i s not meaningful to ua if there i s 

nothing i n t e r n a l . The external behaviour in order to be meaningful 

there has to be the inner character nf mind. Thus we find that 

Wittgenstein^8 view di f fers from that of Ryle because unlike Ryle 

he doss not re ject the inner character of mind, at a l l . That 

external behaviour to be meaningful, the inner has to be t h e r e , 

Wittgenstein can also he interpreted to have accepted the 

view that we cannot reject the mental s t a t s a l tagether in 

explaining cer ta in mental concepts, Wittgoostein argues tha t us 

can not explain 'reiBBinboring* i f we hold the view tha t in 

romeraboring thore i s no mental s t a te going s n . 

Wittgenstein maintains — 

"But you surely cannot dony t h a t , for gxample, 
in remembering, an inner process takes p lace . What 
gives the impression that we want to deny anything ? 
When one says, " S t U l , an inner process does take 
place here" •• Ooe wants to go onl l ifter a l l , you 
see i t " - And i t i s t h i s inner process tha t one 
means by the word "remembering the impression tha t 
we wanted to dony something a r i ses from our se t t ing 
our faces against the picture of the innor process'. 
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The assunption of an inner pjxicess gives us the cxirrect 
idea of the use of the word "to reraember", We say tha t 
t h i s picture with i t s ramifications stand in the way •f 
•ur seeing the use of the word as i t i s " . 

Thus Wittgenstein wants to say that we cannot hold the 

view that there i s no inner process, Moreover, he can be interpreted 

as saying that remembering i s completely an inner process . For 

exampley wheneveri I t ry to remember something or whenever I t ry 

t c remember what I did in the l a s t evening, I just go on •orrelat ing 

one action with another and in t h i s way I f inal ly remember what 

I d id . This sort of correlat ing i s SDnpletely a pro«eBs of 

thinking I need not have t c behave physically in a pa r t i cu la r 

manner, What I am required to do i s to do some sort of thinking and 

t h i s i s completely a mental process. Thus philJ8Cphi»al 

behaviourism as i s advocated by Wittgenstein does not deny the 

t ru th of our every day statements and mental process, Wittgenstein 

says-

Why should I deny that there i s a mental process ? 

But"these has jus t taken place in me a mental process 

of remembering,, , , , means nothing more than I have 

jus t remembered". To deny the mental process would 

mean to deny remembering, deny that anyone ever 

fiemembers anything",5 

Thus Wittgenstein means to say that whenever we say 

tha t we have remembered something i t means there has occurred in 
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us sofne mental procoss of rGcnemberlng, Without t h i s prooesa us 

cannot say UJQ have xemembered, Thexefo ie , t o deny t h e procjesa 

would be t o deny remembering. 
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CHAPTER - III 

Rvle on Emotion 

It i s v i r tua l ly impossible to give a defini t ion of 

amotion that a l l psychologists will accept although a l l of them 

agree that fear , anger, joy, disgust should be classif ied as 

emotions. Even though we are unable tc give a precise defini t ion 

of emotion, we can, at l e a s t , t ry to analyse what the concept of 

emotion i s . Different philosophers hold different views regarding the 

concept of emotion. According to the t r ad i t i ona l philosophers, 

emotions are in ternal or private experiences the owner of which 

can d i rec t ly reg is te r them. They are in ternal s t a tes taking place 

in one's secret mental world, hs opposed to t h i s t r ad i t i ona l view 

of emotion, Ryle holds a d isposi t ional view of emotion according 

to which they turn out not to be in ternal s t a tes at a l l 'but t t be 

(teasons* for predicting the overt behaviour, We shal l come across 

Ryle'8 view of emotion more elaborately a b i t l a t t e r . Now we 

shal l see what other philosophers have to say about enrotion. So in 

t h i s chapter we wil l have two par t s — f i r s t part dealing with 

different views of emotions by different philosophers and in the 

second half we wil l be dealing mainly with Gilbert Ryle's view 

on emotion. 
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D«B, Watson, the founder of Behaviourism defined emotions 

aa "an hereditary pat tern - reaction involving profound changes of 

the bodily mechanism as a luholei but par t icu lar ly of the visceral 

•J 
and glandular systems"« Watson's behaviourism i s more of a 

ac iont i f io nature than philosophical . I t i s s c i en t i f i c in the sense 

that l ike other sciences i t brings behaviourism or i t t r i e s to 

explain an event through the means of antecedents and consequencse 

only. That i s , i t explains a piece of behaviour in terms of 

antecedent stimulus and the conserquent of the muscular changes and 

glands, , Muscles and glands are the only affectora and there i s no 

addit ional mental a c t i v i t y , hvti tha t i s uihy Watson t r i e s to 

•haracterisB emotion only as changes of bodily mechanism. That i s , 

whenever a person i s angry we are tc explain i t by saying that 

there i s a stimulus or an object which makes him angry and when 

his 
he i s angry/bodily mechanisms are in par t lwHar s t a t a a . Therefore, 

emotions are to be explained only as stimulus—response 

behaviour and i t implies nothing mental an the part of person who 

i s having a pa r t i so l a r type of emotion. But t h i s theory has soma 

drawbacks. Such an explanation leaves no scope for us to 

dis t inguish between emotional and non-emotional pat terns l ike 
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aneezinQ, caughino and some other reflex act ionst Like anger, 

sneezing and coughing have to be explained in terma of stimulus and 

response, Sc given th i s type of explanation we cannot aay whether 

anger i s an emotion or not , 

Anthony Kenny in his book "Action, Emotion and Will", 

gives a philoaophical accounts of emotion. He c r i t i c i s e s the 

t r ad i t i ona l view of emotion, We sha l l see what he says of emotion. 

Ha believes that the notfton of object i s essen t ia l to 

that of amotion and that i t is not ident ica l with that of cause. 

Ha holds that emotions have both a feeling and an explanatory or 

motive side to them} To a t t r i bu t e fear to somebody i s both to 

indicate a disturbance of feeling and explain behaviour. Kenny 

c r i t i c i s e s the t r ad i t i ona l view as the view that emotions aire 

"purely private mental events" or " in ternal impressions", or events 

d i rec t ly observahlo only by tho person who experiences thom". 

Contrary to t h i s t r ad i t i ona l view, he holds that emotions ave not 

in ternal impressions or purely private mental events . According to 

him, sensat ions , feelings and axporiences are not in ternal 

impressions or purely private mental events e i t h e r . Ho holds that 

emotions are feelings or at l eas t are sometimes fee l ings . But how 
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do ue dist inguish feelings as emotions from other feelings or 

sensations ? He begins discussion en ' f ee l ing ' by distinguishing 

various uses 6f the word f e e l . Among other things we are giv/en a 

d i s t inc t ion betiueen the object form and the verb form e .g . feeling 

a matress and feeling the heat of a f i r e . Thus he says that anything 

i s a feeling if we use the verb feel in reporting i t . In case of 

sensation or feeling we, by using the verb ' f e e l ' , report the 

feeling ue are having, though sometimes i t i s follouiad iby a direct 

object , sometimes by an adjective and sometimes by a c lause . 

Now, one repsect in which emotions differ from sensations 

i s that emotions are not local ised whereas sensations are 

loca l i sed . Emotions are such that we do not refer to any par t i cu la r 

part of body to explain t h e i r occurrence. Whereas sensations are 

such that we can locate them in different par ts of the body, 

Whenever I am having a pain I can say that i t is e i ther in my leg 

or in my hand and so on. But so far as emotions are concerned «e 

cannot loca l i se i t . 

Kenny then holds tha t emotions have a charac te r i s t i c 

h i s t o ry , "Any pattern i s accidental to a sensat ion, while some 

2 
pat tern i s essen t ia l to an emotion", Kenny says that an emotion 
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has a charac te r i s t i c history behind i t . For example^ say, whenever 

I see Mr,X, I get angry. That i s , uiheneuer I see Wr^ , I have the 

emotion of anger, ftnd there is a charac te r i s t ic history behind i t 

in the sense that may be sometimes in the past he behaved badly with 

me, /Vnd therefore , whenever I see him I get angry with him. Here my 

being angry with him is case of emotion and th i s emotion i s the re , 

because there i s a history behind i t . And then, Kenny says that 

t h i s pattern is essen t ia l to emotions. He says that i t i s essentlckl 

because I would not have been angry with him if I did not have t h i s 

in the background. Therefore, i t i s essen t ia l so far as emotion is 

concerned, Whereas, t h i s is not so, so far as sensation or feeling is 

concorned.It is not c s s sn t i a l for a sensation or feoling 

to hawB a cha rac te r i s t i c h i s to ry . For example, if I get hurt by a 

stone I get pain and my feeling pain is a sensat ion. But my 

feeling pain is not dependent on any cha rac te r i s t i c h i s to ry . If I 

am hi t by a stone I feel pain and my feeling pain i s net dependent 

•n a charac te r i s t i c history as in case cf my anger, I cannot just 

get angry with T'lr.X, unless I have some reasons. And t h i s reason 

i s perhaps, what i s called a charac te r i s t i c h i s to ry . And, 

therefore , t h i s pat tern is essen t ia l for the emotion of anger. 

However, Kenny holds that the most important differonca 

between emotion and sensation is that emotions unlike 8ensad:ions 
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are essent ia l ly directed towards objeots . That i s , thete must ba an 

object for an emotion whatever i t may be. I t is not that the object 

of emotion has to be a physical object onlJli« I t can even be non-

physical . But whatever i t may be, the object of emotion has to be 

t h e r e , Whenever 1 am afra id , there must be something which I am 

afraid of, I cannot be just afraid of nothing. Likewise, whatever, 

I am angry, there must be someone with whom I am angry and the 

person with whom I am angry would be the object of my anger. 

However, there i s a difference between object and causes of 

emotion. The person 'X' i s the object of my anger and there is a 

cer ta in reason behind i t , l i k e , he behaved badly with me and that 

must be the cause of my emotion, Wittgenstein a lso holds that 

among emotions the directed might be distinguished from the 

undirected. Fear at something, joy over something. Thus Wittgenstein 

also makes a d is t inc t ion between the cause and the object of 

emotion. 

Now, what Kenny holds is that for each emotion there 

must be an object and that i s why i t i s said that emotions arc 

directed to ob jec t s . Then he says that sensations or feelings are 

not directed to ob jec t s . Sensations or feeling do not have 

ob jec t s . Emotions are feeling of such a kind that they must have 
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objects whereas sensations are feelings of such a kind that they 

may or may not hav/a objec ts . It ie not necessary that thay must 

have objec ts . He says hunger i s a sensation but there i s no object 

of hunger. 

Now we shal l see what does ha actually mean by the •object ' 

of emotion. In his book "Action, Emotion and Will" fenny aaya,-

'^he sense of 'object • which I have hitherto 
employed and wish now to discuss i s one which derives 
from the grammatical notion of the object of a 
t r ans i t ive verb . The object of fear is what is feared, 
the object of love i s uihat i s loved, the object df 
cutting i s what i s cu t , the object of heating ie what 
i s heated. In discussing the nature of objects we are 
simply discussing the logical role of the object-
expressions uiiioh •ompleta the sense of -Intentioftal -
and non—intential verba",*' 

However, I think that haa/lng of an u b ^ c t i s not an 

isolated fact about emotion. That i s , emotiona do not d i f fer from 

sensations or feeling only in the sense that amotions have 

objects whereas sensations or feeling do no t . Because sometimes, 

some sensations seem to have ob jec t s . For example, whonovat 2 

feel hungry, my hunger i s cer tainly for food and in that case, 

fuod may be said to be the object of my hunger. Similar i s the 

case, if I say, I am gett ing the smaiil of mango. Here cortainly 

t am having a sensation and manage is the object of my smell . 

But here the sensations or feelings have objects although i t i s 
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not a casB of emotion, 

Kenny would say that the important difforoncG botueen an 

amotion and a fooling or sensation i s not that any emotion has an 

•bject and no sensation has but that the connection betweBn an 

emotion and i t s ubjects is of a cer tain kind namely norh-contingent 

whereas the connection botween sensation and i t s objecb i s not of 

t h i s kind, Konny c r i t i c i s e s Hume's view that the re la t ion 

between an emotion and an object i s a causal one. He quotes one 

passage from Hume's which shows that the connection being 

affirmed is a contingent one, 

" I t i s because our mihds happen to be made as they 
are that the object of prido i s self ur the object of 
love another person, not because of anything involved 
in the concept of p r ide , jus t as i t i s because our 
bodios happen to be made as they are tha t our eairs are 
lower than our eyes, not because of anything involved 
in the concept of oar" ,^ 

Thus, Hume ijants to say that the connection between pride and 

the object of prido i s contingent and not apropr i . He also says, 

" I t always happens that wo feel proud of our own 
achievements and not say, of the indusfry of ants in 
stone-aga-Bapua, , , ,That the idea of Self i s not part 
of the nature of prido and humilityj a l l that belongs 
to t h i s i s a pa r t i cu la r axpariBnco",^ 

Hums makes a d i s t inc t ion botweon tho object and tho causa of an 

emotion and then holds that the re la t ion botween an emotion and 

an object i s a contingent one, L̂ t̂ us t ake , for instanco, tho 
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Bentence - I f ee l proud of my own achiev/ements. Here fee l ing proud 

would be an emotion and my achievements would be the objec t «f my 

p r ide in the sense t h a t the ob jec t of p r ide i s what ohe i s proud 

of and in t h a t sense I am proud of my aghievBment8» Nou, I t h i n k , 

Hume would say t h a t t he r e l a t i o n between pr ide and objeot i s causal 

because I myself i s t he cause of my p r i d e . Ha holds t h a t t he re i s 

nothing in the concept of my p r ide as such t h a t I myself i s t he 

objec t nf pr ide bWt my mind i s such t h a t I am always proud of 

myself . That i s , my mind whatever i t may, i s t he cause of my p r i d e , 

Moreover, I t h ink t h a t i t i s onSy i f we say t h a t the Bannection 

between the two i s c a u s a l , t hen only we can th ink t h a t sometimes 

i t i s qu i t e c o n s i s t e n t to t h ink t h a t I am not proud of my 

achievements , I have achiaved something, but I may not f e e l proud 

of i t . But i f t he r e l a t i o n between the two would have been non-

con t ingen t then we could not even t h ink of t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y t o be 

t h e r e . However, s ince t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y i s t h e r e , I t h i n k , we can 

support Hume's view t h a t the connection between the two i s a 

cont ingent connec t ion , 

fts aga ins t Hume, Kenny holds t h a t the r e l a t i o n between 

emotion and object i s not a cont ingent u n e , Kenny wishes t o claim 

t h a t each emotion can have only c e r t a i n r e s t r i c t e d type of 
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objeota. Ho saya-

"In fact oach of tha amotions is appropriato— 
logical ly and not just morally appropriate- only to 
oortain res t r i c ted ob jec t s . One cannot bo afraid of 
jus t anythinQi nor hsjipy about anything whatsoever,•»« 
Ulhat i s not possible i s to be grateful for , or proud of, 
something ujhich one regards as an e v i l unmixed with good, 
(Vgain, i t i s possible to be envious of one's fruit t rees} 
but only if one mistakenly believes that the land on 
which they stand is paI^t of t n e ' s neighbour's property 
«•• What i s not possible i s to envy something which one 
believes to belong t o oneself ' .S 

Kenry t r i e s to show tha t the emotion e , g , pride is 

logical ly connected with cer ta in kinds of ob jec t . The noncept«Of 

pride is such that I cannot jus t be proud of anything. But I can 

be proud of Bnly those things which i s in some way related to ms. 

That i s , pride i s always related to cer ta ih kind of ob jec t s . I t 

i s a non-contingont fact tha t emotions are always directed to 

certain kinds of • b j e c t s . He holds that for any emotion-«type, the 

emotion of that type must be i^pnnected to object of cer tain type . 

Thus ha t r i e s to say that i t i s a non—contingent fact about 

emotion-object r e l a t i o n . However, as against t h i s , wo might say 

that from the fact that a l l emotions must have objects of a cer tain 

typo dt doos not follow that %ha roJation between emotion and 

vibJQct i s not a contingent ono but i t i s non-contingont. Cr i t ics 

would say that from tho fact tha t a l l emotions must have objects , 

we cannot go on to say that tho xelation between emotion and 
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object i s non—centingent, From the fact that the re la t ion between 

cause and effect is a causal r e la t ion , u/e cannot say the fact 

ever^ effect has a cause, is also something causal , Waither from 

the fact that a l l causes must have effect which is not a tontingsnt 

•ne , i t follows that the re la t ion of cause to effect i s also non-

contingent, Likewisi, i t may be true that i t i s a non^contingent 

fact that every emotion must have object but from that i t does not 

follow that the re la t ion between an emotion, say, pride and i t s 

objects , say, achievements must also be non-contingent, MJ say 

that for the emotion of pride there must be an object for which 

one i s proud of and i t is a necessary fact that for every emotion 

there i s an object of emotion but from t h i s i t does not follow 

tha t the re la t ion between pride and the object i s also non-

contingent. Therefore, Kenny is t e l l i n g what the emotion-object 

re la t ion i s which i s not our concern. Our task i s to find out 

what datemines what the abject of a pa r t i cu la r emotion i s . Why i s 

i t that i s a pa - r t i cu la r emotion has only a pa r t i cu la r type of 

object associated with i t ? 

