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ABSTRACY

The Dissertation, as its title indicates, is a critical

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

presents a dispositional analysis of mind holding that mind is
nothing but the disposition of the bddy, by criticising the dualis—
tic theory of Descartes, Descartes arfues that a human being is
compounded of two entities i.e. a mind and a body, Mind interacts
upon the body and the body interacts upon the mind. Gilbert Ryle
crit icises Descartes theory and holds that mind being an non-
material spirit, (as Descartes argues) how can such spirit influence
the workings of a2 material body 7 How can the ghost peer through
the machine to ths world around it ? Ryle arques that 'mental!

does not denote a atatus, According to him, Descartes involves
himself in what is known 2s a 'Category mistake!, when:he
(Descartes ) treats mind as a substance on par with body, We commit
a categoxy mistake when we treat the facts of mental life 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 all, Ryle, by criticising Descartes! theory of mind

gives a dispositional analysis of mind,

In thc Dissertation, I am concerned with Ryke?s
dispositional analysis of mind, that is, I have attempted to
exXamine how far Ryle is justificd in presenting a dispositional

analysis of mind, It begins with an attempt toc explain what is a



disposition and after presenting the views of different philosophers
goes on to argue whether dispogitions can be regarded as causes,

I have argued out that Ryle's logical behaviourism fails to give an
analysis of mind, Among the topics which are subsequently discussed
are those of emotion, and imagination, The chapter, *Mcntal Conduct
Concept! is a major one. It explains in detail what is a mental
conduct conecept and shows that these concepts cannot be explained
purely in terms of overt behaviour, It also shows that by offering
a dispositional analysis we cannot make a distinction hotwean
mental and physical predicates, In the concluding chapter, first,

I hwe presented the views of different philosophers on theory of
action and then try to see how far Ryle's theory of action is
tenable to us, Ultimately, I have suggested that Behaviourism

as a method in social sciences is unable to explain human

behaviour,
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INTRODUCT 10N

The problem = what is mind ? has been dealt with by
philosophers from very ancient time, There are different theroeis
of mind based upon different conception of the relationship
between the mind and body, The dualist hypothesis is that the
human mind is one entity or substance and the human body is
another, This was put most strongly by Descartes, who claims that
mind and body are substances of diametrieally opposite qualities
and are distinct in that they do not depend on each other in any
way for pursuing their essential roles of consciousness in the
one case and space ~ occupying in the other, This thesis involves
the claim that it makes sense to suppose that mind can exist en
its own independent of the body, The true persnn or human being
is the conscious being, the mind and this is only temporarily

lodged in the body,

Thers are sartain difficulties in the dualistic theory
of Descartes, If the essence of mind is thought or consciousness
vhat happens when the mind or person ceases to think or becomes
unconscious as in a coma or dreamless sleep 7 Is it possible for

a substance to continue to oxist without its esssntial



characterist ics or when its essent ial characteristic is not being
exercised ? Moreaver, the modern psychological notion of the
unconscious mind as a governing factor in human behaviour,
forgetting, wishful thinking and unroccognisad motives cannot be
explained by this dualistic theory, for the dualist, unconscious
mind must be a conpradiction in terms since the essence of mind is
consciousness, Whatewer is mental, according to Descartes, is
private and the only way to know that one is in a particular
mental state is through observation of one's internal state, To
say that one is in pain is to say that one is having a particular
kind of feeling or sensation or that one is having a particular
kind of experience, Howsver, though one person tan nover experience
the experience of another pzrson, yet cne person can knsw what

another person is experiencing by observihg his behaviour,

Gilbert Ryle in his book The Concapt of Mind, criticiscs

the dualistic theory of Descartes and upholds a dispositional
analysis of mind, In my dissertation, I shall be concerned mainly
with Gilbert Ryle's dispositional analysis of mind, According to
Descartes, the relationship between mind and body is that of

interaction, Mind interacts upon the body and the body interacts
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upen the mind, Descartes further argues that a human being is
compoundsd of two desparate entities a mind and a body ~ a ghost
and a machine, But the problem arisee~ how can an immaterial spirit
influence the workings of a material body ? How can the ghost

peer through the machine to the world around it 7

As against this, Ryle argues that a person is neibthér
a ghost nor a machine nor a ghost in a machime, Ryls further
argues that the 'mental! does not denote a status, According to
him, Descartes involves himself in what is known as a fcategory
mistake' when he treats mind as a substance on par with body, We
commit a category mistake when we treat the facts of mental life
as if they belong to one logical type or cateocory when they
actually belong to another, According to Ryle, matter and mind are
not two substances for mind does not belong to the category «f
substance at all and Descartes who believed that it does,
committed a category mistake, Ryle, by triticising Descartes?®
theory of Mind and by ayolding dualism, gives a dispositional

account of mind,

In my dissertation, I shall not discuss whether Ryle's



criticism of Descartea' theory of mind is tenable or not but my
objective is to examine Ryle's dispositional account of mind

itself,

In the chapter I, I will describe what philosophers have
said about dispositions, I will explain what is actually meant by
a disposition, I will discuss different views about disposition

and will examine whethsr dispositions can be regarded as causes,

In chapter 1I, I rhall be concerned with psychological

behaviourism and logical behaviourismy and will examine how far

Rylet's logical behaviourism is tenable,

In the chapter 111, I shall be concerned mainly with the
concept of ‘femotion', The first half of the chapter will be
devoted to presenting a gensral view of emotion and the second

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

In the chapter IV, I shall be roncerned with imagination
®

and will examine how far Ryle's view of imagination is tenable,
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In the chapter V, I shall be concerned with mental
conduct concepts, The last ehapter will be the concluding chapter,
In this chapter I will sum up my findings, Further behaviourism

as a method in social sciences will also be examined,



CHRPTER « I
Disposit ion

This chapter is divided into two parts = first part dealing
with different views of disposition by different philosophers and

the second part dealing mainly with Ryle's view of disposition,
I

'Oisposition'- Aiterally means an ability, tendency, capacity
and liability to do certain sorts of things, Therefore, when we say
that an object possesses a dispositional property, we simply mean
that the object is liable or is capable 0§ doing something, To say
of an object that it is soluble, brittle, or to say of a human being
that he is generous, touchy or inconsiderate, is to ascribe
dispositional properties to them, However, we sometimes describe
objects by ascribing certain properties which seem to be none
dispositional, For instance, whenever we talk about the colaur of

the objects we sesm to speak about the non-dispositional property.