Kenny says tha t i t is not in general possible to identify 

an emotion without identifying i t s ab jec t . This shows that 

errotion of a cer tain kind must have an object of a cer tain kind, 
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tha t i a , to know what someone is foeling one must know what kind of 

ob.lect i t has, Ho says 

" I t i s not in general possible to ascribe a 
piacje of behaviour or a sensation to a pa r t i cu la r 
emotional s t a te without at the same time aHoribing 
an object to the emotion'*.''^ 

That i s , whenev/ar I am ashamed of anything I know what I am shamed 

of, ThU8» Kenny wants to say that emotions are non—contingently 

connected to t h e i r manifestations in behaviour. And i f emotional 

s t a t e s are non-contingently connected with t h e i r mitnifestationa 

in behaviour then i t follows that emotions are nothing in ternal 

or private mental s t a t e s . I t seems true that in one's own case 

one cannot find out what emotion one i s feeling without finding 

out what i t s object i s . For me, I must always know what the object 

of emotion is with which I am emotionally connected. However, I 

think so far as others are concerned, at l eas t in some cases, I 

can say tohat emotion one is having without at the same time 

knowing what the object of emotion i s . For example, when 'X' is 

behaving in a pa r t i cu la r way, I can say that 'X' i s afraid of 

something even though I do not know of what he i s afraid of, 

However, that does not imply t h a t , there i s no connection between 

emotion and behaviour. So far as the person i s concerned one 

sha l l have to find out what i s the i?elation between his 
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behaviour and the emotion he is having, ftnd Kenny says that there 

i s a non—contingant txinnection between two. 

However, if we say that the connection between emotion and 
* 

behaviour i s contingent, then i t implies that we are saying 

something l ike t h i s s tha t my emotional s ta te or feeling causes me 

to behave in such and such a way. But can we apply causal 

BXfilanation in case of human bghaviour ? ftre the twr alil<e fiaiThi 

glass broke because i t was s t ruck ' , and ' I behaved in such and 

such a way because 1 wa« a f r a i d ' . 

Some philosuphers hold that explanation of behaviour in 

tejcms of motive, desire and emotion e t c , i s not a causal 

explanation. I t is said that in case of causal explanation, we 

arr ive at the conclusion that two things or events are causally 

related iiy inductive genara l iaa t ions , lite soo that in several 

cases that when one event i s occuring then the other ovonts i s 

a lso there and from th i s we conclude that they are causally 

r e l a t ed . For examjile, wo see that in several times when there is 

black cloud, there i s rain and from th i s we come to the 

conclusion that bla«k cloud is the cause of r a in . But do we real ly 

apply t h i s inductive method in case of human bohaviour also ? 

Do we really proceed l ike t h i s that in several cases I have seen 
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tha t u/hanev/er I am having a headache I behave in such and such a 

way, and therefore these two are causally related and since now 

I am behaving in such a way, therefore I must be having pain . 

Certainly, we never do l ike t h i s and i t i s something absurd to 

say that in case of human behaviour we apply inductive 

general izat ion, 

Again, if human behaviour would have been a case of 

causal explanatio-n then, l ike other causal s t a t e s , predictions 

would have been posaible in case Bf human behaviour a l s o . Since 

in case of other causal events , there i s some causal law, that ue 

can predict that ' i n future t h i s event i s going to produce that 

event*. But human behaviour i s such that i t does not f a l l under 

any law and in case of human behaviour no predict ion i s Foss lb le , 

Ue can never say that fivan such and such a situatio—n he wil l 

behave In such and such a way, Theref«re, I think causal 

explanation i s not possible in caae of human behaviour. 

Moreover, there are certain things which must hold 

good so far as any causal explanation i s concerned. The f i r s t la 

tha t the causa ratet be independently ident i f iable at l eas t rncc , 

Atnd if t h i s i s not done then i t cannot be said to be a case of 

causal explanatjen, Dust as in case of bJkack cloud and rain> 
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we can identify black cloud independently of rain and therefore i t 

i s a case of causation. However, in case of human behaviour, say, 

in emotional behaviour, uie cannot identify an emotional feeling 

apart from behaviour, Ue cannot go l ike t h i s that now I am having 

t h i s feeling and at the same time I am behaving In such and such 

a way, Ue cannot identify the two separate ly , I am having an 

emotiotj means I am behaving in such and such a way, And my 

behaviour cannot be there without my feeling a f ra id . So these two 

cannot occur separately and therefore , i t i s not a case nf 

causation, 

I I 

Gilbert Ryle gives a disposi t ional account of emotion, 

According to him, emotions are used in two different senses . In 

the f i r s t sense, emotions are used to refer to higher level 

behaviour of the people; i t refers to motives or inc l ine t ions 

of the people. In the second sense, i t refers -o moods and 

agi ta t ions of the people. However, he holds that in none of the 

above senses, the overt behaviour i s the effect of something 

mental which i s occu l t . In the th i rd sense, he holds tha t 

feelings ave amotions. However, he holds that whenever we say 

that feelings are emotions, i t does not mean that our overt 
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emotional behaviour i s the effect of such fee l ing . 

Now, l e t us see , what Ryle has got to say so far as 

motives are concernedij He holds that to explain an action as done 

from a cer ta in motive is not to give a causal explanation, l̂ y 

motive cannot be the -iOaQse of my ac t ion . In t h i s regard, he 

makes a d i s t inc t ion between two sor ts of explanations| ( l ) Causal 

explanation and ( i i ) Explanation in terms cf 'reason • He says 

tha t u/henaver ue say that the glass broke when i t u/as hi t because 

i t was b r i t t l e ' , hero the 'becau-se* does not report a happening 

or a cause. I t s t a t e s a law—like proposition,Likewi8e, he holds 

tha t to explain an action as done from •e r ta in motive i s not \to 

give a causal explanation as such but i t i s to bring i t undor a 

law l ike proposi t ion. That i s , when we say that 'X' has done i t 

from 
/such and such motive, i t does not imply that we are t a i l i n g 

something l ike that h is action is the affect of cer tain motive, 

ra ther , i t implies that 'X' i s such that whenever a s i tua t ion of 

such and such a r i ses ho does such and such, Thon, ho holds that 

a man may have several motives at a t ime, and i f a pa r t i cu la r 

motive is vary strong then i t dominates over other motives. Ho 

holds that a miser whose motive i s to keep money would perhaps 

sacrif iced everything even his own l i f e to l ive tp to his motivo. 



63 

Such a man would never be seriously agitated since there is no 

other motive strong enough to compete with t h i s motive. Therefore, 

if we use 'emotion* to refer to agi ta t ion then such persons with 

such motive cannot be said to be emotional and i t follows that 

motives are not emotions at a l l . However, Ryle holds that motives 

are emotions no doubt, but they are not amotions in the sense in 

which agi ta t ions are emotions. 

He holds tha t mood-word l ike ' t r a n q u i l ' , ' j o v i a l ' 

including words for ag i ta t ions l ike 'harrassed ' and 'homesick' 

stand for l i a b i l i t i e s . I t i s not i,nly that they refer to 

l i a b i l i t i e s but they also stand for episodes. That i s , whenever 

we say that 'a person i s nervous' ife not only means tha t he would 

behave in such and such a. way but i t also implies his actual 

behaviour 1 , B , he behaves fto such and such a way. But agitatiorrs 

are not propensit ies to act intent ional ly in cer ta in ways. 

Whenever a woman in anger wrings her hands, wo do not say tha t 

sha wrings her hands because she i s motivated to get angry. Here 

we cannot bring motive into account, Whereas, we can say tha t 

' h i s motive i s to do well in the examinations and tha t i s why he 

i s working very h a r d ' . Here his actions can be explained in 

te rns of reason and not cause. Here the behaviour of the person 
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refers to an aim, Whereas, the bohav/iour of an agitated person, 

so to say, i s aimless, Therefoire, motives are not agi ta t ions nor 

are agi ta t ions motives. 

He also makes a d i s t inc t ion between an action done from 

a motive and in action done from sheer hab i t , HabitiiBl actions are 

often termed as ' au tomat ic ' , Whenever a person i s said to do 

something from sheer habi t , i t implies that in s imilar 

circumatancea he does the similar thing and he does not pay any 

heed to i t and that i s why i t i s called automatic, /̂ nd an action 

done from motive d i f fe rs from habitual actions in the sense that 

whenever a person does something from a motive, i t implies that 

the person i s ' thinking that he is do ing ' . He says that the 

expression ' thinking uiha^ he i s doing' means not tha t the person 

i s doing something and at the same time he i s thinking of i t , 

ra ther i t means acting something more or loss ca«efuHy, 

c r i t i c a l l y , consis tent ly , and purposefully i , e , the action i s 

done not absentmindedly but with a posit ive frame of mind. Ho 

further holds tha t actions done fro.n a cer ta in motive are 

actions which can be said to be more or l e s s i n t e l l i g e n t . That 

l a , actions tfone firam a motive irefor to something higher than 

the actions done from mere force of hab i t . Actions itono from 
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a motive coincide with actions which are said to be i n t e l l i g e n t . 

An action dome from a motive d i f fers from an action done with 

competence in the sense that motives refer to the reason behind 

the action and one does the action in certain luays, u/hereas the 

competence refers to one's a b i l i t i e s i . e . uhenewer someone i s 

said to be competent of something i t means tha t he knous the 

methods or teaohnique of the work, ft, man may be competent in 

beating and he may be beating with a motive to regain his l o s t 

hea l th . Again, a man may have the motive or becoming a competent 

boater and may not have the same degree of compotence. Hero, the 

habi taal actions or the automatic actions d i f fer from an action 

done from a motive, in the sense that uie cannot ascribe to habitual 

actions the quality of competence or the reason as such. 

However, I think that though Ryle has held that motives 

are emotions and they are emotions in a sense quite different from 

ag i t a t i ons , he does not make any attempt to re la te motives to 

emotions. He holds tha t motivaa or Incl inat ions do not signify 

ag i t a t i ons , Houjever, he uses 'motive' in a very broad sense and 

he incSLudes a l l sor ts of thihgs under motive. For example, 

whenever he i s ta lking about motive he gives examples l ike fond 

of gardening and in te res t in symbolic log ic and so on. Can uia 
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say tha t the fact tha t a person i s fond of gardening i s equivalent 

to saying that he has the motive of gardening ? Does i t mean, that 

whenever a person i s said to be fond of gardening, i t means that 

he has the motive gardening ? He holds that phrases l ike 'fond 

•f f ishing, 'keen on gardening' , 'bent on becoming a bishop' never 

signify a g i t a t i o n s . But I , uiish tn say that they are not mofciwes 

e i the r in the sense in u/hich we say "His mctive is to get through 

the examinatio«-n and that i s why Eae is working hard". Now we sha l l 

see what sor t of explanation!. The motive explanation i s and how 

the BXplanatio«-n in terms of motive d i f fers from an explanation 

which i s not in tei:ms of any motive e i t h e r , he we hnow, the 

explanation in terms of motive is not a causal explanation, 

Motives cannot be causes. Explanations in terms of uotive are 

always explanations in terms of reasons. To ascribe a motive to an 

action i s to explain i t by showing tha t thero i s a reason behind 

the performance of an ac t ion . I t i s held that to ask for a motive 

behind an action i s l ike asking for the explanation as well 

as for the j u s t i f i ca t ion of an ac t ion . For example, whenever i t 

i s asked •what i s h is motive behind, buying such costly 

vegetable" ? We may give the answer by saying that he wants to 

feod his guealTwell, Here we afe trying to explain as it^ll as 

jus t i fy his acti»n giving certain reasons. The questio—n of 
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Jus t i f i ca t ion comes in forms of reasons, We sometimes ask for 

someone's motive behind doing something when we see that he i s 

doing something which i s contrary to his convention, or in simple 

way to say, which i s not usually the case what he does, ftind in 

that case, to explain his motive i s to justify his ac t ion , which 

i t seems to be contrary to his rule or convention whatever i t may 

be . Therefore, whenever we see that a person buys vegetables which 

are quit© expensive, we ask for his motive becaBse he usually 

never buys vegetables at a costly p r i c e , find here, we are 

unearthing the motive behind his action in the sense tha t we are 

explaining and at the same time trying to Justify his action by 

saying that he wants to feed his guests wel l . This i s •ne type 

of motive explanation, 

noroovar, i t i s held tha t motive explanations are always 

explanation in terms of reason but a l l reason-explanations are 

not explanations in tej?ms of motives. Some explanations are such 

that they are reason-explanations no doubt, but they cannot bo 

said to be explanations in terms of motives. Only those reason-

explanations which are of the directed s o r t , C5an be said to be 

motive explanatioos. They are reason-explanation and t h e i r reason 

i s directed to cer ta in goal which i s absent in case of ordinary 
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reason explanation. For example, I think when-ever uie say tha t 

"I am reading the book because I l ike t h i s book", here my l ik ing 

the book i s not cause as such, for my reading the bookj ra ther i t 

i e the Mason why I am reading the book. Here my reason for reading 

the book is not directed to any goal as such, I am reading the 

book and the reason behind i t i s tha t I l ike the book, Uhareaa, 

whenever UJB say that "I am working hard and the reason behind i t 

i s that I want to secure a good pusl t lon in the examination, i t i s 

a reason explanation. But i t i s not cnly an explanation in terms 

of reason, i t has something more to i t l , e , i t can be said to be 

d i r ec t e i towards a goa l . That i s , my action aims •"t something which 

i s beyond i t . Or in other words, I have a goal or an aim in my ralnd 

to achieve and my action i s directed towards i t , Arfid tha t i s why, 

whenever I am asked •why are you working hard", i say, I want to 

get a good pos i t ion . That i s to say, I î ave an ain to secure a good 

posi t ion and my action i s directed to achieve tha t aim. Here my 

securing a good posi t ion is not only the reason but i t i s tho 

motive why I am working hard. Thus we find t h a t , a l l reasoiv-

explanations are not explanations in terras of motive, 

(Vs ue have seen e a r l i e r , explanations in terms of 

disposi t ion are reason-explanatio-n and not causal explanat ions. 
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Similar ly , explanation in terms of t r a i t s of nharacter i s also a 

reason-explanation and not a causal explanation* But ue wil l see 

whether they can be said to be motive explanations or note Let us, 

for instance, take the disposi t ional explanation f i r s t . Suppose, 

someone i s drinking water and if he i s asked "What i s the motive for 

your drinking water" ? He might reply tha t -»I am thirsty-*. Here 

i t seams that he has a goal or that his reason for drinking 

water i s directed towards a goal i , e , he wants to quench his t h i r s t . 

Therefore, i t seems that t h i s reason explanation in terms of a 

disposi t ion i s an explanation in terms of a motive. 

However, some philosophers would say tha t there i s 

something called personali ty t r a i t s in man. For example, phl lantb-

ropy, vani ty, punctual i ty, kindness and so on are called the 

t r a i t s of rfiaracter. Some individuals have these charac ters . Now, 

so far as our reason explanations aiB concerned, sometimes we 

give a reason explanation in terms of t r a i t s of character , Fkr 

example, we aay tha t he comes in time because he i s punrbual. 

Or we say tha t he i s helping the poors because ho i s kind. Here 

punctuality and kindliness are not the cause but the reason behind 

someone's acting in such and such a way. Now, we wil l see 

whether such explanations can be said to be explanations in terms 
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Of motive or rwt. Some ujojld say that to explain something in 

terms of kindness i s not an explanation in terms of motive because 

here the reason i s not difected to any goal , 

HoiiBVer, i t seams that Ryle does not make any 

discrimination among d i spos i t ions , ftnd i t also seams tha t he t r i e s 

to hold that a l l d isposi t ional explanations ace-not only coA«00-

explanation but they are also explanations in terms of motive. I t 

i s true tha t hungry, greed, considerate, kind, punctual, po l i te are 

a l l d isposi t ional terms. But some disposi t ional terms refer to 

the t r a i t s of character of a person and cannot be t rea ted as 

motives; while others always refer to cer ta in goals Jf a reason 

and not to t r a i t s , Ryle does not make any difference between 

m"^tlve and t r a i t . He holds, 

"To say tha t a cer ta in motive is a t r a i t in 
someone*s character i s to say tha t he i s Inclined to 
do cer ta in sort of t h ings , make cer ta in sor t of p lans , 
indulge in cer ta in sort of day dreams and also of 
course in cer ta in s i tua t ions to feel cer ta in sor t s of 
f ee l ings . To say tha t he did something from motive i s 
to say that t h i s ac t ion , done in i t s pa r t i cu la r 
circunstances was jus t the sor t of thing tha t was an 
incl inat ion to do . I t i s to say he would do t h a t " , * 

Thus Ryle wants to say tha t a motive i s also a t r a i t in 

a person, that i s , i f punctuality which i s a motive in a person 

i s also a t r a i t , then to say that one did something from the 

motive of punctuality i s to say tha t one wotflLd do cer ta in so r t s af 
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things in cer ta in sor t s of s i tua t ions* Thus, he t r i e s to shoui that 

there i s no difference between motive and t r a i t s to show that 

there i s no difference between motive and t r a i t s and both of them 

refer to tha despositions of a person. 

Houjever, R,S, Peters in his book "The Concept of 

Motivation", holds tha t there i s a d i s t inc t ion between motive and 

t r a i t s i . He holds tha t t r a i t s of character l ike honesty, punctuality 

and consirierateness, do not indicate any goal tha t a man tends to 

pur8U3{ uhaxsas motive—terms l l k o , hunger, greed e t c . always refer 

to cer ta in goals in a person. Rather, Peters holds tha t to say 

tha t a person has cer ta in t r a i t s e , g , honesty i s to say that the 

person Imposes cer ta in regulat io-n of his conduct, ftji honest 

person always foilous cer ta in 3ort of standards rnd he perfoarms 

his goal whatever i t may be, according to tha t s tandard. For 

QXanplQ, i f the motive of an honest person i s to pass the 

examination well , then to fu l f i l his aim he would do cer ta in sor t s 

of action and they would always be according to cer ta in 8t£ir«dard 

which are honest, tha t i s , h is means would be honest. Thus, 

according to R,S, Pe t e r s , the t r a i t s of a person dominate ever 

his motives, ft* person would follow only cer ta in types of actions 

in order to fu l f i l h i s aJjn or motive depending on what type of 
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person he i s , Uhereas, Ry]e holds that sometimes a motive, i f i t 

i s very s t rong, then i t dominates ever other motives. In t h i s case 

he holds that a miser would perhaps sacrif ioe everything, even his 

l i f e i t s e l f rather than lose what he most p r i z e s . However, I think 

tha t Ryle could say such things only because he equates t r a i t s 

with motive. Certainly, to speak of a person as miser i s not to 

say something about the motive of a person but i t i s to t a l k about 

the t r a i t s of a person. I t i s these t r a i t s which impose cer ta in 

regulations on hia conduct. For example, a miser, i f his motive i s 

to build a house, since he is a miser, therefore he would t ry t o 

find out how to build a house with l e s s raonay* 

Let us sec how motives ave said to be i^alated to emotions, 

Ryle, in his discussion on amotion, in the section -•inclination 

and Aigitation*, seems to t a lk about the re la t io-nship between 

smofeifin and motive. However, ho holds tha t in caao of the re la t ion 

between emotion and motive, motive i s not usatj in the sense of 

being motivated i ,D, "keen to do or get something^. I t i s used In 

the sense of something Wiat s t i r r s or causes or induces or»3 to 

move. Further, he holds tha t people voluntar i ly subject themselves 

t o suspense, fa t igue , fear and surprise in such a c t i v i t i e s as 

angling, rowing, t r a v e l l i n g , crossword puzzles and so otl. Suspense, 
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fa t igue , fear and surprisu a t e , are agi ta t ions because they are 

disturbances and they cause or induce a man to behave in such and 

such a way. 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines 'motive-* as ' t ha t 

which moves' or induces a person to act in a certain way, a des i r e , 

fear , or other emotion or a consideration of reason, which 

influences or tends to influence a person's vol i t ionj also often 

applied"to a contemplated resul t or object the desire of which 

tends to influence v o l i t i o n . This def in i t ion indicates that a 

m-otiva i s something which leads one to behave in a pa r t i cu la r 

way, i t may be fear , desire or other emotion or a reason which 

induces one to behave in a pa r t i cu la r way and tha t i s why i t i s 

called 'mot ive ' , so far aa t h i s emotion or reason i s directed to 

some movement or behaviour* 

Ryle holds tha t people voluntar i ly subject themselves to 

such emotions l ike fear , anger, suspense, and so an. For example, 

in crossing a bridge while t rave l l ing through a bus, I might be 

afraid of and behave in a cer ta in manner. Hero I am afraid not 

because I know tha t I am crossing over the bridge but I a-m afraid 

because I am thihking tha t the bus might f a l l down from the bridge 

and i t i s t h i s thinking which induces mo to behave in a 

pa r t i cu la r way. 
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Us we know, Ryle uses the term '\ /oluntary' In a quite 

difference sense, ^ccjording to hlmj uie discuss whether an action 

i s voluntary or rwt, only when the acstion seems to have some fault 

and whan the actio|) i s such tha t i t could have been otherwise a l s o . 

For example, Ryle holds that when a boy does a sum wrong, we ask, 

i s i t voluntary ? Whereas, whan the boy does h i s sun r ight UB 

never asU- does he do i t voluntar i ly ? Thus, when the boy does the 

sun wrong, i t Implies tha t he Bould have mads i t r ight a l so ; 

there fore , in such a case only we ask whether i t i s voluntari ly 

or no t . Therefore, so far as Ryle holds tha t man voluntari ly 

subjects himself to fear , suspfcnse e t c , , i t Injpli^s that a. roan urfio 

i s afraid that the bus which if jcunning over a br.tdga might f a i l 

down, could have helped not |fo be so afraid;. He could hsaJB aat 

nicely without gett ing afraid of fal l ing down, fVcoording to Ryla, 

i t i s not the oasa tha t one could not help being fearfUl* !k nren 

who i s gott ing angry with someone cannot be said tha t he could not 

help but get t ing angry uiith him. He could have controlled h is anger. 

But t h i s i s a l tegether a oifferent matter whether angers are 

voluntary or no t , Howevoce, I think tha t so far as the relat ionship 

between motive and emotion i s oo nee mad Ryle has said very l i t t l e 

and I think he has not mentioned wfy he believes tha t motive, i s 
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related to emotion on the sense of being ' s t i r r e d ' and not in the 

sense of anything as being motivated, 

^ / 

^.R, White, also holds that there is a d is t inc t ion between 

motives and d i spos i t ions . He holds that motives are a class of 

reasons and not a c lass of d i spos i t ions . He further holds that 

only las t ing t r a i t s can be t reated as motives but motives are not 

las t ing t r a i t s . To explain something in terms of B disposi t ion i s 

l ike giving an explanation in terms of reason where there cannot be 

any mention of any goal or purpose. To say >jhy the glass breaks 

by saying that because i t it, b r i t t l e i s to give an explanation in 

terms of disposi t ion only and i t cannot be t reated as a causal 

explanation* It i s an explanation in terms of reason. Now, so far 

as explanation of human behavijur i s concerned w^3n we ask for 

motive of an action and when we explain i t in terms of a character 

t r a i t s then i t is a disposi t ional analysis no doubt but i t cannot 

be an explanation in terms of Jnotivs, To say that a person does 

something beaause he i s vain, is not to say tha t the vain i s the 

motive of the person. 'Vanity* being a personality t r a i t in him 

i s only a disposi t ion i . e , to say that he i s a vain person is to 

say that he would behave in such and such a way under ruch and such 

circumstances. Therefore, whenever a Bain man does something 
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kecause of which we say that ha i s vaini here he does that sor t of 

thing because he i s the sort of person he i s , And so far as he 

does that sort of thing only because he is tha t sort of personj 

then we cannot say that his motive is vani ty . From the very fact 

that i t i s a d iapos i t io -n , i t can be a motive. Moreover, I think 

motives cannot be t reated as dispositio~n because motive axplana^ 

t ion are such that whenever we ask for someone's motive behind an 

action i t implies that we arc asking for an explanation and i t i s 

not merely an explanation, but i t being an explanation j u s t i f i e s 

the action a l s o , fttnd so far as motives stand as jus t i f i ca t ions for 

an action they are something which l i e beyond the action or outside 

the realm of ac t ion , Whereas, disposi t ions are such that to eisplain 

an action in terms of disposi t ion is to give an explanation; i t i s 

not to Just ify an ac t ion , 3us t i f ica t ion never comes within the 

realm of d i spos i t ion . By taking a pa r t i cu la r disposi t ion into 

account we cannot jus t i fy the occurrence of an event . For 

example, whenever wo ask '̂ ^ whjat i s his motive for helping the poor 

and if we answer by saying tha t " I t i s his honesty which loads 

him to do tha t% then i t i s a d isposi t ional explanation and 

honesty i s a d i spos i t ion , but here i t cannot be said to be an 

explanation in terms of motivej i t i s only a reaaon-ejqDlanation, 
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manifestation of that disposi t ion* If at a pa r t i cu la r time someone 

asks why these sugars are dissolving in water now ? and i f we 

answer by saying that 'because i t i s soluble*, then so lub i l i ty i s 

said to be the reason behind the dissolving of sugar in water, 

ftind the dissolving of sugar in water can be said to be the 

manifestation of tha t d i spos i t ion . Litewiae, helping the poor i s 

only one of the manifestations of the disposi t ional t r a i t s called 

honesty, lis honesty is not something different from helping the 

poor, therefore while asking why a man helps the poor, then if in 

answer we say, that i t i s because he i s honest, i t , I th ink , can 

never be a motive explanation but is only an axplanatlon in terms 

of reason. Thus, I think that motives cannot be d i spos i t ions , 

Aknd character t r a i t s which are disposi t ions cannot be motives, 

Moreover, I think that the very fact that someone does 

something from character t r a i t s i t implies that i t cannot be 

t reated as a motive. Suppose, a person who i s punctual, c&mes 

to a meeting in t ime, then, we never ask, why he comes in time ? 

and even if we ask why he comes in t ime, then to answer, l ike 

t h i s t h a t , »bocause he i s punctual ' i s somethlrv-g whirh sounds 

very odd. Because as we know a man behaves or acts in the way 
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depending on what type of person he i s , P%nd here to t ry to point 

out a motive by saying what type of person he i s , i s not sound. If 

a man's action fa l l s within his character t r a i t s then, I th ink, i t 

cannot be said to have any goal or purpose. We can ask for motive 

of a man's action only when we see that his action does not t a l l y 

with hia character t r a i t s , To'expljain anything in terms of character 

t r a i t s would not be on explanation in terms of motive, When a man 

who i s honest i s found trying to s t ea l something, we ask what i s 

h is motive behind doing t h i s ? We can answer by saying that he wants 

to help those needy people. Hare, the motive to help the poor 

j u s t i f i . s his s teal ing since i t l i e s outside his ^^haracter t r a i t s . 

Now, l e t us see what Ryle has got to say so far as moods 

are concerned and how does he l a l a t e mood to emotion. Depression, 

happiness, res t lessness and jo l iness are some of the moods tha t 

a person can be said to exh ib i t . According to Ryle, moods are 

disposi t ions jus t as motive. If a person i s jov ia l i t does not 

imply tha t he i s ha ving something inside him or something is 

going on inside him a l l the t ime, but i t means that i f he is in 

jov ia l mood, he finds everything a t t r ac t ive than usual . Moods 

are oaly l i a b i l i t i e s . However, Ryle holds tha t there i s a 

d i s t inc t ion between moods and motives though both of them are 
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d i spos i t i ons . He holds that moods are l i a b i l i t i e s but they are 

not propensities to act in ten t iona l ly . And i t is t h i s feature of 

in tent ional i ty or purposiveness which dist inguishes those reasons 

we ca l l motives from those reasons we ca l l automatic, habi tua l , 

aimless behaviour. And t h i s i s , in fac t , how Ryle dist inguishes 

motives from moods. He holds, e , g , , that when a woman wrings her 

hands in anger, she does not do i t from any motive, liJe never ask 

from what motive she wrings her hands, Dust as aimless behaviour 

and paralysis of behaviour are the symptoms of ag i t a t ions , 

l ikewise, wringing hands is also the symptom of anger. He further, 

holds that the d i s t i n c t i o n , between moods and motives is suc^ 

tha t moods are monopolising in nature and character i s a tflie of 

a t o t a l set of a person during that short tevm. That i s , i f a 

person is in a pa r t i cu la r mood at a pa r t i cu la r t ime, ho cannot bo 

in any other mood, Uharoas, motives are not monopolising. A person 

can have several motives at a pa r t i cu la r point of t ime . They are 

not monopolising. However, one would say that i t i s only a 

d i s t inc t ion between moods and t r a i t s and not moods and motives. 

He holds that a person's momentary mood i s a different sor t of 

thing from motives which actuate him. In fac t , i t can be said 

tha t i t i s not the motives but t r a i t s of character which 

actuate a person. Depending on what type of person one i s , i t 
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can be said that one wil l be in such and such mood if one is put 

in a par t i cu la r st l tuation. 

Ryle then holds tha t names of moods are names of emotions. 

And in that sense, emotions cannot be segregated from thinking, 

day dreaming and so on. To be in the mood of boredom is to feel 

cer tain thoughts and not o thers , to yawn and not to converse and so 

on. 3ust as to have an emotion i s not to feel a pa r t i cu la r feoling 

a l l the t ime, l ikewise , to be in a [ lart icular mood is not to 

undergo any unique feolingj i t includes doing of cer tain things 

in a cer ta in way, Ryle then holds that these moods are such that they 

do not refer to anything private or mental and that i s why to find 

out whether I am in a pa r t i cu la r mood or not I have to go through 

behaviour only as in tho case of others I go through t h e i r behaviour 

to find out what moods they are i n . I find, in my own case as 

well as in case of others e . g . *I am feeling sleepy* or that 

'X i s foaling s l eepy ' , i s to be found out by finding out whether 

I am or X is yawning. I t is nothing a sleepy man yawns because 

he has found out tha t he is sleepy, but i t i s l ike the case that 

he is yawning, therefore he is s leepy. 

Regarding moods, Rylo holds that they d i f fer from motive 

words, not in tho term of t h e i r applicat ion but in t h e i r use in 
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characterising the t o t a l ' s e t ' of a person during that short term. 

Dust as we say that the en t i re ship i s cruising likewise the moed 

refers to the ent i re person as nervous, gloomy ahd so on* Thus 

Ryle wants to say that to be in a pa r t i cu la r mood i s to be 

possessed by something• 

However, I think that though i t i s true that we find out 

only through behaviour what mood somebody is in , ye t , moods oamnot 

be equated with behaviours only. To be in an angry mood doos not 

only imply that he behaves in such and such a way. Sometimes i t may 

bo so happen that a person is very angry but he does not show any 

angry behaviour at a l l , Uo might go through behaviour to find out 

what mood one i s in but from t h i s i t doos not follow that moods 

are only i^ iabi l i t ies to behave in such and such a way, RylQ saysi 

"a person's mood during a given period colours 
a l l or most of his actions and reactions during tha t 
per iod. His work and his play, hia t a - l k and his 
grimaces, his appeti te and his day dreams, a l l se lect 
his touchiness his Joviafliity and his derpression",^ 

According to him, to be in a pa r t i cu la r mood i s to do cer ta in sor t s 

of things and not o the r s . If a person i s in a depressed mood, a l l 

his actions wil l ref lec t his depression znd so on. However, I 

wish to point out tha t so far as Ryle says that a person's action 

re f lec ts his mood whatever i t may bs , mood is not equivalent to 
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his ac t ion , ha actions are ref lect ion of mood, thay are something 

of the mood, that i s , they are somehou related to mood but they 

themselves are not the u/hole of moods. Reflection is always 

ref lect ion 'of something', Just as 'expression ' i s said to bo tho 

expression of 'something' , Dthemisc, i f they ( ref lec t ion) would 

have been the mood then there would have been no noed to speak of 

them as the ref lect ion of mood. 

Now wo sha l l seo what Rylo has got t o say so far as 

ag i ta t ions are concernod, According to him, ' t o bo anxioua' , 

' shoked' , ' i r r i t a t e d ' , 'harrassed ' e t c , aro somo of the words 

which refor to a g i t a t i o n s . He then says that agi ta t ions arc tho 

commotions in our bodies, ftigitations d i f fer from incl inat ions in 

the sense that incl inat ions are not dis turbances, k man i s 

agitated when he has two incl inat ions with opposing forces or when 

an incl inat ion runs counter to another or when an incl inat ion 

runs counter feo a factual impediment, Agitat ion i s Indinatt ton 

thwarted by tho hard facts of the world. However, i t may bo said 

thar-t t h i s iJUlB for dist inguishing agi ta t ions and incl inat ions 

confl ic ts with one another which Ryle offers i , a , tha t motives 

a r e , whereas moods including agi ta t ion are not "propensities 

to act in t en t iona l ly" . Then fear and angar would be agi ta t ions 
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by the f i r s t t e s t but motives by the setend tes t« The f i r s t t e s t 

wculd exclude ' incaination* from the ca tegory ' inc l ina t ion ' • He then 

says that agi ta t ions l ike {Roods ate only l i a b i l i t i e s but are not 

propensit ies l ike motives. For example, to be panic is l i ab le to 

do certain sor t s of things such as s t i f fen or shriek or to be 

unable to finish one's sentence. Ho holds that agi ta t ions are not 

propensit ies because the things we do when we are agitated are not 

done on purpose, fV uiuraan in anger wrings her hand but uid do not 

say that she doos t h i s on purpose, ftnguish i s not the motive from 

which she doos these th ings , Ryle then says that wringing of the 

hands, a inlasa behaviour as well as paralysis of behaviour aro 

only the symptoms of a -g i t a t i ons . 