Goodman says—

Mlmost every predicate commonly thought of an
describing a lasting cbjective characteristic of a
thing is as much a dispositional predicate as any
other, To find non=dispositional or manifest predicates
of things we must turn to those describing event
predicates, like bends, breaks, burns, dissolves, To
apply su?h a predicate is to speak only of what can
happen®,



NeGoodman makes a dist inction between dispositional
predicates and non~dispositional predicates, Non-dispositional
predicates are manifest-predicataes or event-predicates, Whenever
we apply a non=dispositional predicate to an objsct, we simply mean
that the object is undergoing some change or something specific is
happening to that object, Whereas, to apply a dispositional
predicate to an object is not to say that something specific is
happening to that object, But to apply a dispositional predicate
to an object is to say of what can happen to that object under
specific conditions, Dispositional properties are, therefore non—

occurrent, whereas non-dispositional properties are occurrent,

However, though, disposition is regarded as an ability
yet all abilities are not dispositiona, Abilities which are
exercised continually under all conditions do not count as
dispositions, Moreover, actions which occur too irregularly or too
infrequently cannot be treated as manifestations of dispositions,

Thersfore, though dispositions are abilities yet all abilities

are not dispositions, A living organism has the ability to

breathe but we do not say that it has the dispositions to brsathe,

The ability to breathe is not a dispositions because this



ability is being exercised continually within the activity of the

organism under all normal circumstanees, Again, there are abfjities

that are exercised too infrequently to eount as dispositions, A

person may have the ability to Wwalk a long distance but in so far

as he does these things onlly infrequently, it is wrong to say that

he has a disposition to act in that uway,

Non-dispositional predicates do not stand for abilit ies

in the sense in which dispositions are abilities, They are manifest

predicates and they are also uvaconditional, The »elationship

between a dispositional predicate and its manifestation is logical,

Armstrong advocates the identification of a particulax

disposition in a particular object with the underlying state or

categorical basis which is causally responsible for manifestations

of that dispositions in that object and hence claims that

dispositions are causes, Armstrong argues~

"To speak of an object's having a dispositional
property entail's that the object is in some non=
dispositional state or that it has some property
{there exists categorical basis) which is respompsible
for the object manifesting certain behaviour in certain



circumstances, manifestations whose nature makes the
dispositional property the particular dispositional
property it is%.2

Thus he wants to say that for a thing namely X' to have a
disposition *d!, is for X' to bs in some state 'S' which is
causally respomsible for any events which are manifestations of
td? in X! or which would be causally responsible for such events,
He identifies a particular disposition with the underlying state
and argues that since these underlying states are the causes for the
manifestation of that disposition in that cbjesot henge disposifiions
are causes, It also follows from his discussion that dispositional
predicates are manifested only under certain conditions and the
underlying states are responsibls for the manifestation of a
disposition in a particular object, For instance, to say that
'a glass is brittls?, is to say that the glass is disposed to
breake And the glass is disposed to break because the giass is so
made that there exists a categorical basis which is responsible

for the manifestation of brittleness in the glass,
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Moreover, Armstrong hoids that an object can acquire or
lose its disposibional property. Lot us take, for instance, the
statement 'This glass became fragile at 'T', This proposition is a
contingently true proposition and since all contingently true
propositions are true in virtue of something in the world, this
proposition in order to be true thers must bs some change in the
world, And since this proposition is about a particular object in
the world it must be the object that has changed and Armstrong
would say that if the object acquires or loses a dispositional
property at 't!, then there must have occurred some change in the
world at 't' and indsed a categorical change which is the basis
of the acquisition or loss of the dispositional property., Thus we

find that Armstrong advocates a realistic view of disposition,

So far as the phenomenalists are concerned, they hold that
a disposition does not imply that there is a non~dispositional state
which is the categorical basis of the disposition, They hold that

a dispositional statement only refers to a non-material
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conditional statement, A dispositional statement oan be analysed

into a nom-material conditional statement and there is nothing more
than the non~material conditional, But as against the phenomenalists,
it can be said that in séme eases we find that the non-material
condit ional is satisfied but the objsct cannot be said to possess
that disposition, For example, according to the phenomenalists, an
object is fragile means if that object is suitably knocked at '&!
then the object breaks at *t', Howeverj an cbject may be suitably
knocked at 't' and break at 't' even if the object is not fragile.
Therefore, the 'non—material conditional' alons is not sufficient

for the description of a dispositional propertye.

Again, the phenomenalist has no answer for the questione
why is it that the glass breaks under such and such conditions ?
They cannot refer to the categorical basis of the disposition
because they do not bblieve in such basis of a disposition,
Likewise, if it is asked= How can we say whether a particular

object has a particular digpositional property or not, at a time
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when it is not manifested ? Then they do not have any answer, Since
the phenomenalist do not believe in the 'categorical basis!?,
therofors, they would say that apart from the dispositional property
an cbject also has certain categorical properties and since the
categorical properties have not changed we have every reason to
think tha t the dispositional properties alsoc have not changed, For
the realist, there is no problem. They would say that we have svery
reason to believe that a thing has a particular dispositional
property at the time when it is not manifested because the
categorical basis on which the dispositional property is dependent
has not changed and therefore the dispositional property exists

therB.

As ggainst the phenomenalist, it can be said that there is
only a contingent connection betwsen a dispositional property and
the categorical property and so far as there 1s only a contingent
connect ion between the categorical property and dispositional

property, we can very well concluds that there is no connection at
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alls Two events are said to be contingsntly connected when thers is
nc necessary oonnection “etwsen the two but only that they may oceur
at the same time, From the mere fact that they some to ooccur at the
said time it doss not imply that there is a connestion betwsen the
two. It may be a mere chance, Since the categorisal properties are
not the basis or the dispositional propertiss, therefore from the
fact that categorical properties are there, we cannot say that

dispositional properties are also there,

Mackie presents the realist view of disposition, He holds,
"X is fragile at 't! = If X' is ‘suitably knocked at 't!, X!
brea=ks at -'t! in virtus of its intrinsic natume".3 Thus Mackis
wants to say that dispositional property is dependent on a basic
property and this basis property, on which the dispositional
prop-erty is dependent, is intrinsic to the object. This inbrinsic
property of an object is the basis for the acgquisition or loss of
any dispositional property of that object, ®X is soluble in water"
= "X has some property which is responsible for X's dissolution

in water", If thesc properties are not there in -'X?!, then only
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the fulfilment of the nommaterial condition i.e, if we put X' in

water, cannot make it dissoclve in water,

Now, we shall examine whether dispositions can be regarded
as causes, Armstrong holds that dispositions are causes, He argues
that for every disposition there is an underlying state and this
underlying state is causally responsible for the manifestation of
the disposition in that object and since having af a disposition
is identical with the underlying state, therefore, according to

Armst rong, dispositions are causes,

Roger Squirer4 argues that Armstrong's theory that
dispositions are causes involves a regress, He argues in the folloe
wing manners Suppose we have something %'a' with a disposition 'dY,
Now, according to Armstrong, there must be some state '5' of 'a!
such that (i) %S'should cause 'a' to manifest fd! at Ty As
against this, Squirer argues that if for a disposition 'd' we
have to have a state 'S! such that !S' causes 'a'! toc manifest -!'d!