Further, Ryle holds that feelings are i n t r in s i ca l ly 

connected with a g i t a t i o n s , 

" I t i s par t of the log ic of our descript ions of 
feeling that thay are signs of agi ta t ions and are 
not exercises of incllnations '*, lo 

Feeling are i n t r in s i ca l ly related to ag i ta t ions because fdellng 

are signs of ag i t a t i ons . Throbs, twinge by themselves refer to the 

feelings and words which follow them B,g, 'compassion', ' remark' , 

are the symptomatic of a g i t a t i o n s . 
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Ryle holds that agi ta t ions e . g , gett ing shocked, anxious, 

s tar ted ai?e not occurrences but are disturbances only. Hoiuever, i t 

can be said that so far a s , they aire commotio ns in our bodies, they 

are occurrences, since commotifcins are always occurrences, According 

to Ryle, anger and fear are ag i t a t ions , because he holds that the 

things that we do when uie are angry or when are fearful are not 

done on purpose and therefore , they are ag i ta t ions only. However, 

I l ike to say that fear and anger are not commotions only but they 

are occurrenoes also* By being commotions or distui±)ancoa of somo 

s o r t , they are occurrences. So long as feelings are occurrences 

ag i ta t lo -ns are also occurrences, And they are not jus t l i a b i l i t i e s , 

fts we sde, we always speak of fear , anger, as a feeling and since 

they also refer to some sor ts of fee l ings , therefore they are 

occurrences no doubt, 
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CHAPTER - lU 

Imaginat ion 

The p h i l o s o p h i c a l study of imaginat ion i s considered as 

forming an important o» r t of philosophy of mind. The ph i l o soph i ca l 

study of imaginat ion c o n s i s t s in f inding out the a n a l y s i s of what 

i t i s t o Imagine, Imaginat ion i s sometimes thought t o be a non-

r a t i o n a l f acu l ty or power of the mind. I t i s l i nked with our 

f ee l ings and s e n s e s . The Car tes ion concept ion of the mind—body 

r e l a t i o n has led us t o be l i eve t h a t people t h i n k to themse lves , 

f e e l pa in o r j o y , have pangs of remorse o r hunger, t h a t t ho re i s 

Imagoi^ and t o ignore t h a t t h i n k i n g , f ee l ing and imagining occur 

i n p u b l i c c o n t e x t , 

Houiover, in the Concept of Hind, Rylo a t tempts t o show 

t h a t in t a l k i n g about mind, we do not need t o r e f e r t o the mind a s 

a s p e c i a l kind of t h ing o r place where mental a c t s take p l a c e . I t 

i s not a hidden source of a l l t h a t people do as t h ink ing fee l ing 

b e i n g s , Mind connotes the a c t u a l observable t h i n g s t h a t people 

can be seen t o d o . Usually people cons ider Imaginat ion as being 

p r i v a t e and i n t e r n a l and a c c e s s i b l e only t o i n t r o s p e c t i o n . But for 

Ryle, mental terms do not r e f e r t o i n t r o a p o c t i b l e mental e n t i t i e s 

o r e v e n t s . The mental t e rm , ' b e l i e f does not r e f e r t o any mental 
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ocDUrrencB* or process but to a disposi t ion to do certain th ings . 

And so far as the mantal term imagination is concsmed one has no 

privileged access to o the rs ' world of imagination. Ryle thinks that 

there i s no one thing that can be called imagination but ra ther a 

variety of a c t i v i t i e s that are imaginative among which aro 

pretonding actingf impersonating, fancying and the so called 

imaging, ft child shows his imaginative ab i l i t y not by what goes on 

in his head rather by the way in which he plays, for instance, tho 

manner in which he pretends to bo a bear, hn actor demohstratos 

his ab i l i t y by tho way ho performs on tho s tago . The so called 

mental a«Oompanimonts are i rrelevant to his public appearances, 

liihen we do sums on a piece of paper, we are not doing two things 

at the same time, one private and the other publ ic , lite do not 

f i r s t do the sums mentally and then put them down on paper, Tho 

publicly observable behaviour of putting the sums down on paper i s 

tho mental act of doing sums. 

However, as against Ryle, i t can be said that t h i s i s not 

at a l l t rue of imagination. Imagination does not nacosaarily 

involve the publicly observable bahaviour or ac t ion . One can very 

well imagine of *X' without showing any outward behaviour. One 

can think of cases where any or a l l of them ( i » e , behaviour) are 
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absent and yet one may s t i l l imagine or v i eua l i ' ^ something. That 

i S | there may not be any natural beha-viour or symptoms of 

imagination ai a l l« /\nd, I think, i t i s in t h i s respect that 

imagination d i f fers from the mental conduct concepts such as being 

Jealous, The uiorkings uf imagination seem to r e s i s t explanation in 

terms of publicly observable behaviour, 

Ryle in his chapter un Imagination holds tha t imagining 

or visualizing is not inne.r seeing. Imagining i s not the seeing 

of mental ob jec t s . The main consideration that makes him think 

tha t visual izing an object i s not a case of seeing an object is 

the claim tha t luo can ohly sea objects that e x i s t , Ryle suggest 

tha t ua can see an ubjact ahen our oyes are open and the 

surrounllings arc illuminated ,|^For him, imagination which i s 

considered as seeing things in one's mind's eyo doos not involve 

e i t he r the existence of th ings aeon or the occurrenoQ of sooing 

thorn. He argues that jus t as people who pretend to commit murders 

and jus t as thoro are no victim of mock murdorers, so people who 

visual ise do not see anything nor are there any object of mock 

s i g h t . Therefore, Ryle thinks that in imagination when claim to 

see something is made i t doos not sat isfy the ordinary accepted 

concopt of seeing i , o , the existence of things seen and the 
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occurrence of seeing. Even if one were to t a lk o;' the locat ion uf 

objects in private time and space, as in the case whan I say that 

an event preceded another in my dream or tha t I saw an apparition 

in the centre of my visual f i e ld , the objects of my imagination 

could s t i l l not be described as being located in my mind. Now, one 

can aak, - If Rylo doos not think that picturing consists in seeing 

montial images, what does he thihk i t i s ? He thinks tha t imagining 

i , B , seeing i s a kind of pretending. In imaginatio~n uje do not 

actually aeo but we pretend to sea , 3ust as people who pretend to 

commit murders do not commit murders and Just as there are no 

victims of mock murders, so pooplo who imagirw du not see anything 

nor aro there any objoct of mock s i g h t . Thus, according to Rylo, ' 

imaging i ,Q, p ic tu r ing , having a turn running through one 's head 

e t c , i s ono of the many kinds of acta of pretending and pretending 

i s ono of the many ways in which iiX3 exercise our imagination, 

RylQ f further says that piretending to do -*X* i s more complex than 

doing X since pretending to do X involves tho knowledge of what i t 

i s to do X, *A,* cannot pretend to be murdoror or jealous unless ho 

knows what i t i s to be j ea lous . However, Rylos maintains t h a t , the 

person who pretends to bo jaaloua, i s not doing two things at the 

same time -« contemplating jealousy and acting in a jealous way. 
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Pretending to do 'X' doea not involves two things - one of 

maditating X and the other of doing the acting» i . e . one the tnofital 

act of pretending and the other uvert behaviour. For him, there 

cannot be such a thing as an overt act of pretending to see or 

hea-r simply because there can be no aot of pretending to see nr 

hear-r e i the r overt ur s ec re t , Seeingi hearing or any sor t j f 

pwaiceiving i s not bringing anything about. I t i s gett ing soniethlng 

or keeping i t but i t i s not a doing at a l l , Noui, i f Rylo maintains 

that to aeo something in the mind's eye a r to run through a tuno in 

one's head i s a kind of pretending and i f t h i s jiretending involves 

nei ther any overt action nor does any act of pretending In sec re t , 

then ono can ask what t h i s pratenco is ? Is not the pnetenco a 

pretence of having certain inner experience which UJQ actually do 

not have ? If imaging is 'pretending to peroeive' then what does 

one pretend when one protonds to fjerceive ? X think that pretending 

consists in doing aomathing ovaiily or producing some overt 

behaviour knowing fullj» well that one's ovort behaviour i s not 

associated with any ' i n n e r ' , I am said to pretend to be in pain 

only i f I show pain-behaviour and do not have pa in . Likewise, a 

person who fools pain may protend not to be in pain by abstaining or 

refraining from pain beha-viour. The oapptoity to piretend to do 
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something or to be something without engaging in any publicly 

observable beha-uiuur or act is imaging or fancying. Now, i f 

pretending consists in refraining from doing something overtly then 

can ue not say that a person is pretending when he behaves to be 

gealous without being jealous 7 

Moreover, the fact that the logic of 'pretending to 

percoivQ 'X' and 'imagining X* arc s imilar and that thoy are both 

more complex than tha t of ordinary pDrceiving, does not prove tha t 

thoy are equivalent . It i s also not c lear l ike how can we roduoe 

imaging to a kind of pretonding sinco pretenco i s a VGi?y complox 

type of behaviour ? Rylo gives an example of pretenco by sa-ying 

tha t an actor who pretends to be a murderer on the stage 

doliberatbly moves about, changes his expressions and docs a l l 

other things l ike a rea l murderer. Therefore, for *rp to pretend 

that one i s a murderer i s for ana to behave in some way or o the r . 

Now how can Ryl/e say that 'imagining' and 'pretending' are s imilar 

since in imagining thoro i s no set of overt actions l ike 

pretending 7 

In tho Philosophical Invost iqat ioqs , Wittgenstoin says, 

"One ought to ask, not what images are or what happens when one 

Jtaiagines anything but how the word ' imagination' i s used. The 
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question as to the nature of the image is as much about the word 

I ' 4c=t> Z ' Imagination' as my question i s " , Wittgenstein is not denying that 

there i s a question of what we may properly refer to as the 'na ture ' 

of the image, unly tha t t h i s question is not to be decided — 

neither for the person who does the imagining nor for anyone e lse — 

by pointing 5 nor yet by a deocription of any process, 

Ryle holds that we may be encouraged in our tendency to 

think of images as things we can look at in our heads by our 

prorpness to take seoing as the best example of perception and 

therefore to take visualizing as the best example of imaginihg, Irj 

ordinary perception we may look e i the r at a dog or at a photograph 

of a dog. The photograph stands in a pa r t i cu la r re la t ion to the 

dog i , e , i t represents the dog. In t h i s way, we can think of 

mental images as fu l f i l l ing the same function as photographs or 

a po r t r a i t bearing the same kind of re la t ion as photographs or 

p o r t r a i t s ^o what they are images of, According to Ryle, though 

wo think that we are correct in our assimilat ion yot i t i s not 

t r u e , Ute may visualize a dog in the absence of the dog i t s e l f 

and may also poaasss a photograph of the dog in i t s absence wo 

may think that thore is somathJthg which we can take a look a t , in 

both cases, to remind ourselves of the dog's eippearence and that 
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when uie see the ctog in our mind's aye we are inspecting t h i s thing* 

If a description of a face i s as good in the absence as in the 

pieoBOtJO of the face, t h i s must be due to the presence of something 

l ike a photograph of the face, Ryle would say that the fact that a 

man can give a descript ion of an absent face doeo not in i t s e l f 

show that he is seeing e i the r the face or a repl ica of the face. He 

might be able to give the description jus t because he knew what the 

facB' was l i k e . In Ryle's language,ha might hav/e learned and not 

forgotten the charac te r i s t i cs of the fa-ce, Ryle does not deny 

tha t WD can accurejtely describe our images. What he denies i s that 

imagos are l ike material ob jec t s . By saying that images are not 

things we mean that images are not material objects and probably 

also tha t they are unlike material ob^ecta in uartain specifiable 

and important r e spec t s . But i t should not be taken to metv-n tha t 

there are no such things as images because t h i s in tu rn , would 

imply that we never t visua-l iza th ings , or attempt to r eca l l 

things by 'seeing ' them or ^hearing' them or even smelling them 

and i t would be something absurd, Ryle, himself does not deny that 

we see things in the mind's eye, nor does he deny the connection 

between such 'seeing* and the seeing of photographs or p o r t r a i t s . 

He says tha t when a v is ib le l ikeness of a person i s in front of 
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my nose, I often seem to be seeing the person himself in front of 

my nose, though he is not there and may be long since dead^Or when 

I hear the recording of a f r iend 's voice, I fancy I hear him 

singing or speaking in the room though he is miles auayo 

Therefore, in imaginatiann we seem to see something but we do not 

actually 8ee« Ryle maintains that when we look at a photograjah or 

a pa r t i cu la r por t ra i t and sec i t as a representation of someone, 

there i s a sense in which we see in our imagination the man of 

whom i t i s a representa t ion. IKe soon as we see the por t ra i t before 

us as a present l ikeness of someone who i s not piesent we see the 

or iginal in tho por t ra i t* The senso in which we can be said to 

'see* the or iginal i s exactly tho same as tha t in which we sea tho 

dog in our mind's oya' when the dog i t s e l f i s not present . But in 

the case of dog, therc3 is no por t ra i t or photograph for us to 

saa the absent dog i n . Thus, there i s no e s jon t i a l difforonoo 

between the two. The only difforenoe is tha t in one,wQ reca l l the 

face of our absent friend by looking at his photograph and in the 

o ther , we raca l l i t by shutting our oyos and ' see ing ' h is face. 

So mental image i s a kind of mental photograph, because the 

function of both the imago and the photogre^h i s to help us to 

r eca l l tho visual appearance of somothing which UE cannot 

actually see before u s . 
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Houauer, i t can be said that when a person perceives a 

por t ra i t or representation of something, he does not perceive the 

thing at a l l . What he does is that he think about that thing and 

perceives a canvas, When he imaging that thing he only thinks 

about that thing and does not perceive anything at a l l . He thinks 

v isua l ly , Ryle's "fancying that one is seeing may be taken to mean 

t h i s only. Thus Ryle seems to make mistakes when he says that 

"the man who i s fancying that he i s seeing" is e i t h e r deceived, or 

i s del ibera te ly playing or pretending. 

Thus, Ryle seems to have overlooked cer ta in facts about 

not 
imagination. This i s t rue that imagination i s / a mental conduct 

concept. But a l l ment^ conduct concepts are not of the same type , 

Ryle, on the other hand, t r e a t s a l l mental conduct concepts as of 

the same type , I wish to suggest that they are of different typo<j. 

Further, imagination is unlike other mental concepts i s that one 

may go on imagining without giving vent to his imagination at a l l , 

Ryle, seeks to explain and elucidate the concept of 

imagination in terms of overt behaviour. But I wish to suggest 

that the concept of imagination cannot be exhaustively defined in 

terms of behaviour and d i spos i t ions , I have already arguod out 
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tha t •disposition^ is also inadequate to oxplain mental l i f e of 

men. 

Refarencae t 

• 1 

L,Wittgenstein, Philosophical Invest igat ionj p,37Q« 
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CHAPTER - M 

Plental Conduct Concepts 

Ryle in h i s book The Concept of Plincl, holds t h a t when we 

de sc r ibe people as e x e r c i s i n g que \ l i t i e s of mind, we a re not r e f e r r i n g 

t o occu l t ep isodes of which t h e i r ouer t a c t s and u t t e r ences are 

e f f e c t s i we a re r e f e r r i n g t o those over t a c t s and u t t e r e n c e s 

t h e m s e l v e s . In h i s book he most of ten refeirs to mental conduct 

concepts and says t h a t concepts l i k e c l e v e r , s e n s i b l e , c a r e f u l , 

i n v e n t i v e , w i t t y , wise , c a r e l e s s , s tup id and so on and so fo r th are 

mental conduct c o n c e p t s . For him, the^e concepts d i s p l a y que i l i t i e s 

of mind yut are n e i t h e r themselves i n t e l l e c t u a l ope ra t ions nor yet 

e f f e c t s of i n t e l l e c t u a l o p e r a t i o n s . 

"When a porson i s descr ibed by one or o the r of the 
i n t Q l l 4 g a n c e - « p i t h e t s such as 'shreoKi' o r ' s i l l y ' , ' p r u d e n t ' 
o r ' improdant* the d e s c r i p t i o n Imputes t o him not the 
knowledge or ignorance , of t h i s o r t h a t t r u t h but the 
a b i l i t y o r i n a b i l i t y t o do c e r t a i n s o r t s of t h i n g s " , ' ' 

Ryle seems t o be l i ave t h a t though t h e r e i s a d i s t i n c t i o n 

between ' p h y s i c a l ' and ' m e n t a l ' and t h a t muscular doing cannot 

i t s e l f be ^ mental opera t ion yet i t does not follow t h a t mental 

o p e r a t i o n s r e f e r t o i n t e r n a l o p e r a t i o n s or o c c u r r e n c e s , lite use the 

terms ' m e n t a l ' and 'mind' most of ten* lite say of a boy t h a t he i s 

doing mental a r i t h m e t i c when ins t ead of wr i t i ng down or r e c i t i n g 
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aloud^ he says them to himself performing hia Oaiculations in 

s l l enoe . Similarly, a boy who does calculating aloud or on paper i s 

also doing in te l l ao tua l operation in public instead of in p r i v a t e . 

His performance is also an exercise of a mental faculty in the 

normal sense of ^mental*. 