at 't% then for 'S* to be thers!, there must be some further



state of 'S' and we call that s*ate of 15! asg SI. So Ammstrong's
position would be - SI would cause 'S' to cause 'a' to manifest
'd! at 't!', For Squirer, we require a basis i.8, SI for the state
5! and in this way, we are launched in infinite regress, First,
we have to assert that the state 'S' is disposed to cause 'a' to
manifest 'd! at 't!, Secondly, it requires that for the state !S!
to dispose to cause 'a' to manifest 'd!, there must be some other

state say SI behind 'S' and in this way the regress follous,

As against this, Armstrong giuss a reply and argues that
this theory does not invelve a regress, He admits that 'a' attrie
butes a disposition 'd' to S and also admits that this theory
requires a state !'S' which could cause manifestations of 'd' at
't! but holds that SI is identical with *'S' and hence there is no

regress,

Howsvery I wish to suggest that Armmstrong's theory does
not involve a regress, Whsnever we say that sugar is soluble, we

are ascribing (solubility) a dispositional property to sugar,
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There is a categorical basis or underlying state of sugar which is
responsible for the manijestation of that disposition (solubility)
in that object, We shall call that underlying state of sugar 'St,
Here, I think, we need not have to postulate any further state when
we say that 'S' is disposed to cause sugar to manifest solubility,
In the former cass, when we say that sugar is disposed to dissolve
in water then if it is asked— why is it such that it is disposed
to dissolve in water, we can give reply and say that there is a
catagorical state which causes it to dissolve in water, But in the
case of underlying state we never ask why is it such that it is
disposed to dissolve in water ? The structure of the underlying
state of sugar is such that if it is put in water it dissolves and
we need not have to postulate any further state, Armstrong's
theory that !S! is disposed to cause 'a? i.e. sugar to manifest
fdt 1,0, eolubility doas not Jmply that we are attributing a
dispositiocn to 'S* and therefors there gust be a further state for
it, Further, to say that 'S' is disposed to cause sugar to

dissolve in water and to say that sugar is disposed to dissolve 4in
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water is not the same sort thing, The first one implies that ’S! is

a state of 'a' which disposes 'a' to dissolve in water and thersfore

ISt is the cause of the manifestation af dispositional property,

The second one implies that sugar has the dispositional property to

dissolve in water and therefore I think, the question of regress

does not arise,

My view that Armstrong's theory does not lead to infinite

regress should not be talken to mean that dispositions are caeises,

I do not agree with Armstrong that dispositions are causes,

To say that dispositions are causes is to say that "glass

breaks because it is brittle" !Glass is brittle! means glass is

disposed to break and to say that dispositions are causes is to

say that the glass breaks becauss it is brittle, Now, depending

on the nature of causal relation we shall examine whether

digpositions can be regarded as causes, The truth and falsity of

a causal statement depends on the world as it is, The truth and

falsity of the statement "black clouds cause rain®, depends on the
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world as it is and simply by looking at the statemsnt we cannot find
out its truth or falsehood, Whereas, the statement “the glass
breaks because it is brittle", though seem to Armstrong, to express
causal relation yet it is not true, Here we do not have to look at
the world outside to find out the truth and falsity of the
statement, If we know the meanings of the terms involved in the
shatement we canlsay whether or not the statement 1s true,
Therefore, the statement does not express a causal relation between
"prittleness" and "breaking". Moreover, the relationship betwesn
Yblack cloud® and ‘!rain' is a causgl relation because in case of
'black cloud! and ‘re-in', it may be the case that there is black
cloud but no rain follows, whereas, we can never think of this
possibility to be thers in the case of brittlemess and breaking.

X is brittle! means 'X' is liable to break under suitable
circumstances and to think otherwise would be to say that theme

are black clouds, Thersfore, I 1iks to conclude that Armetrong

is not peasonable in holding the visw that dispositions are

causese To thimk otherwise woukd be to sap that X is not brittle,

Whereas in case of black clouds, even if no rain follows still

we can say that these are black clouds,
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We know that two things or entities are said to be causally
related only if the two entities which are regarded as ‘cause!
and 'effect! are independently identifiable, "Black cloud" and
“rain® are independent of one another, To know what is a "black
cloud", we do not have to have the knouledge of rain and vice-versa,
Nowy if 'hrittlesness' is regarded as the cause of the breaking of
the glass, then it must be possible for us to understand what does
brittleness mean independently of our understanding of breaking.
However, we cannot understand what does ‘brittle' mean independently
of 'breaking', Because thrittle’ means fliable to break'!, e
cannot identify the unfulfilled possibility (liability to break)
independent of the categorical basis, Since we gannot identify
'‘brittleness' independent of breaking, therefare, the relation
cannot be regarded as a causal at all, To make the point more clear
we can cite ono more example. Supposs, someone asks ~ what is the
cause of a drug's putting someons to sleep, We reply bhat the
cause is thg drug's soporific power. But soporific power means

only "the power to cause sleep", Thereforc, it follouws that we
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cannot identify a soporific drug unless it induces sleep. Therefors,
there cannot be any causal relation at all between 'the drug's
soporific power'y, and that it induces sleep', Therefore, tak#ng
into acecount the nature of causal relation we can say that

dispositions are not ca-uses,

Now we shall examine how far Armstrong's view that%the
categorical basis of a disposition is Intrinsic to the object" is
correct, Armstrong restricts this categorical basis to the internal
constitut ion of the object and thus holds that the categorical basis
is intrinsic to the object, Mackie, on the contrary, holds that the
cateqorical basis cannot be some intrinsic property of that object
possessing the disposition, Mackie arques that if the categorical
basis of a disposition is regarded as its only intrinsic featurss
then how are we going to explain the fact the two glasses A and B,
which not only look alike but are alike in all their intrinsic
features, are knocked at time t, in the same way with the result

that A breaks but B does not 9
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However, this example of Mackie's is not enough to refute
Armstrong's view because his example has shown that nom-material
conditional which is the same in both the cases doss make one
glass break and leaves the other intact, Mackie does not offer-any
argument to justify the view that nom=material conditional should
also be included in the categorical basis, Therefore, we can say
that Mackis has not succeeded in ®sjecting the view that categorigal

basis helongs to the intrinsic feature of the abject,

I think, so far as the manifestation of a dispositional
property is concerned, we have to take into account both the natural
environment and intrinsic nature, The manifestation of a
dispositional property takes place in an environment and the objsct
manifesting this disposition has certain intrinsic nature and thess
two together serve as the 'basis!' of a dispositione However, sincs,
to assert that an object possesses a disposition, is to say
something about the object and not about the environment,

therefore, it implies that, it is the objects'! internal



constitution which is important and &% is quite conceivable to

think of an object as possessing a disposition without thinking of

the environment, But we can say that the non-material conditional

is equally important for the manifestation of a disposition and

therefore it is to be counted as the basis of a dispositions

Suppose, an object 1is such that while it is at some place on the

sarth, then if we knock it, it will not shatter .but if we put it on

different place and tap it sharply then it shatters, Here it seems

that this particular environment of the earth can be treated as the

basis of a disposition because the object shatters in that

environment inspite of the fact that its internal constitution

remains unchanged, However, it ssems that we cannot neglect the

internal consttbtution altogether, Internal constitution also plays

a vital role because we have to explain the fact of its breakitng

by saying that the object has such and such a structure and that

is why when it is put in that particular place on the sarth and

is tapped, it shatters, Othsrwise, if the environment had been the

basis of its breaking then a~ny and every object put in that
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environment and knocked, would have broken, We cannot explain the
fact of breaking without taking into account the fagt that it has

such and such a structurs,

I 1like to argue that whe internal econstitution alone ean
be regarded as the 'ba=sig! of a disposition because if a thing 1s
not so constituted then it cannot break sven if it is put in such
and such environment, To make it more clear, I shall refer to the
distinction between necessary conditions and sufficisnt conditions,
The environment and the tapping, knocking and dropping etc, are
the necessary, conditions, whereas the internal constitution,
which 1 call the basis, is the sufficient condition for the
manifesta~tion of any particular dispositions If the internmal
consiitut ion had not been the sufficient condition then we could
have explained the fact that 'a thing is fragile! only by
reference to non-material conditionals. Since we cannot explain
t‘he faét that 'a thing is fragile!, neglecting the internal

constitutiohy therefore it follows that internal constiiitution can
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be treated as the basis of a dispositione Moreover, I think, the
internalconstitution or structure is sufficient to explain the
dispositions of objects becéuae if we sxamine a particular objsct in
the laboratory and find that it has such and such a structure then
even if the nomnematerial conditionals ha-ve not been satisfied,

we can say that this particular objsct is disposed to behave in
such and such a way since it has such and suech a structure, Morsover,
on the basis of it, we can say that an objeet in possession of a
dispositional property is structurally different from an object

which does not possess such a property, And for me, as I have already
pointed outy the categorical basis of a disposition cannot be

treated as the cause of the manifestation of a disposition,

11

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, A person is not composed of both a

body and a mind, A person is said to have a mind if he can da



certain sorts of thing, As regards the disposition, he saie =

"When ws describe 'glass as brittled or 'sugar as
soluble? we are using dispositional concepts the
logical force of which is thise the brittleness of
glass doss not consist in the fact that it is at a
given moment actually being shiversd, It may be
brittle without actually being shivered, To say that
it is brittle is to say that if it ever is or sver
had been, struck or strained, it would fly or have
floun into fragments, To say that it would dissolve
or would have dissolved, if immersed in water®d

From Ryle's account, it appears that dispositional
prop—éﬂ:ies refer to capacities, liabilities and tendencies, The
distinction between the dispositional property and the non—
dispositional property is that dispositional properties are none
occurrent whereas non~dispositional properties are occurrent,
Dispostional properties are non~occurrent becauss to say that
ta glass is brittle! is not toc say that the glass is at a given

moment actually being shivered,

Apart from this, Ryle argues that the statement containing
dispositional predicatbs are hypothetical or conditional and not
categorical, The statement 'Ysugar is socluble! means "If sugar is

put in water then it will dissolve®, Although a disposition is a
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property, it is not a property that is maﬁif‘ested by the individual
possessing it during every or sven during most, moments of its
behavidiour. A dispositional property is that which is attributed to
an individual at moments when it is in no way being manifested, The
reason is that a dispositfional property is one which is manifested
only under certain conditions rather than unconditionally and that
the fact that the property will be manifested only under
appropriate circumstahces is no less a fact on oeecassions in which
those circumstancss do not happen to occur. Thiis explains also the
fact that it is uniquely appropriate to describe it in terms of
hypothetical statemonts what is meant by attributing a pa=rticular
disposition to an individual agente To manifest a particular
disposition is to perform an activity of a certain general type
under circumstances of a certain general sort, The statement
containing non-dispositional predicates, are categoricaly To say
the=t "the table is round® is to ascribe a non=dispositional
predicate to 'table', It is an occurrent- pradicate since it

does not refer to any ability, tendency and capacity,



The question arises as to whether explanations in terms of

dispositions are to be regarded as a variety of causal explanation ?

To ask why the glass broke is to ask what saused it to break and we

eXplain the fracture of the glass when we report that a stome hit

it, The cause, here, stands for an event and ths esvent which stood

to the fracture of the glass is related to it as causs to affeet,

Apart from causal explanation, there is another type of explanation

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

when struck because it was brittle' is to give reason~explanation

and not a causal explanation, Ryle sseks to explain the breaking of

the glass by referring to a disposition and not to a happening or

cause, Dispositional explanations are, therefors, reason-explanations

and not causal explanations, Dispositiom: also cannot be regarded

as causes because to refer to 'disposition' is not to refer to any

happening, The breaking of the glass is nothing but the

actualization of the disposition 'brittle', The fulfilment of the

disposition requires some comditions like taping, knocking and so

one To give an explanation in terms of dispositions is not to give



a causal explanation,

Ryle in his Concept of Mind, builds a theory of mind,

holding that mind is nothing but the dispositions of the body. Most
mental terms, he thinks, are used to refer hot to private episodes
but to dispositions, which manifest themselves in predominantly
public performance, Ryle holds that just as the statement, ‘sugar
is soluble?! does not mean that the %sugar is actually dissolving in
water? but that it is liable to dissolve in water, likewise, to
ascribe a mental predicate say, 'jealous'y, to a person is not to
say that there is a private internal occurrence going on within the
individual, To say that 'a person is jealous'! is to say that he is
liable to behave in such and such a way, Ryle says,

To posseas a dispositional property is not &o be
in a particular state, or to undergo a particular
change, it is to be bound or lia ble to be in a
pa~rticular state or to undergo a particular change,
when a particular condition is realized®.b

Ryle makes a distinction between dispositions and episodes,

or
According to him, certain human actions/oehaviours are the

manifestatio-n of dispositiong. Episodas are occurrsnces l.e, we
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gan say that it is occuring in such and such time, Thers is some

time limit in connection with episodes, When we say, "He is walking
now", we are talking about what is happening now, But verbs like,
know, belisve, are not indicative of occurrences but of dispesitions,
Some dispositional actions are highly specific while others are
highly gemeric. Words like 'know', 'believe!, 'clever! are
determinable dispositional words because they do not signify
capacitiss or abilities of only one sort but of different sorts,

But Ryle ma=intains that people make mistakes by thinking that

there is a corresponding internal act to dispositional verbs like

tknow' and 'believe'!, This he treats as a mistake,

Dispositional statements are not statemenbs of laws,
Dispositional statements are indicative of capacities, liabilities
and tendenciss, They have similarities with lauwe statements in
the sense that both dispositional and lawmstatements are

hypothetical,

3

However, the following objections can be raissd against
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Ryle's dispositional analysis of Minds As we know, there is a
distinction between some behaviour tendencies and pure habits,
hobbiss, interests bents and occupations, But sometimes a border
line ce-~se crops up when we see that some peoplefs job are their
hobbies and these jobs and hobbies are purely habits, But something
done from a habit is not something which is done on purpose,
Whereas, actions which are done from hobbies, interests and pleasure

are actions which are done for the sake of pleasure,

Moreover, if mental prodicates refer only to overt
performances theny, I think we have another problsm with dispositional
statements, Merely looking at overt performances we cannot
distinguish betwesen two different types of actiong, For example,
whenever a person is piping a pips he may either do it out of
pleasure or he may do it to satisfy his aulience or he mawy do
it as a sort of practising it, but we cannot point out these

differences merely by looking at his piping,.