Ryle in The Concept of Wind says -

"What makes a verbal operation an exercise of 
i n t e l l ec t i s independent of what makes i t public or 
p r iva t e , (\rithmatic done with pencil and gaper may ba 
more in te l l igen t than mental ar i thmatic" ,2 

The exercises of the qua l i t i e s of mind do not take place 

*ln the head ' . Therefore, *m0ntal' or 'mind* does not re fer to any 

private operation. In Judging that someone i s ski l led at doing 

something we have to considor his propens i t ies , a b i l i t i e s and 

Dapacltlfls of which t h i s performanoe was an actualization? we 

cannot say that one i s ski l led at doing something? tue canno^ jus t 

take into account his oQQtsuccess, Uo are to take into account 

hia past records and subsequent behaviour. For Ryle, "mind is not 

the topic of se ts of untestable categorical propositions but the 

topic of t es tab le hypothetical and semi^hypothetlcal 

.. 3 
proposi t ions" . 

file:///rithmatic
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Morcuuer^ what is t rue of ' i n t e l l i g e n t ' is true of other 

in t e l l igen t operations* When people are praised as olever, s k i l f u l , 

inspired or shrewd, they are not praised for the ways in which they 

consider prescript ions for conducting tne'xr speoiac performances 

but for the ways in which they conduct these performances 

themselv/ea. Thus, for Ryle, concepts, l ike ' i n t e l l i gencB ' , are 

mental conduct concepts because they rest on behaviour or conduct 

of the person* To apply mental predicates to persons i s to describe 

the ways in which people conduct t h e i r predominantly public 

behaviour* So far as understanding i s concorned he says, 

"Understanding is a part of knowing how. The 
knowledge that is required for understanding 
in te l l igen t performanaas of a specif ic kind i s some 
degree of compotonco in performances *f that kind".* 

Understanding is a part af knowing how, in the sanse tha t a person 

who does not know how to play chess oninnot understand or follow the 

play of o the r s . A person who cannot read or speak Swedish cannot 

understand what la spoken er written in Swedish. From a l l these 

Ryle concludes, 

"to find that most people have minds is simply to find 
tha t thoy arc able and prone to do cer ta in sor t s of things 
and t h i s we do by witnessing the sor t s of things thoy 
do, Indeod we do not merely discover what specif ic 
qua l i t i e s of i n t e l l e c t and character par t i cu la r 
people havo",S 
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k parson'e mind ie not an en t i ty but the manner, s ty le or 

way ha behayes, Ryle t r i e s to give us in the Concept pf l*lind a logical 

analysis of mind or mental predicates and indeed not so much of 

so ien t i f io as of common sense t a l k , Rental conduct concepts stand for 

disposi t ions to behav/B in certain manner, to modify behaviour in 

•e r t a in ways and 60 on. Mentak conduct concepts, e , g , vanity and 

indolence stand for disposi t ional propari t iea because to aay that a 

person i s vain i s to say that uihenever a s i tua t ion of cer tain sor t s 

have ar i sen , he has always or usually t r i ed t« make himself 

prominent or witenever he was faced by an option betweon doing 

something d i f f i cu l t and not doing i t , he sharked doing the d i f f i cu l t 

th ing . Vanity, indolence are rea l ly e l l i p t i c a l expressions of 

general hypothetical proposi t ions . They do not asser t •ccurtenoea or 

narrate inti idents, Moreover, Ryle points out that mental conduct 

terms are of a semi—dispositional, semi-episodic na tu re . For, to 

aay that a person is paying heed to what he is doing is not simply 

t » a t t r ibu te a certain disposit ion to him but also to say that he 

i s doing something. I t is both narrat ive and hypothetical and 

therefore a aemi-disposition* 

While ta lking about mind or mental predica tes , Ryle says that 

overt in te l l igen t performances are not d u e s to the uwarkings of 
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minds, they are these workings. For thinking is not an ac t iv i ty 

over and above, somewhere behind a person's overt bodily performances. 

His overt in te l l igen t performances are his thinking and not c lues . 

The predicates such as vain, shreujd, careful , stupid characterise 

mind and tn ascribe these predicates to a being i s to ascribe to 

that being 'mind ' . Or in other words, to ascribe these predicates 

to a creature i s to say that i t i s a creature having mind. However, 

there i s a difference between saying that these predicates are 

"clues to the workings of mind" and "they are those working", Ryle 

clearly points out that these mental conduct concepts are not 

clues to the workings of mind, they are those workings. 

However, tne may say that before we can ca l l any act vain, 

shrewd, stupid e t c , we must assume that the performance under 

question i s a working Bf mind. Unless and unt i l we assume a piece 

of performance under the working of mind we cannot characterise 

t h i s porforraancs by predicates l ike shrewd, sttipid and so on. But 

whan we say that wo have to t r e a t a porforisance as a working of 

mind, we do not mean to say that the performance is caused by 

mind, We do not ca l l purely chance actions vain, shrewd or 

stupid e t c . In fac t , i f wo are not cer tain Whether an ac t i rn is 

actually a workihg of mind or in t e l l igen t we say, "If tha t was an 
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i n t e l l i gen t action i t certainly was shreuid". We do not ca l l a 

pa r ro t ' s utterance witty or humerous because we know that pa r ro t ' s 

action is not an in te l l igent ac t ion , 

Ryle says that in judging whether or not an action i s 

i n t e l l i g e n t , we do not haye to say that somebody is at a par t icu lar 

moment in the process of doing tv undergoing anything but that he 

i s able to do certain th ings , when the need ar i ses or that he i s 

prone to do certain things in certain sor t s of s i t u a t i o n s . When a cow 

i s said to be a ruminant or a person is said to be a grocer, i t i s 

not being said that the person is grocing now cr the cow i« 

ruminating. Because a grocer is not described as grocing now but only 

as se l l ing augur ^r weighing tea or wrapping up but ter now. 

However, at t h i s point, one can say that though we give a 

d isposi t ional account tf the statements "X i s in te l l igen t and X i s 

a grocer", yet the analogy is vary weak* Because overt in te l l igen t 

performances are soinstimes indistinguishable from mere chance 

performannes. For example, i f a child u t te r s an in te l l igen t 

sentence and behaves in a different manner, we may bs in d«ubt 

whuther his action is actually an in te l l igen t action or whether 

i t i s a mere chance u t te rencs . But so far as the actions of the 
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grocer is concerned we can never be in daubt» It is never the case 

that we could observe someone going through a l l the actions cf a 

grocer and not be sure that he was actually grocing. But in oase cf 

in te l l igen t act ion, we may be unable tn judge simply from the 

performance i t s e l f whether i t i s s r i t is not in te l l igen t* 

Moreover, in judging that someone's performance is • r is 

not " in t e l l i gen t " i , e , whether i t i s nr i t i s not a working of 

mind, Ryle has said t h a t , in looking beyond the peiraon'a 

performance i t s e l f , we are considering his a b i l i t i e s and 

propensit ies or in a word, his disposi t ions i . e . whether «r not he 

i s able to do certain sor ts of things in certain sor t s .»T 

s i t u a t i o n s . From a single episode of shooting, we may not be able 

t» dis t inguish a novice from the sk i l led marksman but ultimately 

we are able to dist inguish between a novice and a ski l led maiH<sman 

by appealing to t h e i r disposi t ions to the fact that one "had the 

s k i l l " and the other did no t . However, Rylo appeals to 

disposi t ions t j explain if directed actions can be t rea ted as 

"working of mind". By referring to a b i l i t i e s , tendencies and 

l i a b i l i t i e s , Ryle i s trying to show simply that to say that one 

is a ski l led marksman and the other i s a novice i s to say that 

WB are not Icjoklng beyond the performance, T« consider one's 
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abil i t ieaji l i a b i l i t i e s and tendencies is not/go beyond the 

performancse i t s e l f . Indeed, a man with disposit ion and the hard-

earned a k t l l of marksman is apt to do his shots more akitllfully than 

a novice jyist as an in te l l igen t man is apt to act more wisely in a 

given s i tua t ion than a stupid man* And for t h i s reason, when uie are 

in doubt whether an action is s k i l l f u l , uain, ahreuid e t c , a 

knowledge of the performer's past habits may help ua, though i t i s not 

inconceivable that such knowledge may also mislead and prejudice ua. 

One imporhant objection can be raised regarding Ryle's 

"overt in te l l igen t performances", ft,s uie have already pointed out 

"•vert in te l l igen t performances" are for Ryle, "the workings nf 

iKiinds and not clues to those workings". But to introduce "overt 

in te l l igen t performances" is to bog the questioni i t i s already to 

have interpreted the performances* For Ryle, to ca l l a bird migratory 

is to indicate how the bird will behave under cer tain climatic 

condit ions, Ue "lay say that i t i s flying southwards because i t 

i s migratory. However, if ' f lying southwards' i s an actual izat ion 

of migratory ins t inc t then how are we to dis t inguish between a 

non-migratory bird flying aouthwatda and aiOigsatory bird flying 

in the same direct ion 7 If we simply rest on a c t i v i t i e s then we 

have to say that both the birds are migratory. Here we will havd 
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to aay that two perfonnanDes are not ident ica l in character . Indeed, 

s c i en t i f i c investigation has shown tha t physiologically the eoiaodes 

are not ident ical in character . Something more can be said to be 

going on inside a migratory bird than what ip going on in ' the one 

accidentally flying southwards' . Therefore, as against Ryle, i t may 

be said that "flying south" i s a clue of a bird being migratory in 

the sense that "flying south" is a necessary condition of migratory 

bird but i t is not in a sense the only actual izat ion of migratory 

i n s t i n c t . Likewise, overt behaviour of a person is at once treated 

as a part of the workings or ' a c tua l i za t ion ' of his d i spos i t ions , as 

well a s , a possible clue to the ful l nature of his a c t i v i t i e s . 

Flying southwards is t reated as a clue for a judgement about 

migration as well as being part of the migratory act i t s e l f . 

Equally, overt actions are treated as clues to the workings of minds 

as well as part of these workings, 

' I n t e l l i gen t performance', for Ryle, consists in our 

exercising deteaminable disposi t ions in variety of ways as 

occassion requ i res . Nothing seems to bo involved beyond our 

capac i t i e s , s k i l l s , hab i t s , l i a b i l i t i e s and bents . Now the question 

a r i s e s . Is the explanation of in t e l l igen t behaviour in terms of 

performances and the s k i l l displayed in thorn, i s an adequate 
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axplanation ? I wish to suggest that the explanation of in te l l igen t 

behaviour namely ahreujdj carsfuJj, wise e t c , in teirms of performances 

alone la not adequate, Ule oannot aay ^jhat the statement 'X i s 

shieud' simply means that 'X is l ike ly to behave in such and such 

ways when s i tua t ion of such and such uiill a r ise and nothing more* 

As H.D, Lewis points out-

Uhsn I write these words now on the page there 
seems to be clearly more going on at the time fchen 
the movement of my fingers and the penc i l . This holds 
even if we leave out of account the meaning the words 
have for me as part of my argument. In my actual 
waiting more i s involved than the physical movement 
and th i s more i s not of a merely disposi t ional kind* 
I t i s pa r t , and to my mind the essen t ia l pa r t , of what 
goes on as I have put i t , , , . In the absence of such 
a process i t .̂s hard to see what could be meant by 
regarding the porformance as a conscious or a willed 
or a del iberate one. I t would not be mental aot iv i ty 
at a l l . But i t would a l l be Hamelet without the prince 
i f we t r i ed to t e l l the story ent i re ly in these ternia", 

I wish to suggest that the disposi t ional account of 

i n t e l l i gen t performancs i s not an adequate account, ds for iHiBtanoe, 

when somebody i s said to be writing a poem, we do not say that ha 

i s engaged simply in the movement of fingers and penc i l s . I t i s 

more than the physical movement of fingers and pan because in 

writing a poam the poet is constantly thinking of something. 

Something goes on in his mind whon the poet i s writing the words 

on the pages. Otherwise, we cannot dis t inguish the fact of a 

poe t ' s writiiig a poem and a ch i ld ' s learning a poem by heart and 
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writing i t in the examination aincjs both of them engage in physical 

movementa of fingers and penc i l s . Though both of them csan be aaid to 

be indulging in physical mouements, u/e appreciate the poe t ' s writing 

and not that of the ch i ld . 

However, if nothing goes on along with the physical 

movement of the poet then his piece of writing cannot be described 

as Usually i s done a ' sou l ' s c r ea t ion ' , or else as a writing i t s e l f . 

If a child who ia learning to write the alphabets happens to write 

a poet ical sentence, by chance, we do not regard i t as "writing a 

poeti«al sentence". I t wil l not be out cf context to quota ~ 

"Wittgenstein in t h i s connection : 

"A wheel that can be turned though nothing e lse moves with 

i t i s not part of the mechanism". He t r i e s t j show that i f nothing 

goes nn inside along with the external behaviour then tha external 

behaviour i s not at a l l meaningful. Thus, i t appears that Ryle 

f a i l s in givfcqc; an adequate explanation of in te l l igen t behaviour by 

presenting a d isposi t ional ana lys i s , Ryle overlooks the fact that 

there i s something involved in an act beyond the skftll and tho overt 

performance and i t i s something which can be called mental 

occurrence accompanied by physical movements, Ryle explains i t 

with the concept of "heeding", Ryle argues that whenever a person i s 
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said to pay heed to something i t means that he i s capable of doing 

certain th ings , Ulhenever a dr iver i s said to be driving heedfully 

i t means that he wil l not pass over the whito l ines and will atop 

the moment the bus ahead of him looks l ike {^topping, According to 

Ryla, driving heedfully means only these and apart from these overt 

performances there i s no mental occurrennes which tho word heed 

oan be said to refer t o . 

I wish to suggest in t h i s connection that Ryle i s not 

reasonable in holding the view that 'paying haed'means only 

performances of cer tain sor ts of behaviour and nothing more, 

Ryle c r i t i c i z e s the t r ad i t i ona l or the contemplative 

theory, of heed or a t t en t ion , (Vccording to the t r a d i t i o n a l theory 

'paying heed' or 'paying a t t en t ion ' refers to an in terna l ac t iv i ty 

of the individual whairoby he exercises a measure of control over 

the sensat ions . In paying a t ten t ion to something the individual 

rogulatos the vividness of his consciousness of the object in 

question, Rylo's objection to the t r ad i t i ona l theory i s that i t 

involves tho fallacy of red upt l e a d absurd urn. He points cut that 

i t i s always possible to ask of a specta tor , whether ho has beon 

a careful or a careless one, Ryle maintains that in order to 
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in terpre t i t we should haue to postulate an addit ional process of 

watching.The watching, which is present in the careful spectator 

and absent in the careless one and t h i s in terpre ta t ion leads to an 

in f in i te regress since i t would always be sensible to ask whether 

or not the watching of one's watching was done carefully or not 7 

However, th i s objectian is not at a l l t enab le . The 

d is t inc t ion between a careful and a careless dr iver l i e s in the 

amount of heei that each pays to the scene before his eyes . What 

dist inguishes the careful dr iver from a careless one i s the 

detai led and accurate reports which one is able to furnish as a 

resul t of the richness and vividness of the impisssicns with which 

his more active heed—paying provides him. 

As against Ryle, i t can bo said that paying heed en ta 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 driving heedfully he does a l l these things plus ho 

i s continaously purposing to do a l l these t h ings . He i s aware 

tha t he i s doing these things and moreover, he doas these things on 

purpose. He is a l l the time aware of the fact tha t he is dr iv ing , 

A.S wo have already pointed out , Ryle argues that in 

paying head uo aro not do two th ings , whistling and minding, 
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driving the car and attending to our driving^ we perform a single 

ac t iu i ty in a csertain way, and therefore,ue ca-nnot stop driving 

the oar and continue paying heed, Howeverj Ryle's analysis of the 

Doncjept of heed is not adequate. Paying heed does not consist 

simply in doing »i3rtaih th ihga . The fact that one can continue 

to drive and cease to pay heed to what one is doing suggests that 

there are two d i s t inc t processes going on* When heeding and driving 

occur together there i s only one set of meiacular movements involved 

in d r iv ing . Heeding is a peculiar sor t of in ternal ac t iv i ty which 

controls the -novemsnts of the d r ive r ' s l imit by ragulatSng his 

consciousness of the st imuli to which he responds, 

AkS we have already pointed out , in The Concept of Wind 

Ryle has attempted to es tabl i sh the thes is tha t most mental conduct 

terms are used to refer not to private episodes but to 

disposi t ions which manifest themselves in predominantly public 

performances. The terms understanding, knowledge, ih te l l igenoe , 

bel ief are among those . However, 01 wish to suggest that we cannot 

explain what i t i s to undors—tand if we r e s t r i c t i t to physical 

performances only. Understanding i s not simply a matter of how 

people behavo. There has to bJ something mental about a person^ 

understanding somethdng and behaviour i s related to t h i s inward 
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s t a t e s merely as an accompaniment, U/heneuer a person is said to 

have understapd something, i t not only means, as Ryie would way, 

tha t he i s able to answer so many questions but i t also means that 

he is in some sort of mental s t a t e . If we r t j ec t "something mental" 

about understanding ar^ rest en behaviour only then we have to say 

tha t for me to know whether I have underatood something is for me 

to look at my behattiour or performances and t h i s appears quite 

absurd. I t i s absurd because in r e a l i t y , I never look at my 

behaviour to find out whether I have undeirstood something or no t . 

But for me to know whether *X' has understood something or not , 

i t i s necessary for me to go through X'a behaviour, although, I 

have no c r i td r ion of ver i f ica t ion of what goes on in X's , o 

mind in that par t i cu la r moment, I can say whether or not *X has 

understood the po in t ' by obaervlthg his behaviour because some sort 

of behaviour are always accompanied by understanding or are tho 

effects of understanding. Though understanding iM most of the tima 

accompaniod by behaviour yot WD cannot say that to understand 

something i s to behave in a pa r t i cu la r way, Ryle argues that i t 

i s not only that we know from somebody's behaviour that hn has 

understood our point but i t i s also such that if ha i s said to 

have understood somothing then he must behave in such and such way. 