However, in this chapter I do not want to drew out all
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the possible implicatiions of Ryle's theory of mind, since in the
chapters that follow, I shall discuss Ryle's view of mind in

detail,
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CHAPTER = II

Psychological Behaviourism and Logical Behaviourism

Behaviourism as a philosophy of mind results only on the
re jection of Descartes! Mental Substance Theory, According to
Descartes, men is composed of two substances -~ mental andiphysical.
Whatever is mental is private, and the only way to know that one
is in a particular mental state is, through the observatioh of
one's internal state, To say that 'one is in pain'! is to say that
one is having a particular kind of feeling Or sensation or that one
is having a particular kind of experience, However, though one can
never exparience the experience of another yet one can know what
another person is experiencing by observing the latter's behaviour,
Whenever I am in pain, I behave in a particular way and therefore
whemever I find another person behaving in the same way, I assume
that he also must be in pain for whenever I am in pain, I behave

in that way,

However, the dualistic theory of Descartes, presents many
problems, The difficulties ares If mental states are, in principle,
not publicly observable, how is one justified in aseribing them

to other people at all ? Even if one has mental states, how can
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I know that the correlations between them and the behaviour
exhibited are the same in both the cases ? How are we to describe
the links between mental states and other states 7 If they are
causal, how does the causal process operate ? These problems have

led philosophers to search for alternative sclutions,

Né;haviourism comes intm being only on the rejection of

the dualistic theory, Te accept bshavicurism is to say that there
are not two substances, cne body and the other mind but there is
only ohe substancs i.,e, the body and mind is nothing but the
behaviour cof the body, Behaviourism, as a philosophy of mind
identified mental states with actual behaviour, Tc say that one is
in a mental state is to say that one is behavigg in such and such
a way, Mental states are identical with actual behaviour and

thus there is no distinction between the mental states and the
actual behaviour, This way of explaining the mental coneepts
extremely in terms of behaviour is known as psychological

behaviourism or scisntific behaviourism,

Within psychology, varieties of behaviourism stretch

from J.B.Watson to B.F.Sktnner and others, This kind of
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bshawiourism seems to hold that behaviour is the fit subject of
study for sccial science, Since experience are private, it is
impossible for one to know what experience ancther man is having,

I am in a given state of mind means I am haping certain experiences
which no one else can have, Tharefore, one man can never experience
what another man is experiencing and in fact it is logically
impossible also, When we say that another man is in pain, all we
can see is his behavdsur only, and therefore, on this strength the
behaviourists hold that thz mental states refer tec bshaviour only
and they (mental states) themselves are behaviour and nothing more,
For JeB.Watson, who introduced the term, 'Behaviourism', is
primarily a methodological principle or policys that thé data of
scientific psychology should comprise of only observed and

publicly observable behaviour nf living organisms, He even spoks
of the fiction that there is such a thing as mental lifeg 9nd he
proposed to drop terms like "cnnciouspass, mentﬁ} stateyeese
imagery and the like, because he thought that there are no private
states, processes or objects to which such words could be applied,

Thus he rejected mental images as Fictitéoua.

ARccordigg to the behaviourists, human behaviour is



explainable in terms of laws, Since they explain behaviour in terms
of laws therefore for them, there is no place af purpose, desirs,
intention and feeling and so onz,That is to say, we cannot

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

80 one In casé of any scientific theory, prediction is pessibls
because they explain everything in terms of laws which are said

to govern them, In case of human beings, the only observable

thing is the human behaviour, Therefore, according to them, so
long as human behaviour is gowerned by laws and so long as only
human behaviour is observable, it is predictable also, According to
the psychelogical behaviocurists, human behaviocur is explainable

in terms of laws because all human behaviour, for them, is
determined either by internal organism or by the external
environment , Fgfxskinner, human behaviour is always a stimulue—
response behaviour, According to the behaviourists, an action
defined in terms of intention, desire or purpose can easily be
defined in terms of internal organism and external enyironment
whieh are governed by sartain 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 is predistable,
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JBehaviourism as a philosophy of mind identifiss mental
states with actual behaviour, And so far as psychological behavi-
ourism is concerned, we find that, human acts are defined as part
of the order of nature, causing and being caused by events outside

itsself,

There is ancther variety of behaviourism known as logical
}mhaginurism or analytical 9ehaviourism oerhilosophical behaviocurism,
Ryle, Hempel, Carnap, Wittgenstein and so on are logical
behaviourists, 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 comp¥ely analysed in terms of statements
about what ethers people can or could observe him doinge The
philosophical behaviourists like Ryle assimilates all mental
predicates to dispositional terms like intelligent or ebstinate
noticing that their ascription to a pesrson does not imply anything
about his current experiences, They deny or gross over the fact
that the disposition in question are nften manifested in private
sXperiences G4g. :szpfessed thoughts and fe?}inga. Ryle

identifies mental states not with actual behaviour but with the



37

dispositions to bshave, Howsver, though both Ryle and Wittgenstein
claim to be logical behaviourists yet the view of Wittgenstein is
different from that of Ryle, Logical behaviocurism holds that thers
is a logieal relation between mental states and behaviour, If the
relationship between mental states and bahaviour is logical then
I cannot\believe mysslf to be in pain unless I am and I logically
cannot be in pain without realizing that I am, To be in pain and to

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

The logical behavimurist, in particular Gilbert Ryle,sayss

"To talk of a person's mind is to talk of the
peroon's abilities, liabilities and inclinatinn to
do and undergc certain sorts of things and of the
doing and underg?ing of these things in the
ordinary world",

For him, the attribution of intention and desire, intelligence,

.
excitement and fear and so on are to be understood as attrib%}ion
of a disposition to bshave in a characteristic manner in suitable
circumstances, Tc be angry is to behave in an aggry way?: to be
flushed, trembling, banging and etc, Mental concepts which we
commonly uee to describe and explain people's behaviour signify
disposition and not episodes, Mental statos are names of particular
pattern cf behaviour; they cannot cause the behaviour in question;

it cannot be said that a man's anger made him shout cr that his

pride made him stubborne
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* For Ryle, to build a theory of the mind is to look into
the loglcal character of certain modsl sentences containing
imagination, perception, thought, emotion and so one In fact, one
can define philosophical psychology as the theory of the logical
character of sentences about the mind and it is in this sense that
all theories of mind of this type are philosophical, Cafteaianism,
according to Ryle, is the classical doctrine that all mind—
sentences are logically cakegorical in character, There are sent-
ences whose logical behaviocur, Ryle calls, hypothetlical or
dispositinnah, Among them are sentences like, 'John is vain, John
is intelligent?! and so on, The logical bshaviour of 'John is vain!
is not categorical but hypothetical, That is, if under certain
specified circumstances, come one were to praiss John in his
prasence then John would be likely to do other things e.g. try to