If he is not disposed to behave in such and such way then he 
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cannot be said to have understood anything. Therefore, for Ryle, 

understanding la nothing mental. If somebody i s shown a aaqujnce 

of numbers and asked which nunber should come next and af ter a 

moment he grasps the principle of the aeries and announces, "how I 

can gc on", Ryle would say that what makes us say that he has 

understood the principle i s the fact that he eays "Now I can go 

•n" , and subsequently behave in a oartain way, Moreover, when he i s 

asked which number should come next, he gives the correct answer. 

Therefore, to Understand something is tn behave in a pa r t i cu la r 

way. 

However, wish to suggest tha t t h i s exampQ.B instead of 

proving the disposi t ional account af ^ders tanding proves, that 

understanding involves something mental* When a person says that 

"Now I can go onS, i t indicates that understanding has occurred 

at a par t i cu la r moment in t ime, "Now I can go nn" and "understanding" 

are not i d i n t i c a l . On the contrary, the utteronce "Now I can g« 

on" and • ther performances are signs i r the necessary conditions 

of understanding. So, whan somenne says "Now I can go on"| we must . 

not take him tn report an occurrence, (Vs U/ittgenstein says, 

"N«w, I ca-n go «n" is an exclamation, i t corresporKis to an 

ins t inc t ive sound, a glad s t a r t " and therefore , we can say that 
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i t is not the same as understanding, Moreover, the very utterenca 

'Now I can go »n' implies that understanding occurrs at a 

pa r t i cu la r mo.Tient of t ime. Likewise, I th ink, the statement "Try 

to understand me", "There is much understanding between us" imply 

not bthav/iour but something more than behaviour^-ssmathing thafa goes 

on »T ex i s t s in the mind of the person who understands, lite say such 

things as "sILnoe he underataod what I sa id , he did the right 

th ing" , "As he understood the pr inciples involved, he was able t r 

solve the problem". These ways af talking indicate that understanding 

is something i.iental accompanied by avert behaviour. 

What i s true of understanding i s true of a l l other montal 

cot.duct concepts l ike vain, knowledge belief and so an. The vain 

person i s , as Ryle describes him, disposed "to ta lk a l o t about 

himself, t» cleave to the society of eminent, to re ject c r i t i c i sms , 

to seek the foot l ights and to disengage himself from conversa-tions 

about the merit*? of r t h a r a " . However, the quostion can be ra i sed-

Does vanity si-nply mean to t a lk a l o t , to re ject cr i t ic isms e t c , ? 

Is there not something beyond these physical nc t iv i t i e s ? If 

nothing goes on ins ide , al«hg with these physical processes, then 

wo say tha t "actually somebody i s not vain" but "he i s Q person 

of such a typo that he always t a lk s a l o t and re jec t s cr i t ic isms 
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and so o n . " In the case of a vain person thase behaviours are 

always aocomp mied by some thought or o the r p e c u l i a r l y centred on 

himself* The vain man could hardiy be vain without some e x p l i c i t 

thought about h imse l f , Moreover, t o hold t h a t 'X i s v a i n ' means 'X 

i s Lehfeving or w i l l behave in such and such a way' i s t o beg the 

q u e s t i o n . Here , we already presuppose t h a t these s o r t s of behc.viour 

aire ca l l ed vain behaviour and t h e r e f o r e when we t r y t o j u s t i f y the 

s ta tement 'X i s v a i n ' by saying t h a t 'X i s behaving in such and 

ruch a way' we are not proving t h a t 'X i s vain* but are simply 

begging the q u e s t i o n , "'"hus, we can say t h a t Ry le ' s d i s p o s i t i o n a l 

account of mental ronduct concepts involves the f a l l a cy of arguing 

in a c i r c l e , 

Ryle makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between behaviour and merely 

p h y s i c a l p rocesses an i in t h i s connection he says t h a t a p a r r o t , 

may under proper i n s t r u c t i o n s , say something which i s f u l l of humour, 

but W8 natter say of a parro ' , t h a t i t i s humorous, U/hereas, we 

regard a person t o be humorous whenever we see him e x h i b i t i n g 

c e r t a i n s o r t s of behav iour , Ryle p o i n t s out t h a t wo say t h a t a 

person i s humorous because what he does ,he does on purpose , i , e , a 

humorous person i s s k i l l e d a t doing so many t h i n g s . Now, the 

ques t ion a r i s e s , why i s i t t h a t in case of a p a r r o t , we say t h a t 



15 

i t i s a physical process and not bshauiour 7 Ryle would reply that 

in case of a parrot uje say that i t i s a physical process berause the 

parrot i s not sk i l led at doing s : many things or that the parrot i s 

not disposed to do 30 many other t h ings . But the question remains 

open as before. Why is i t that in the case of a person certain 

a c t i v i t i e s , in turn , are called behaviour and not physical 

processes ? 

Ryle maintains that uje should not contrast mind with body 

but in te l l igen t behaviour with in in te l l igen t behaviour. Behaviour 

i s in te l l igen t whan executed from certain d i spos i t ions . Shrewd, 

humorous and so on are in te l l igen t behaviour and to say that a 

person is shrewd or humorous is to say that he is disposed to behave 

in a cer ta in way, Rnd by sayirg that a person is disposed to behave 

in a dertain way we refer to pas t , future and possible behaviour 

in addition to actual present behaviouro However, the disposi t ional 

behaviour refers to the behaviour of 'man', and a l l behaviour 

exhibited by man must be 'bodily behaviour ' . Thus, i t seems that 

though Ryle t r i e s to avoid the d i s t inc t ion between 'mental ' and 

'phys ica l ' or 'mind' and 'body' , yet he has to refer to 'body' , 

while talking about behaviour. Without any reference to 'body' ho 

cannot jgst make a d i s t inc t ion between in t e l l igen t and unintel l igent 
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behaviour. 

I think that by presenting a disposi t ional account of mind, 

Ryle f a i l s to make a d is t inc t ion between in te l l igen t bfehauiour and 

Unintelligent behaviour. He maintains that in te l l igen t behaviour 

refers to what may be called behavioural d ispos i t ions , i , e , capaci t ­

i e s , tendencies to behave in a certain way. To asser t that someone 

has a capacity or tendency to behave ih a certain way, on t h i s view, 

i s not to say anything about what is going on here end nowj i t is 

to assert a hypothetical proposition ebout how the individual 

could or would behave If certain circumstances were to obta in . 

Hypothetical propositions of t h i s kind can only be verified by 

observing the behaviour of the individual under cer ta in conditions* 

In t h i s connection, Ryle gives the example of swxmming. The propo­

s i t ion 'X can swim' means 'X i s disposed to behave in a par t icu lar 

way when in wa te r ' . Similarly, to say that ' the cow is raminant' 

i s to say that the cow tends to behave in a par t i cu la r way in 

certain s i t u a t i o n s . Similarly, to say that 'X i s shrewd' i s not to 

say that X is in a oar t i cu la r mental s t a t e but i t i s to say that 

if ho i s put in such and such a s i tua t ion he will bohave in such 

and su«h a way. And for 'Ryle, 'shrewd' implies in to l l igont 

behaviour because i t is executed from certain d i spos i t ions . Now 
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one oan uary well ask- whether ' the capabili ty to auiim*, tend to 

ruminate*, indicate in te l l igen t behaviour since they also inv/olua 

disposit ions^ and not. occurrences ? Certainly, Ryle would aay that 

they are not in te l l igen t behaviour, Bu": how is i t that 'shrewd' 

indi ta taa ' i n t e l l i g e n t ' behaviour since i t i s axscutad from 

disposi t ions whereas 'ruminant* and 'swimmer' do not indicate such 

behaviour though a l l of the5j refer to disposi t ions ? Ryle cannot 

say that in te l l igen t behaviour refer to the disposi t ions of mind 

because he has already discarded 'mlid' nor can he say that 

in te l l igen t hBhauiour stands for the disposi t ions of bodies because 

in that case he has to include the terms ' ruminant ' , 'swimmer* as 

indicat ive of in te l l igen t behaviour. 

So far as the aoncepts of 'knowledge' a'd ' b e l i e f ate 

concerned, Ryle i n s i s t s that they are dispositional words. He 

denies that there i s any legit imate Gpisodic or occurrent sense of 

knowing and bel ieving. These terms can be explained ent i re ly in 

terms of d i spos i t ion . To aay that someone knows or believes 

something, i s not to say that ha is knowing or believing 

somethitng. There i s a groat var ie ty of ways in which ws may do 

e i the r of thase t h ings . That i s to say, knowing and believing do 

not stand for private s t a tes or occurrences. 
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However, I do not agree with Ryle's disposi t ional account 

of belief and l-nowledge. As H.D.Lewis points out , 

"No one holds that there are private s t a t e s of j\^t 
knowing and bel ieving. I t is always a case of knowing or 
befcievlng something. But the fact that there must always 
be something known or believed in no way precludes these 
t o t q l s t a t e s from being s ta tes of someone's personal 
experience. In being aware of enter taining soma bel ief , 
I must be aware of myself as believing something in 
par t iou la r" i^ 

I agiBB with Ueuiis in so far as he says thac belief and 

knowloige are not disposi t ions to bohave in certain ways. To say 

th-it "X belxQves P" i s not to say that i f circumstancQs were such 

and such then 'X' would do or say such and such. Because i t i s 

conceivable that a man may balieve 'P^ without ever manifesting i t ; 

he needs, never to do or say anything that i s relevant to the belief 

in any circumstancea whatever. He may simply bo very good at 

disguising or concealing his belief and tharafore to say that to 

believe i s to be disposed to behave in certain ways, in t h i s caso 

would bo an empty form, Indeod, i t i s true that thero may be some 

expression or fcohaviour of bel iof , But from the fact that there 

i s an expression of be l ie f , we cannot say that the expression i s 

the whole of be l ie f . Though there may be some expression uf 

belief yet we find that belief and i t s expressions are not related 

in tho way pain and pain behaviour are r e ln t ad . In case of pain we 

know that there are some natural expressions of pain whoroas there 
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are no natural expression or behaviour of be l ie f . For th i s reason, 

belief cannot he defined in terms of i t s expressions, ^a IK^y, 

Griffi ths points out "If anything i s to be said to explain the 

ccncept of belief and i t s plaoe among other concepts then i t cannot 

1 0 be reduced to other concepts", I wish to suggest that ua oannot 

reduce 'belief* to behaviour only. Belief i s a s t a t e of mind 

accompanied by behaviour and to reduce i t t o overt behaviour only 

is to say tha t there cannot be any poss ib i l i ty of a man simply 

bring very good at disguising or concealing his be l ie f . Belief is 

a s t c t s of mind accompianiad by behaviour. 

Now, so far as knowledge is concerned, Ryle holds that i t 

i s d isposi t ional in na ture . He makes a d i s t inc t ion betujeen 

"knowing tha t " and "khowing how", 'Knowing that* .night be characte­

rized as theore t ica l understanding and 'knowing how' as prac t ica l 

app l ica t ion , Ryle is of the opinion that not a l l "knowing how" 

presuppose "knowing tha t " because to argue l ike t h i s is to involve 

in an in f in i t e rogreas . Whatever may be the d i s t inc t ion betueon 

'knowing t h a t ' and 'khowing how', Ryle seems to believe that for 

a man to know something i s for him to bo disposed to behave in 

pa r t i cu la r ways, Wy question i s , If knowled-^e i s d isposi t ional 

in nature then how are we going to make a d i s t inc t ion botwoen 
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"merely doing something" and "doing something knouJing how to do i t " . 

Certainly, there should be some d i s t inc t ion betureen merely ?ioing 

something and doing something with knowlsdge of i t . Otherwise, as 

Hamlyji points out, we cannot make a d is t inot ion between animal 

behaviour and human behaviour, Hamly^ says* 

" I t i s reasonable to argue that animals that are able 
to do things ins t inc t ive ly do not real ly know how to do 
those things or that i t would be misleading at l eas t to 
say 80, This i s because "knowing houj" normally implied 
some understanding and knowledge of fcho pr inciples int/olv/sd 
in the ac t iv i ty in question",'^^ 

Therefore, when we say that *X' knows something i s not 

simply to say that 'X' i s disposed to behave in a certain way, 

/\part from behaviour, there i s something called the understanding of 

the principle ur the knowledge of the p r inc ip l e . Knowing how i s 

knowledge of a technique, the principle of which uould be formulated 

in form of theory. It remains true that a man cannot bo said to 

know houj to do something unless he can do i t , except in the sense 

that he knows in theory how to do i t although he cannot do i t in 

prac t ice ; he knows the principle but cannot apply them. 

In the book The Concept of Wind, Ryle has a chapter on 

"Sensation and Observation", Regarding sensation and observation, 

Ryle believes that the part of the romplication in an organisms 

act ivi ty which accompanies i t s overt in te l l igen t actions and of 
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which thosa actions a r e , for an observer, c lues , i s the havitjg of 

sensations and making of observations, Ryle does not regard fhe 

fact of a person's having a sensacion as a fact about hie mind, 

Whersaa, the fact that one observes something and the fact that one 

tendn n.it to observe things of cer tain sor t s does belong to the 

deacription of hia mental powers and operat ions. Ho wri tes , 

There is nothing mental about sensat ions , HavBLng 
a sensation is not an exercise of a quality of i n t e l l ec t 
or character . Hence, we are not too proud to concede 
sensations to r ep t i l e s " , ^^ 

Having a sensation is not an oxercise of a quality of 

i n t e l l e c t or working of mind, Ryle is of the view that sensations 

are not the so r t s of things that can be observed. Sensations are 

ne i ther observable nor unobservable. But nbserving en t a i l s having 

sensa t ions , Sansations cannot be described as being e i ther in ternal 

or BXtornal to an object . Observation and sensation aro en t i re ly 

different kinds of a c t i v i t y . Sensations or sense impressions j ^ s t 

happon and aro not any kijjd of apprehension. Further, Ryle argues, 

" I t i s , of course, t rue and important tha t I am the 
only parson who can givo a f i r s t hand account of the 
tweaks given me by i l l f i t t i ng shoes and an occulis t 
who cannot spoak my language i s without his best source 
of Information about my visual sonsat ions. But tho fact 
that I alone can give the f i r s t hand accounts of my 
sonsations does not en t a i l that I have, what others ^ , 
la*I<j the opportunity of observUhQi-.thoso sonsat ions". 
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The f i r s t point that oan be raised against Ryle's UieuJ of 

sensation and observation is t h i s t la the mafcinQ of observation 

an in te l l igen t action or a working of mind ? For Ryle j sensation 

i s accompanied by o\iert in te l l igen t behaVDdour and these overt 

intejLligent behaviour are the making of observations. In answer to 

t h i s i t can be said that r ep t i l e s also act in a certain way when 

they have sensat ions , and therefore we are to say that they also 

make observations* Thsy cer tainly have sensat ions, e lse they would 

ntiver a c t . So long as they react to a sensation can we not say that 

r ep t i l e s also behave in te l l igen t ly ? I think, Ryle would say that 

the Way we react to a sensation is different from the way the 

r ep t i l e s r eac t , Ryle must mean that the way we react to what wo 

observe and the way we act to make other observation and to ascertain 

observations are tho exercise of our qual i t ios of i n t e l l e o t . 

I t i s truB that the more feensatiod i s not an exercisa of 

the quality of i n t e l l o c t . I t is not raasonable to say that only 

in t e l l igen t creatures can have sonsatdiona. In fac t , sensations 

can be had by craatures in whose caso we cannot apply any montal 

oonoopt. Pi Croaturo having mind can feel and have sensation but to 

have soma sensations is not to have a mind, I think that tho way 

wo react to what we observe and the way we a l l make other 
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observations is different from that of an animal because animals, 

though have sensations lack what is called self—awareness, Ryle says, 

"uie do not regard the fact that a person has a sensation as a fact 

about his mind, whereas the fact that he observes something and the 

fact that he tenia not to observe things of a cer tain sor t s do 

14 belong to the description of his mental operations powers", 

I wish to sugges-t tha t i t i s the awareness of sensation 

which d i f fe ren t ia tes an in t e l l igen t cxeature from an unintel l igent 

one, Uhen I have the sensation of 'pai«T», I behave in a pa r t i cu la r 

way. Likewise, when an earthworm feels pain i t also behaves in a 

pa r t i cu la r way and in that rsspect there i s no d i s t inc t ion between 

an earthwor* £.nd a human boing. But in c&se of human beings a 

sensation i s alwjiys accompanied by self—awareness, whereas, in the 

case of unintel l igent craatures a sensation i s not accompanied by 

self—awareness. But Rylo, would not agree with the view that 

sensations arc aBcompanied by self-awareness^ in case of human 

beings. Because he argues that one cannot observe or witness one's 

sensation and tho reason for t h i s i s that ep i the t s which can be 

coupled with words l ike 'obsereing ' and 'witnessing cannot be 

applied to 'having sensa t ions ' , Ue can bo more or l e s s successful 

at observftng but not at having sensatdtons carefully or systematically, 

Ule can make mistakes of obsorvation but not of sensation and so 
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f o r t h . However, i f t h i s ia t r u e of s e n s a t i o n then i t must be t r u e of 

s e e i n g , hear ing and touching and so on . But i f t h i s i s t r u e of s e e i n g , 

hear ing and so f o r t h , then we ha-.'e t o say t h a t ura do not observe 

o r we are not aware of what we see or hea r , which i s c e r t a i n l y not 

the c a r e . Sensa t ions do not e x i s t independently of our being aware 

uf them. The occurrence of a s ensa t i on e n t a i l s someone's 

consc iousnes j of t h a t sensa t ioh« 
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CONCLUSIOW 

In th i s concluding chapter, I shal l sum up my findings by 

prasenting discussions on Philosophy of Action because Philosophy 

of Action wil l make clear the views regardfing different theoriee 

of mind, Moreouer, Philosophical discussions on mind have a direct 

bearing on methodological issues re la t ing to social sc iences . 