prolong the particular conversatinh,

. However, it is a misconception to attempt to analyse all
mental predicates Behaviouristically. Ryle is mistaksn when he
thinks that it is necessary to deny not only that there can be
mental substances but also that there can be mental events or

occurrences, There is a distinction between mental occurrences,
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and mental disposition, Jealousy, hatred, anger, love and so on are
salled mental dispositions because whenever these predicates are
applied to a person it impliss that he is disposed to behave in
certain ways, 'X' is jealous of 'Y' means 'X' is disposed to show
certain types cf hehaviour towards 'Y', Again, there are such
things as mental ocecurrences, For sxample, conocepts like dreaming,
imagining, thinking ete, are mental eccurrences and cannot be
exhausted in terms of physical expressions, They are genuine non—
behavioural events, They are occurrences and physical expressions
are immaterial to their meanings, One may indulge in thinkigg
without showing any outward sign for it, Thersfore, thinking or
'thoughts! also qualify as mental eventf: We report such esvents
when we say "As I walked in, a terrible thought occurred to me,
thought crossed my mind, it suddenly came to me thateeees"
Thoughts of this sort come into one's head and go through one's
mind, Whenever, we report the occurrence of a thought in any sne
of these many ways, we are reporting the occurrence of an svent
which took place at some particular time. As in case of repprts

of feelings, reports of thoughts are not translatable into

reports of behaviour, So far as their meaning is concerned, it can

be said that, they are reports of genuine eccurrences but not of
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overt performances, Therefors, Ryle has to exclude thess mental
occurrences from his theory and cannot explain them by expounding

a dispositional analysis,

Logical behaviourists, particularly Ryle is guilty of
arguing in a circle in presenting his dispositional analysis of
mind, To attempt to explain a mental concept, say, 'intelligent’ by
an appeal to hypothetical proposition stating what will happen if
a person is acting intelligently is to beg the question by
appealing to a test whsreby the observers determine the nature of
otherwise ambiguous performances, When we apply any mental predicate
to a person by s;ying that 'X' is intslligent, this statement,
acecording to Ryle simply means 'X' is disposed to behave in a
particular way, Here it dmplies that we already presuppose that
this sort of behaviours are regarded as intelligent behaviour,

That is, if we want to say that 'X is intelligent' then we must
justify it by saying or by giving such instances which does not
include in it that 'he is intelligent} Otheruwise, it would be just
the saying, that 'he is behaving intelligently and therefore he
is intelligent', which is not a case of proving that *scmebody

is intelligent' but is simply begging the question, Therefore,
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Ryle's logical behaviourism i,e, his dispositional account of mind
involves the fallacy of begging the question. This charge can also
be brought ahainstanalysis of all dispositional mental conduct

concepts,

Ryle in the "Concept of Mind", holds that mind is simply

the disposition, of the body like other dispositions es.g. brittle,
elastic etc, Whenever we say that 'e glass is brittle!, it simply
means that the gllass is disposed to break, But the point is that
Ryle does not make any attempt to show why certain concepts are
called physical and others psychological 1if bot., are dispositional
concepts, We say, ‘brittle' a physical concepts and not a
psychological one, Likeuwise, twitty? is a mental conecept and not a
physical onc, If mind is simply a disposition of the body like
other dispositions then there need not be anything as mental
concepts, In short, the main difficulty that can be pointed out in
Rylefs theory is that he all the time talks about mental concepts
and physical concepts but he does not point out the differencs
between dispositional concepts that refer to mind and the one that
refer to body, Hou is it that brittleness is a physical concept

whereas 'intelligent!, ‘witty' stc, are mental concepts ? Thus
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we find that the logiczl behaviourism of Ryls suffers from so many

drawbaoksi

Though Ryle seems to base his theory on Wittgensteinian
line yat his theory differs from that of Wittgenstein., Like
Wittgenstein he alsc helds that mind does not refer to any separate
substance or entity, Though Wittgenstein holds that mind does not
refer to any separate substance or entity yet he does not deny the
tinnernesst of mind, The thesis that there is a logical connection
betwesen inner process and overt behaviour seems to be implied by
Wittgensteint!s claim that behaviour provides the criteria for
ascribing mind predicates, Wittgenstein says “An inner procsss
stands in need of cutwand criteria".2 In other words, if there is p,
'inner' then the fouter'! cannot be understeod without refersnce to
the former, Some behaviour is not intelligible to us if we do not
link it with the 'inner'e Whereas, acrording to Ryle, mind is only
the disposition of the body and it does not refer to anything
*inner', In order to understand what Wittgenstein means by
toutward criteria® let us take the concept of !pain', Now if we
take 'criteria' to mean the necessary and sufficient condition
of anything then to say that somecne is in 'pain' would be to

saying that someone is behaving in such and such a way because,
A
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outward behaviour is tne necessary and sufficient condition of
paine And if it is such that outward behaviour is the necessary

and sufficient conditions of pain, then we cannot eonceive of

pain if these behaviours are not these, Moreover, 'X is in pain!
would mean 'X is behaving in such a way'! and nothing more, In

other words, pain would simply mean 'pain behaviour'! and nothing
more, However, I think that, whenever Wittgenstein says that inner
should stand in need of outward criteria, he uses the term eriteria
to mean that it is an observable phenomena by which we can know
something mental is going on which is unobservable to us, To use
criterion in this sense, is to use it in the sense of necessary
sondition and not in the sense of sufficient condition, Since it

is only necessary condition and not a sufficient condition for

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

pain behaviour, It is necessary in the sense that pain would not be
a word in language if these behaviours are not there, Again, pain
simply does not refer to behawiour only. It is more than the
behaviour, Wittgenstein says, "A wheel that can be twened though
nothing else moves with it, is no part of the mechanism“.3 He
tries to show that if with pain behaviour nothing goes sn inside

the person, the behaviour is not at all meaningful, If a particular
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wheel is to be regarded as a part of machine then when ths whsel
moves, some other part of the machige also must move with it if the
wheel is to be regarded as a part of the machine, Similarly, he
argues that extsrnal behaviour is not meaningful to us if therme 1s
nothing internal, The external behaviour in order to be meaningful
there has to be the inner character nf mind, Thus we find that
Wittgenstein's view differs from that of Ryle because unlike Ryle

he doee not reject the inner character of mind, at all, The

external behaviour to be meaningful, the inner has to be there,

Wittgenstein can also ke interpreted to have accepped the
view that we cannot reject the mental state altmgether in
explaining certain mental concepts, Wittgemstein arques that we
can not sxplain 'remembering! if we hold the view that in

remembering there is no mental state going en,

Wittgenstecin maintains -~

"But you surely cannot dony that, for example,
in remembering, an inner process takss plate, What
gives the impression that we want to deny anything ?
When one says, "Still, an inner process does take
place here" = Ome wants to go ont After all, you
see it"- Apd it is this inner process that one
means by the word “remembering the impression that
we wanted to deny something arises from our setting
our faces against the picture of the inner procsse,



The assumption of an inner process gives us the correct
idea of the use of the word "to remember", Wse say that

this picture with its ramifications atandain the way of
sur sesing the use of the word as it 1s",

Thus Wittgenatein wants to say that we cannot hold the
view that there is no inmner process, Moreover, he oan be interpreted
as saying that remembering is completely an inner process, For
example g whenever, I try to remember scmething or whenever I try
tc remember what I did in the last evening, I just go on eorrelating
one action with another and in this way I finally remember what
1 dide This sort of correlating is sompletely a prosess of
thinking I need not have tc bshave physically in a particular
manner, What I am required to do is to do some sort of thinking and
this is completely a mental process, Thus philuscphieal
behaviourism as is advocated by Wittgenstein does not deny the
truth of our svery day statemsnts and mental process, Wittgenstein
say e~

why should I deny that there is a mental process ?
But“these has just taken place in me a mental process
of remembering.e.sees means nothing more than I have
just remembered", To deny the mental process would
mean to deny rememberimg, deny that anyone ever
fomembers anything".%

Thus Wittgenstein means to say that whenever we say

that we have remembered something it means there has occurred in
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us some mental process of remembering. Without this procsss we
gannot say we have remembered, Therefore, to deny the process

would be to deny remembering,
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CHAPTER =~ III

Ryle on Emotion

It is virtually impossible to give a definition of
emotion that all psychologists will accept although all of them
agree that fear, anger, joy, disgust should be classified as
emotionse Even though we are unable tc give a precise definition
of emotion, we can, at least, try to analyse what the concept of
emotion is, Different philosophers hold different views regarding the
concept of emotion, According to the traditional philosophers,
emotions are internal or private experiences the owner of whioch
can directly register them, They are internal states taking place
in one's secret mental world, As opposed to this traditional view
of emotion, Ryle holds a dispositional view of emotion according
to which they turn out not to be internal states at all 'but tc be
measons® for predicting the overt behaviour, We shall come across
Ryle's view of emotion more elaborately a bit latter, Now we
shall see what other philosophers have to say about emotion, So in
this chapter we will have two parts = first part dealing with
different views of emotions by different philosophers and in the
second half we will be dealing mainly with Gilbert Ryle's view

on emot icn,
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J«B, UWatson, the founder of Behaviourism defined emotions
as "an hereditary pattern — reaction invelving profound changss of
the bodily mechanism as a whole, but particularly of the visceral
and glandular systems".1 Watsonts behaviourism is more of a
scimantific nature than philosophical,, It is scientific in the sesnse
that like other sciences it brings behavieurism or it tries teo
explain an event through the means of antecedents and consequence
onlye. That is, it explains a pizce of behaviour in terms of
antecedent stimulus and the consaquent of the muscular changes and
glands,, Muscles and glands are the only affectors and there is no
additional mental activity, And that is why Watson triss to
sharacterise emotion only as changes of bodily mechanism. That is,
whenever a person is angry we are tc explain it by saying that
there is a stimulus or an objget which makes him angry and when

his
he is angry/bodily mechanisms are in partimular states, Therefore,
emotions are to be explained only as stimulus-—respogse
behaviour and it implies nothing mental sn the part of person who
1s having a partisular typs of emotion, But this theory has some

drawbacks. 5Such an explanation leaves no scope for us te

distinguish between emotional and non-emotional patterns like
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sneezing, coughing and some sthar reflex actions. Like anger,
sneezing and coughing have to be explained in terms of stimulus and
response, Sc given this type of explanation we cannot say whether

anger is an emotion or net,

Anthony Kenny in his book "Action, Emoction and Wili",
gives a philospphical accounts of emotion, He criticises the

traditional view of emotion, We shall ses what he says of emotion,

He believes that the not#on of object is essential to
that of emotion and that it is not identical with that of cause,
He holds that emotions have both a fesling and an explanatory or
motive side to themy To attribute fear to somebody is both to
indicate a disturbance of fesling and explain bshaviour, Kenny
criticises the traditional view as the view that emotions are
“purely private mental events" or “internal impressions", or events
directly observable only by the person who expsriences thom®,
Contrary to this traditiomal view, he holds that emotions are not
internal impressions or purely private mental events, Acsording to
him, sensations, feelings and exporiences are not internal
impressions nr purely private mental cvents either, Ho holds that

cmot ions are feolings or at least are sometimes feelings. But how



do we distinguish feelings as emotions from other feelings or
sensations ? He begins discussion en !'feeling! by distinguishing
various uses Af the word feel, Among other things we are given a
distinetion between the object form and the verb form e,.g, feeling
a matress and fesling the heat of a fire, Thus he says that anything
is a feeling if we use the verb feel in reporting it, In case of
sensation or feeling we, by using the verb 'feel', report the
feeling we are having, though sometimes it is followed by a direct

object, sometimes by an adjective and sometimes by a clause,

Now, one repsect in which emotions differ from sensations
is that emotions are not localised whersas sensations are
localised, Emotions are such that we do not refer to any particular
part of body to explain their occurrence, Whereas sensations are
such that we can locate them in different parts of the body,
Whenever I am having a pain I can say that it is either in my leg
or in my hand and so on, But so far as emotions are concerned we

cannot localise it,

Kenny then holds that emotions have a characteristic
history, "Any pattern is accidental to a sensation, while some

pattern is essential to an emotion“.2 Kenny says that an emotion
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has a characteristic history behind it, For example, say, whenever

I see Mr X, I get angry, That is, whenever I sse Mr,X, I have the
emotion of anger. And there is a characteristic history behind it

in the sense that may be sometimes in the past he behaved badly with
me, And therefore, whenever I ses him I get angry with him, Here my
being angry with him is case of emotion and this emotion is there,
because there is a history behind it, And then, Kenny says that

this pattern is essential to emotions, He says that it is essential
because I would not have been angry with him if I did not have this
in the background, Thersfore, it is essential so far as emotion is
concerned, Whereas, this is not so, so far as sensation or feeling is
concerned It is not csssntial for a sensation or fecling

to have a characteristic history, For example, if I get hurt by a
stone I get pain and my feeling pain is a sensation, But my

feeling pain is not dependent on any characteristic history, If I

am hit by a stone I feel pain and my feeling pain is nct dependent
en a characteristic history as in case cf my anger, I cannot just
get angry with MreX, unless I have some reasons, And this reason

is perhaps, what is called a characteristic history, And,

therefore, this pattern is essential for the emotion of anger,

However, Kenny holds that the most important differonce

betwesn emotion and sensation is that emotions unlike sensations
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are essentially directed towards objects, That is, there must be an
object for an emotion whatever it may be, It is not that the object
of emotion has to be a physical object onlfts It can even be non—
physical, But whatever it may bs, the object of emotion has to be
there, Whenever 1 am afraid, there must be something which I am
afraid of, I cannot be just afraid of nothing. Likewise, whatsver,
I am angry, there must be someone with whom I am angry and the
person with whom I am angry would be the objesct of my anger,
Howevaer, there is a difference between object and causes of
emotion, The person !X! is the object of my anger and there is a
certain reason behind it, like, he bshaved badly with me and that
must be the cause of my emotion, Wittgenstein also holds that

among emotions the directed might be distinguished from the
undirecked, Fear at something, joy over something., Thus Wittgenstein
also makes a distinction between the cause and the object of

emot lon.