Social sciences are said to be concerned with the study 

or social r e a l i t y . Social re lat ionships are manifested through 

interdependencB of human ac t ions . An action i s commonly used to 

contrast with a s t a te of movement of merely process or behaviour. 

Philosophers have sometimes offered c r i t e r i a for 'an ac t ion ' in 

terms of in ten t ion , purpose or consciousnass. 

Actions involve physical movements but a l l physical 

movements are not ac t ions , When peoplo perform actions t h e i r bodies 

can be seen to movej parts of the body change t he i r spa t i a l 

re la t ions and sometimes sound also can be hoard coming from them. 

But t h i s i s not the description of an action because i t i s simply 

the description bf physical aspect of behaviour, A.IJlelden holds 

"there i s a differenfce between "my arm r i s ing" and "my r is ing my 

arm", between muscles moving and my moving my muscles. In shor t , 
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1 
between a bodily movement or hapnening and an action* However, 

though there is a distinction between "my arm rising" and my 

"rising my arm" yet the former always happens when the latter does, 

neldsn says, 

"When I perform an act ion, there i s some bodily 
movement that occurs, but not every bodily movement 
counts as an action not even those of normal adult human 
beings- since there are reflex movements, the a c t i v i t i e s 
of those who walk in t h e i r sleep and the behaviour of 
those under hypothesis. Hence, i t appears as though an 
action were a bodily movement of a special sort and that 
wS need only spocify the d i s t inc t ive features of bodily 
movement that count as actions in urdar to elucidate the 
concept of an ac t ion" , 

Meldon further holds that the doctrine which t r i e s to 

explain action by holding that "my raising my arm involves wiSiling 

in the sense tha t -"I will my muscles to move" i s misleading because 

here 'w i l l i ng ' i s regarded as the cause of the movement and in case 

of other physical movements the causes of the physical movements 

arc the causes other than the act of v o l i t i o n . I move my muscles 

by performing an act of vol i t ion which in tu rn , produces a muscle-

movement , 

However, t h i s doctribe ra ises many problems. If the act 

of willing or vol i t ion is the cause of my moving the muscle then 

there must be a d i s t inc t ion between the act of vo l i t ion and the 

movement of the muscle. If i t i s a causal re la t ion then we are to 
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say that willing the muscle mouoment i s folloued by my muscle 

movement, Nou), since my muscle mouemont is preceded by the act of 

willing thurefore uie can very well assume that there must be 

another act of willing for the f i r s t act of willing to occur. One 

must wil l the willing of the muscle mov/emant and 30 on ad infinitum. 

Again, i f the explanation of human action are causal 

explanation in the sense that for each human action, there i s a 

wil l or vo l i t ion which causes tho ac t ion , then, i t must be possible 

for us to giVQ a description of the cause independently of the 

effect and vicB~versa, fts Leiden says , 

"Now in general i f h. causes B, a description of (« 
other than that i t has the causal property of producing 
B must be forthcomihg. Otherwise, 'A causes B' 
degenerates into *the thing that produces B produces 

If tho re la t ion between an act of willing and action is a causal 

re la t ion then how are we going to make a d i s t inc t ion between a 

pa r t i cu la r act of willing and the action followed from i t ? How 

do we identify an will apart from an action ? Certainly, i t i s 

not possible to identify or to give a descr ipt ioa of an act of 

willing without reference to an ac t ion . If willing in question can 

only bo understood as "the will ing of a tnuscle roouemsnt" then 

willing in question cannot be a cause of the muscle movement. 
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Sines the reference to the muscle mouementicis inuolv/ed in very 

desct ipt inn of the willing then to explain a movement with reference 

to a wil l i s not to give a causal account. 

there 
Likewise, i f for each human action tue are to say t h a t / i s 

an act of vol i t ion then i t follows that there are numerous act^ of 

vol i t ion or willing and one act of willing or vol i t ion must be 

distinguished from the other act of vol i t ion in the sense that one 

act of vol i t ion involved in the muscle movement must be aifferent 

from the other act of vol i t ion involved in the production of any 

other muscle-movement. Now, how sha l l we d i f fe ren t ia te one act of 

vo l i t ion from the other act of vol i t ion by which the d i s t inc t muscle 

movements are produced ? A,nd if we say that one act of vol i t ion is 

d i s t i nc t from the other then i t must be possible for us -jso pin point 

the special or d i s t inc t ive charac te r i s t i cs of each act of vol i t ion 

or wi l l ing . 

Thus, we find that i t i s never posaibSie to givo a causal 

explanation of human action by holding that human actions refer to 

causes namoly the act of v o l i t i o n . Causal explanations are wholly 

irsJolevant to tho understanding of human ac t ions . That i s , we cannot 

d i f fe ren t ia te the action from mere bodily beha—viour by holding 
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that action differs from mere bodily movements because an a»tion 

is caused by willing or uolition, 

Pleildan holds that a particular happening is an action if it 

is the exercise of power that makes it happen. There is a distin^ 

ction between an artificial chess move, that is, a chess move done 

by a child which is merely a physical movement and a chess move 

which is not artificial. In case of non-artificial chass move, the 

concept of rule come in. Rules are obeyed, critaria are employed. 

So, a child who makes so called chess move without the knowledge of 

rules and criteria cannot be said to hava involved in some sort of 

action, Melden concludes-

"Dijst as in the case of the concept of a chess move, 
so in the case of the concept of any action the context of 
practices in which rules are obeyed, criteria employed, 
policies are observed- a way of thinking and doing is 
essential to the understanding of the difference betweun 
such bodily movements and actions",'* 

The chess move involves the notion of folloing or 

obssruing the rules. Since the chess played understands the rules, 

he thorefore, it can be said that also understands what it is not 

to obey tho rules. In playing the game, he is not all the time 

aware of tho fact that he is obeying the rules but since he knows 

the rules, ho therefore simply obeys them. In a sense, his chess 

movements involves a specific way of thinking. It is both 
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thinking and doing. Mslden alsc socms to believe that in a l l cases 

uhare thinking and doing aro inuolued, ths judgemants involving 

terms ' r i g h t ' , 'wrong' e t c , can bo passed, liJa can hold one 

responsible for one's act ion, i f his doing is Qccompaniod by soma 

sort of thinking. Thus, human act ion, for Molden,involves the 

observance of rules and pr inciples i , c , i t involves both thinking 

and doing. Since, a l l human actions involvo both thinking and 

doing, therefore , for him, ' a c t ions ' and moral agent are co—relative, 

The prac t ica l contexts in which rulos are obeyed c r i t e r i a applied, 

pol ic ies aro observed, are essent ia l ly required in distinguishing 

actions from more physical movoments, 

Mueh of our ordinary explanation of human behaviour i s 

te loogical in form i . e , i t r e la tes the behaviour to purposes and 

goa l s . To explain behaviour in terms of purpose or goal i s not to 

postulate an unobservable ent i ty that d i rec ts the behaviour from 

within, Charles Taylor holds that human behaviour i s purposive. He 

makes a d is t inc t ion between ' ac t ion ' and 'mere movement'. Giving 

the example of ac t ions , he says 'jumping rope' ' r id ing a bycyole' 

are ac t ions , Wa require two conditions to dis t inguish between 

' a c t i o n s ' and 'mare movememts'. The f i r s t condition i s that human 

behaviour must sat isfy certain s tandards. Dumping a rope or riding 
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a bicycler requites appropriate mouements. Dumping a rope requires 

balancing and some other conditiona to be fulf i l led which are 

regarded as appropriate movements. The aecond condition required 

for ' a c t i i r i ' i s that i t must oe agent 's intention t« moot those 

standards or achieue those r e s u l t s . To characterise one's behaviour 

as action we must see that one's behaviour conform to a cer tain 

standard and one is intent ional ly trying tu achioue that r e s u l t . 

Thus, i f a child had no intention to jump the ropo but made the 

appropriate leap each time, as a result of being jabbed with a pin, 

ue should not udtsh to qualify that what he was doing as jumping 

the rope. The essen t ia l conditions are absent in the case of mare 

physical movement, Taylor says , "The agent must not inly make the 

appropriate movements i t must :ilso be his intention or purpose to 

do so" . 

Therefore, thej d i s t inc t ion between action and 'non act ion ' 

i»Q, 'meiTQ behaviour'> l i e s not just in the presence or absence 

of the corresponding intention or purpose but in a par t icu lar 

intent ion or purpose having or mot having a role in bringing about 

the behaviour* If the movcmsnts made tby a parson are intenti- inal , 

then his movemants are regarded as ac t ions . The more prsfasenea of 

an intention cannot qu^ i fy the movement as ac t ion , i f i t does 
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not bring about tho required behaviour. For Qxamploi if the knife 

gripped in my hand plunges into Dohn's body and even if i t was my 

intention to stab him, s t i l l i t may not be t rue that I stabbed him. 

For, I may decide to stab someone and before I can execute my 

in tent ion, my arm may be pushed. Thus, if the behaviour occurs 

because of the corresponding intention then only that behaviour can 

be regarded as act ion, rthorwiae, i t i s not an action even if there 

i s an in ten t ion , 

Houieuer, though Taylor hoids that for each action there 

i s a corresponding intention which leads to the appropriate 

movement, yet the re la t ion between intention and bohaviour i s not 

contingent, I t i s not contingent because of the fact ihat i f a 

person intends to do X, then, if there i s no obstacle , then he must 

do X, Part of wh=it we mean by 'intending X' i s t h a t , in tho absence 

of intervening fac tors , i t i s followed by doing X, If I intend to 

do X, then I must do X when there i s no obs tac le , Wy behaviour 

must follow necessarily from my in ten t ion . Intention is not the 

cause of my behaviour. Intention cannot cause behaviours but 

behaviour follows from the intent ion necessar i ly . If a person 

intends to k i l l his friend then in the absence of intervening 

fac to r s , he wi l l t ry to k i l l his fr iend. If in the absence of 
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intervening fac tors , the person does not t ry to k i l l his friend then 

uie could no longer say that he intends to k i l l his fr iend. Thus, the 

difference between merely physical mouements, namely reflex actions 

and the genuine actions l i e s in the fact that in case of reflex 

ac t ions , behaviour is caused by sofce precewding fac tors , ujhereas in 

the case of genuine act ion, there is no cause but thero i s a reason 

for an action* To qualify any behaviour as ' a c t i o n ' , is to imply 

that i t is 'goal d i r e c t e d ' . I t s oocurrenco is to be explained in 

terms of some intontion or purpose of the agents . To say that 'ft,' 

stabbed ' C is to imply that the hand that held the knife was not 

caused by A's arm being pushed or by soma muscular reflex or even 

by some conditions of 'A.'s bra in . To say that '/V' s<-abbed 'C' i s 

to imply that Ai's intention brought about the behaviour, And 

according to Taylor , t h i s rules out any ' r i v a l account' of 

behaviour, k r iva l account of some behaviour event 'B ' uould be an 

account according to which 8 would occur on the antecedent condition 

whether or not tho agent intends to do 0 , 

However, Taylor 's account of human action i s not adequate, 

Taylor holds that an action requires an in tont ion . If I stabbed 

' C , my intention to stab ' C is what brought about tho stabbing. 

Therefore, a man's intention i s what he cooses. But a person may 
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choose to k i l l hia friend out of hatred and that i s why he ohosee to 

k i l l him. The reason for k i l l ing ia the hatred. Thereforei If Taylor 

saya that the agent ' s intention or purpose brings about the 

behaviour, i t , then, refers to two different u/orka of ' i n t e n t i o n ' . 

If 'X' k i l l s his friend, then i t i s reasonable to ask whether 'X' had 

tha intention to k i l l his friend and if 'X' answers by saying that 

he had the in tent ion , to k i l l his friend, then, we can again ask 

him what hia intentioh was in ktLling his fr iend. And I th ink, the 

actual explanation of intention involves the explanation in the 

second sense. And i t i s t h i s intention which brings about the ac t ion , 

Ulhen a person says that his action was in ten t iona l , i t opens up 

the question* why did he do i t ? and the person refi^rs to his 

intant ion by mentioning that i t was to frighten someone. I t explains 

the behaviour by reference to a purpose, desire or motive of the 

agent, 

Moreover, Charles Taylor feeoms to be mistaken when he 

argues that thoro i s no major discontinuity between human 

behaviour and that of non-human ones such as animals. Ha thinks 

tha t i t i s natural to a t t r i bu t e actions to animals even though UR3 

cannot be suro that they have conscious intent ions and we do so 

in terms of the resu l t s t h e i r behaviour tends to bring about. The 
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responses taught to animals must be considarod to be ac t ions , not 

mere movomonts bocausc theso movements tond to bring about the end 

r o s u l t s . The nest-building behaviour of wasps i s directed to a 

goal or purpose and so long as i t is purposive i t i s an action* 

HoujQver, ura cannot fully agreed with Taylor on his view 

that the puI^pose of intention of behaviour const i tute ac t ion . He 

says that to say that someone jumped rope implies that his 

intent ion brought about the behaviour. The intent ion of an action 

is indeed the goal to which i t i s directed but t h i s cannot be 

identif ied with the resul t i t brings about. Sometimes though 

people are »ery much conscious of the r e s u l t , yet t he i r behaviour 

do not lead them to that expected r e s u l t . But from th i s wo cannot 

say that people do nut intend to have that r e s u l t . People may 

believe that t h e i r movements would have a pa r t i cu la r resul t and 

may intend to get that resul t but may fa i l to got the intended 

resul t and t he i r actions may not lead to the d e s i ^ d end. But 

from the fact that sometimes actions do not lead to the desired 

ro su l t s , can we say that i t i s not an action ? Again, the mere 

tendency of a pxooaas to produce a specificable resul t i s not 

suff icient ground to invoke the concept of an ac t ion . From the 

mere fact that the various movements of birds lead to no8t•^3Uilding, 



13C 

kie cannot say that these movements of birds are ac t ions , Likeuise, 

we cannot say that the various mouements of a machine that tend 

to produce a certain s t a te of a f fa i rs are instances nf ac t ion . Though 

the movements of a machine bring about a r e s u l t , yet these 

movements have nothing to do with intention and are not in tent ional 

but simply automatic processes. As Michael H.Lessnoff sayis, 

"The purpose ot intention that guided an action ia 
something that characterizes the agent before and while 
he a c t s , not tho resul t he brings about. If we a t t r ibu te 
actions to animals we must e i ther suppose they have 
intentions im something l ike the human sense or else wo 
use the term in a sense different from that which i s 
relevant to human agency",^ 

noreovsr, if firom the mere resu l t s produced by the movements of the 

animals and machines, we are to say that the movements are actions 

then i t should not bo unlikely to praise them or blame them for 

t he i r ac t ions , Sinco a man is held iresponsible for his actions and 

not for his movements, therofore, i f tho movements of birds 

result ing in nest-building and machines producing a resul t are 

regarded as ac t ions , then thay (birds and machines) also must be 

held responsible for these ac t ions . If the behaviour of animals and 

machines are regarded as actions then there cannot be any difference 

betwaon animals and men. But can we «ay that animals and machines 

are also moral agents l ike human beings ? The concepts of ' a c t i o n ' , 

'moral agent ' and 'person' are very much co—relative, bocause wo 

a t t r ibu te responsibi l i ty to individual when we t r e a t them as 
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persons or moral agants and t he i r bodily mouements as ac t ions . Thus, 

u)Q find that Taylor 's d i s t inc t ion betwoan actioij and non-action is 

not adequate. 

Our habitual aot ions , though are not in tent ional or are 

not done un purpose, yet may be regarded as ac t ions . They are 

actions done from sheer force of hab i t . But if we accept Taylor 's 

explanation of ' ac t ion ' ithon the habitual actions arc to be 

discaesdad from the sphere of ac t ions . 

Now, I shal l confine my discussion to Ryle's theory of 

ac t ion . As uie know, Ryle presents his theory of action by attacking 

Descartes ' theory of action which he ca l l s the i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t 

e r r o r . He c r i t i c i s e s Descartes ' dwiXtstic theory by presenting 

an t i dua l i s t i c arguments, 

Ryle aogues that i t i s an error to claim that action 

always follows a theore t ica l performance. The i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t e r ror 

consists in claiming that the differonce between action and non­

action l i e s in the piresence or absence of some occult performance. 

He says, 

"Champions of t h i s legend are apt to t ry to 
reassimilate 'knowing how' to 'knowing t h a t ' by 
arguing that in te l l igen t performance inuoluas the 
observance of rules or the application of c r i t e r i a . 
I t follows that the operation which i s characterized 
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as in te l l igen t must be preceded by an in te l l ec tua l 
acknouiledgement of these rules or • r i tBr ia , ,»»#I t i s to 
do a b i t of theory and then to do a b i t of p r a c t i c e " . ' 

An a«tion is in te l l igen t only if i t i s preceded by an 

intelle*«-tual performance or if i t i s preceded by an occult ev/ent, 

Ryle's posit ive account of action ia that i t i s nothing but the 

exercise of d i spos i t ion . Knowing how to do something i s having the 

disposit ion to do that t h ing . In te l l igent disposi t ion is a 

disposit ion tho exercises of which i s indefini tely heterogeneous. 

Again, in te l l igen t disposi t ions are deaeribed in terms of law-like 

statamants a»d they are also such that t he i r exercises are described 

by semi—hypothetical s tatements. These are the charac te r i s t i sa of 

in te l l igen t disposi t ions but they are not unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , 

When an object i s described as bard, we not only mean that i t would 

r e s i s t deformation but would give out a sharpL sound if struck and 

so on. This i s t rue that being hard is a disposi t ion with many 

varied i n s t an t i a t i ons . But being hard i s not an in te l l igen t 

disposi t ion though the exercises of in te l l igen t disposi t ion are also 

i nde f in i t e . Further, to 8c>-y that in te l l igen t disposi t ions are 

law—like statements i s not to say anything special about 

i n t e l l i gen t disposi t ion because the so lub i l i ty of sugar is also 

described by a law-like statement. To say that t h i s lump of sugar 
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i s aoluble, i s to say that i t ujould dissolve if submerged in 

anywhere, at any time and in any parcel of water. If non-intel l igent 

disposi t ions are also lauj-like statements then what is the differencse 

between th t e l l i gen t disposi t ion and non-intel l igent disposit ion 7 

What does i t mean to say that in te l l igen t action i s the exercise of 

a disposit ion ? 

Likewise, the description of an in te l l igen t disposi t ion 

by 'mongrel' categoricals or semi—hypothetical statements i s not 

r es t r i c t ed to in te l l igen t disposi t ions e i ther* However, Ryla says 

that the d i s t inc t ion between in te l l igen t disposi t ion and non-

in te l l igen t disposit ion res ts on the fact that in case of in te l l igen t 

d i spos i t ion , the disposit ion i s acquired through learn ing , 

> "To say that a sugar lump i s dissolving, a bird 
migrating or a man blinking does not imply that the 
sugar has learned to go l i qu id , that the bird has learned 
to fly south in the autumn or that the man has searched 
to bBiink when s t a r t l e d . But to say that a soldier 
obediently fixed his bayonet or fixed i t in order to 
defend himself, does imply that hs has learned some 
lessons and not forgotten them"o^ 

In order to show the d i s t inc t ion between non—intelligent 

disposi t ion and in te l l igen t d i spos i t ion , Ryle makes a d i s t inc t ion 

between d r i l l and t r a i n i n g . Dr i l l i s the moans of acquiring 

non-intel l igent disposi t ion whereas t raining i s the moans of 

acquiring in te l l igen t d i spos i t ion . Acquiring a disposi t ion by 
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laarning is to aoquire i t in such a fashion that one exercises that 

While thinking what one i s doing. 

However, I think that though Ryle maintains that in t e l l igen t 

diapoaitiona are acquired by learning# yet he cannot be aaid to have 

explained the point- baoauaa when he says thaft in te l l igen t 

disposi t ion ia acquired by learning, we find that ' l ea rn ing ' I t s e l f 

ia a diapoai t ion. Therefore, a l l ha actually doea ia to repeat 

thoae oharacter iat ica of in te l l igen t aiapoait ion uhibh he haa 

already made. So, we can very well ask — why learning ia said to be 

an in te l l igen t disposi t ion ? Thus, if the problem remains aa open as 

before, then i t makes no aenso to say that in t e l l igen t disposi t ion 

is acquired by l aamin f , 

Ryle also maintains that an in t e l l igen t action ia an action 

apply in§ 
which ia done with thinking a n d / c r i t e r i a . In te l l igen t performance 

though involves the application of c r i t e r i a yot i t doea not consist 

of two a c t i v l t i a a - one the application of c r i t e r i a and the other 

the actual performance. I t i s said tha t a person^ must in t h i s way 

"preaoh to himself before he can p rac t i ce" , liJhen I do an 

i n t s l l i g e n t ac t ion , I do one thing and not two. In te l l igen t act ion 

involves application of rules or c r i t e r i a . 
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"lis exsrciaaa axa obBsrvanGBd of ];ulsi oS canons 
o£ the applloation of orlt«&la| but thay aca not tandsm 
opatationa of thaoxatloally a Vowing fflaxlma and then 
putting that) Into pcaotioe"*^ 

A« against Rylê fa analysis of Intelligent aotionl we dan 

aak whethetr applieatlon of orltecia is an aetit/ity o£ It is a 

disponltion ? Ufa oan take fo^ inatanoef the oase of a ^fes«e« 

fteeesdifig te Ryle, the aet of sefesAeing of the trefettiB ie not an 

event o^a happenihfi« It is a dispoaitloh* Howevâ i t think* 

tefateains ia a continuous activity beeauae when one is standing In 

the field and i« neither uhisteling noc is xebUkina the piayess ia 

a t i l l tofstaeing* This activity goes on al l the time and is 

nunnifeated only under certain conditions. If Ryla agcees with the 

fact that the tefaxee ia tefeteeing even when he ia standing in 

the fieU and is neither whiateling nor rebuking then we ate ta say 

that tw ha* accepted the theoS7 that xefexeeing does not consist 

only of making oKfart perfbxmanoaa btit also of aomething alaa* 

Being able to do the act of a xe fores ia pezhap« tllapo^ition btA 

referaaing aa such i s exercising that disposition thrcugiwtit the 

whole fame* 

Aoreover* if intelllgsnt action ia tha application of 

rulaa and criteria then if the application of ^laan ox criteria ia 
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not kn occurrence, i t must be a disposit ion* And i f i t i s a d i spoa i -

t lon i then uie can aak whether the disposi t ion to apply c r i t e r i a i s 

i t s e l f i n t e l l igen t or no t . If i t i s not i n t e l l i g e n t , then we are 

to say that our application of c r i t e r i a i s e i the r t h t e l l i gen t or not 

eo« If i t i s not i n t e l l i g e n t , then we are to say that our applicattdn 

of c r i t e r i a takes place in an automatic or unthinking uay« But 

ce r ta in ly , i t cannot take place in an unthinking or automatic way. 

If I t takes place in an automatic way then there cannot be any 

diUtinotion bttwian in te l l igen t and non-inte l l igent ac t ion . Surely, 

the ab i l i t y to apply c r i t e r i a i s i t s e l f a disposi t ion and i t i s an 

In te l l igan t disposi t ion and i t s exercises are done while applying 

c r i t e r i a . Thus, we find that Ryle i s arguing in a c i rc le when he t r i e s 

to explain ihtellftgent behaviour or action in terms of the application 

of rules and c r i t e r i a and again explains the application of rules 

and c r i t e r i a as in te l l igen t by saying that they are in te l l igen t 

d i spos i t ions . Thus, in te l l igen t action is due to an in te l l igen t 

disposi t ion to apply c r i t e r i a . But then one can ask- why i s the abilfr-

ty to apply c r i t e r i a regarded as in te l l igen t ? Thus, i t seems that 

Ryle begs the question when he t r i e s to explain in t e l l igen t action 

by means of applicat ion of c r i t e r i a i , e , overt behaviour. These 

overt behaviour are characterized as in te l l igen t by saying that 
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they are the exeroisea of in te l l igen t dispositdion. Therefore, Ryle 

has to accept e i the r that in te l l igen t action is associated with 

something internal or that i t is ibaelf a d ispos i t ion , But he cannot 

accept the f i r s t a l t e rna t ive because t h i s view has already been 

c r i t i c i s ed by Ryle in his at tack on dua l i s t io theory, ftnd so far as 

the second a l te rna t ive is concerned, he cannot accept t h i s a l ternat ive 

too , because tc accept i t i s to bag the question* 

Thus, ue find that Ryle's d isposi t ional analysis of action 

is not adequate. I t cannot make a d is t inc t ion between in te l l igent 

and non-intel l igent action* ftnd so long as he does not sucBQed in 

presenting a d isposi t ional analysis of in t e l l igan t ac t ion , he Ban 

never be said to have suctaeded in attempting to give a disposi t ional 

analysis of mind. 

According to Ryle, motive aMpianations are disposi t ional 

explanations. To say that somebody did something from a 

par t icu la r motive, i s to say that his act ion, done under par t i cu la r 

circumstances was just the sor t of thing tha^ he teas an incl inat ion 

to do. I t i s to say that he would do t h a t , 

HowGver, I wish to point out that su«h disposi t ional 

explanations share one cjnjcial cha rac te r i s t i c of explanations 
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based on general laws. General laws are involved to present 

philosophical understanding of human ac t ion . But to offer such an 

explanation i s to assume that a l l explanations can be subsumed under 

some general law. I t i s completely a mistaken view. Our explanation 

of people's action of every day l i f e which we typical ly give by 

f i l l i ng in the context of actioh are often p a r t i c u l a r . There ia no 

law linking context and action for the explanation to s t i c k , We 

are able to give sa t i s fsc tory explanation of actions without giving 

ar.y account of underlying law, Moreover, our behaviour often does 

not conform t r any law-like pa t t e rn . There are some human actions 

for which no law-like explanation is possible but s t i l l we can give 

a meaning to those ac t ions . 

From Ryls 's dispiositional analysis of mind i t i s obvious 

that for him mental ooncepts can be constcued as essen t ia l ly 

behavioural, the private components being e i the r ignored or 

regarded as inaasen t ia l . For example, a man's baing drowsy 

consists in his behaving in a cer tain way and the way he feala is 

i r relevant in determining whathor he i s drowsy or not , Ryle 

makes mistakes when he argues that a l l mental concepts can bo 

explained in terms of d i spos i t ions , I th ink , so far as mental 

concepts are concerned, both the factors l ike overt behaviour and 
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aire 
the ' innerness of mind' / relevant , Ue make mistakes uihan we ignores 

any one of tham« To think that mental concepts l ike paini anger, 

in te l l igen t consist only of behaviour factors i s to deny the 

' innerness of mind' and to t r ea t human nature on par with dead pieces 

•f matter, Wo cannot say that under such and such circumstances, one 

wil l behave in such and such a way, Ryle says, that so far as the 

so lubi l i ty of si'gar i s concerned wa can give a disposi t ional 

analysis of i t . To say that 'sugar is soluble ' is to say that i f we 

put sugar in water i t wil l d i s so lve . He argues bhat the same is true 

in case of mental concepts. To say that 'X' i s kind' i s to say that 

if we put him in such and such circumstances, he will behave in such 

and such a way, Ryle makes mistakes when he offers the same type of 

explanation for human beings. Sugar i s so composed tha t i t dissolves 

in water, and that i s why we can hold the hypothetical statement that 

if we put sugar in water i t d i sso lves . But the case of human being 

i s completely d i f fe ren t . The in ternal const i tut ion of sugar i s 

sufficient to explain i t s s o l u b i l i t y . If sugar from different places 

are collected and put into water, then, i t wi l l d issolve , whereas 

the natuire of human being is such that even if two persons have 

exactly the same structure yet we can never say i t for certain that 

if they are put in the s imilar way. If i t i s such that they never 



14C 

behave exactly even though they have the same physical s t ructure 

then how can we accept the disposi t ional analysis uf mind 7 

MoiBOUQr, what to spea^ of two person ? Even IM the case of the 

same person, i t so happens that at twu different t imes, given the 

same circuosteucos the same parson behabes so different ly tha t we 

get surpr ised. Therefore, we cannot pjsfsent a d isposi t ional analysis 

of mind holding that i t i s similar to the analysis of so lub i l i ty 

of sugafc* We cannot offer t h i s type of explanation in case of human 

beings, liJo cannot say i t for cer tain that 'X' wi l l behave in such 

and such a way if he i s put under such and such condit ions, I 

think that the ' i f , , , then ' model i s applicable only in physical 

sc iences . This mode of explanation is applicable in physical 

sciences.BolaocBB because physical sciences are concerned with 

physical objects and t he i r explanation involves ' i f , , , t h e n ' model. 

Physics, unlike social sciences does not deal with people as such. 

People of course do have a physical aspect, and considered simply 

as bodies, are as subject to physical laws as any o ther . But 

people considered as people behave in ways that cannot be derived 

from the so called physical lawal. 

The behaviour of people provides the subject matter of 

social sciendas and therefore the model of physical i s in appropriate 
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to study Df man« For people have not only physical bodies but 

conscious minds at leas t in the sense that they have in tent ion, 

purpose and desire and so on. Therefore, bohavionrism as a method 

i s inadequate in social sc iences . Social behaviour always implies 

the existence of mental s t a t e s l ike in ten t ions , purposes, be l i e f s , 

awareness of rules which are not explicable in terms of behaviour 

only. Neither 'hey are observable by empirical methods. In Physics 

also we 3?efor to theore t i ca l e n t i t i e s such as e lec t rons , protons 

e t c , and offer explanation in these terms. In Physics, of course, 

these theore t ica l e n t i t i e s are to be considered as real e n t i t i e s 

beoause they are capable of causing cer ta in empirically observable 

phenomena. So far as mental e n t i t i e s l i k e , in tent ion, desire and 

purpose and so on are concerned, they aannot be regarded as 

counterparts to electrons or protons nor can they bo regarded as 

completely unreal . Therefore, so long as human beings have in ten t ion , 

dBsi;je or purpose a causal explanations of human behaviour are not 

adequate and exhaustive. Further, intentions and desires can never 

be explained in terms of overt behaviour a lone. 

Thus, explanation of human action is radical ly different 

from that of physical phenomenon because i t implies no 

r egu la - r i t i e s or laws. Thus, explanation of human action cannot bo 
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ssduoed t o siii^la causality* I would l i k e t o point out that Ryla's 

d ispos i t iona l analysis of Mind i s not tenable to ua because i t i g ­

nore the innemess of mind a l together . Though* he claims t o be an 

ana ly t i ca l behaviourist yet some of h is views d i f f e r from those of 

Wi t tgenste in, Wittgenstein does not deny the innemess of mind and 

maintains that the outer behaviour is not meaningful to us i f the«e 

i s no inner , Ryla's analysis of mind re jects the innemess of mind 

and maintfkna that mind i s nothing but the d ispos i t ion of the body, 

Ue make a d i s t i n c t i o n between the mental and the physical 

s ta tes . I t i s not only that we make a d i s t i n c t i o n between mental 

and physical states but sometimes we also t a l k about these** cal led 

inneic a ta tea. Sometimes we say of an old person that *he has log t 

his inner s t reng th* , 'he has inner f e a r ' , and 'he doea not have any 

mental peace' and so on and so Corth, When we say that a person has 

l os t hia inner s t rength , we mean that though he ia physical ly 

strong yet mentally he feels so weak that he cannot proceed t o do 

any work. S i m i l a r l y , when we aay of a person that he has inner 

fear , what we rea l l y mean ia that the person, though, outwardly 

doea not show any fear yet i n his mind ha feels scared. The mental 

atataa are not ' i nne r * , i n the sense that they are inside the 

perao-n but they are inner , i n the aanse that they re fer to some 

sort o f state that a peraon can be aaid to be i n . I t i s not that 

' the inner faar* does not have any mani festat ion. Of course, there 
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ai8 manifestations but the manifestations are not the whole of th© 

•inner fear*, ' inner s t rength ' and so on. 

fts I have already pointed out , understanding, bel ieving, 

remembering, Imagining other cognate mental conduct concepts refer 

to something inrwr« ha ue knou, there i s a d i s t inc t ion between 

explanation and understanding* No adequate explanation of human 

action i s possible in causal terms. Understanding of an action i s 

different from the explanation of i t , A,ny theory which has an 

explanatory force ultimately makes reference to causes. As we have 

seen, explanations of human actions in terms of in ten t ion , desire 

or purpose has a causal force. Rising of one's arm is explained by 

one's intent ion to ra ise one 's arm. 

Human behaviour cannot be adequately understood in terms 

of causes. Human action/behaviour i s ireaningful. Human behaviour 

stands in need of i n t e rp re t a t ion . To in terpre ts i t i s to discover a 

meaning and to discover a meaning i s t o refer to something jLnnear, 

k piece of human behaviour i s an action when and in so far as we 

can at tach a subjective meaning tft i t . That behaviour i s 

subjectively meaningful implies tha t the agent has a conception, 

under some pa r t i cu la r descr ip t ion , of what the purpose, or point 

of the behaviour i s . That i s , ha could describe i t s point and thua 
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tha nature of the action as he conceives l t« For example, building 

a house la a complex action made up of a number of simpler action^ 

Here a l l nf these cannot be understood as part of a complex action 

of house building in terms of the agents purpose in performing them* 

His action i s regarded as building a house because he understands 

a language uhich Includes some expressions equl\/alent in meaning 

to 'building a house ' , 
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