Now, what Kenny holds is that for each emotion there
must be an object and that is why it is said that emotions are
directed to abjects, Then he says that sensations or feelings are
not directed to objscts,. Sensations or feeling do not have

objects, Emotions are feeling of such a kind that they must have
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objecta whereas sensations are feelings of such a kind that they
may or may not have objects, It is not necessary that they must
have objects, He says hunger is & sensation but there 1s no object

of hungsr,

Now we shall see what does he actually mean by the 'object!

of emotion, In his book "Actisn, Emotion and Will" Kenny saye,-

"The sense of 'objeot! which I have hitharte
employed and wish now to discuss is one which derives
from the grammatical notion of the sbjeoct aof a
trangitive verb, The object of fear is what is fearsd,
the objeoct of love is what is loved, the object of
cutting is what is ocut, the object of heating is what
is heated, In discussing the nature of objects we are
simply discussing the logical role of the object-
expressions which momplste the sense of intentional -
and non-intential verbs",3

However, I think that having of an ubBect is not an
iaolated fact about emotion, That is, emotions do not differ from
sonsations nr feeling only in the sense that esmotione have
objects whoreas ssnsations or feeling do not, Because sometimes,
some sensations ssem to have objects, For example, whensver I
foel hungry, my hunger is certainly for food and in that ocass,
fuod may be said to be the ubject of my hunger, Similar is the
case, if I say, I am getting the smegl of mahgo, Here cortainly
i am heving a sensation and manage is the object of my smell,

But here the sensations or feslings have objects although it is
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not a case of emotion,

Kenny would say that the important ¢ifference bsotween an
emotion and a feeling or sensation is not that any emotion has an
sbject and no sensation has but that the connection betwsen an
emotion and its ubjects is of a certain kind namely non-contingent
whereas the connection betwsen sensation and its object is not of
this kind, Konny eriticises Hume's visw that the relation
between an emotion and an object is a causal one, He quotes one
passags from Hume's which shows that the connection baing
affirmed is a contingant one,

"It is because our mihds happen to be made as they
are that the object of prido is sslf ur the object of
love another person, not because of anything involved
in the concept of pride, just as it is because our
bodies happen toc be made as they are that our cars are
lower than our eyss, not because of anything involved
in the concept of sar®,4

Thus, Hume wants to say that thc connection betwsen pride and
the object of prido is contingent and not apropri, He alsc says,

"It always happens that we fesl proud of our own
achievements and not say, of the indus€ry of ants in
stong—age~flapua, eolhat the idea of Salf is not part
of the nature of pridec and humilitys all that bslongs
to this is a particular experisnce™,d

Hume makos a distinction betwson tho object and the cause of an
emotion and then holds that the rolation botween an emotion and

an objoct is a contingent once Lot us take, for instanca, the
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sentence -~ I fesl proud of my own achievements, Here feeling proud
would be an emotion and my achievements would be the object sf my

pride in the sense that the object of pride is what ohe is proud

of and in that sense I am proud of my azhievements. Now, I think,

Hume would say that the relation between pride and object is causal
because I myself is the cause of my pride, He holds that there is
nothing in the concept of my pride as such that I myself is the
object of pride byt my mind is such that I am always prouwd of
myself, That is, my mind whatever it may, is the cause of my pride,
Moreover, I think that it is onby if we say that the sannection
between the two is causal, then only we can think that sometimes

it is quite consistent to think that I am not proud of my
achisvements, 1 haVe‘achieved something, but 1 may not feel prouwd
of it, But if the relation between the two would have besn non~
contingent then we could not even think of this possibility to be
thers, However, since this possibility is there, I think, we can
support Hume's view that the connection between the twoc is a

cont ingent connsction,

As against Hume, Kenny holds that the relation betwsen
emotion and object is not a contingent une, Kenny wishes to claim

that sach emotion can have only certain restricted type of



obJeots, Hoe sayg~

"In fact cach of the emotions is appropriato=
logically and not just morally appropriate~ only to
cartain restricted ob jects, One cannot bc afraid of
just anything, nor happy about anything whatsosvereess
What is not possible is to be grateful for, or proud of,
something which one regards as an evil unmixed with good,
Again, it is possible to be envious of one's fruit treesy
but only if one mistakenly believes that the land on
which they stand is part of ene's neighbour's property
wee What is not possible is to snvy something which one
belisves to belong to onesel f" 6

Kenny tries to show that the omotion e.g, pride is
logically connected with certain kinds of objsct, The moncepteof
pride is such that I cannot just be prouwd of anything, But I can
be proud of enly those things which is in some way related to me,
That 1is, pride is always related to certaih kind uf objects, It
is a nom~contingent fact that emotions are always directed to
certain kinds of sbjects, He holds that for any emotion-type, the
emotion of that type must be wonnected to object of certain type,
Thus he tries to say that it is a non—contingent fact about
emot ion-object relation, Howsver, as against this, we might say
that from the fact that all emotions must have objects of a certain
type At docs not follow that %he rolation between emotion and
wbject is not a contingent ono but it is nom—contingent, Critics
would say that from the fact that all emotions must have objocts,

we cannot go on to say that the »elation between smotion and
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object is non-contingent, From the fact that the relation between
cause and effect is a causal relation, we cannot say the fact
every effect has a causs, is alsc something causal, Neither from
the fact that all ecauses must have effect which is not a €ontingsnt
sne, it follows that the relation of cause to effect is also non—
contingent, Likewis8, it may be true that it is a nomwcontingent
fact that every emotion must have objact but from that it doss not
follow that the relation between an emotion, say, pride and its
objects, say, achisvements must also be non-contingent, Ws say
that for the emotion of pride there must be an object for which
one is proud of and it is a nscessary fact that for every emotion
there is an vbject of emotion but from this it does not follow
that the relation betwsen pride and the object is alsoc none
contingent, Therefore, Kenny is telling what the emotion-object
relation is which is not our concern, Our task is to find out

what determines what the sbject o€ a particular emotion is, Why is
it that is a pa~rticular emotion has only a particular type of

object associated with it 2

Kenny says that it is not in general possible to identify
an emotion without identifying its object, This shows that

erotion of a certain kind must have an object of a certain kind,
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that is, to know what somecne is foeling one must know what kind of
object it has, 'io says

"It is not in general possible to ascribe a
pisce of behaviour or a sensation to a particular
omotional state without at the same time amoribing
an object to the emotion®™,.?

That is, whenever 1 am ashamed of anything I know what I am shamed
of s Thus, Kenny wants to say that emotions ars non-contingently
connected to their manifestations in behaviour, And if emotional
states are non~contingsntly connected with their manifestations

in behaviour then it follows that emotions are nothing internal
or private mental states, It seems true that in one's own case

one cannot find vut what esmotion cne is fesling without finding
out what its object is, For me, I must aluways know what the object
of emotion is with which I am emotionally connected, However, I
think so far as others are concerned, at least in some cases, 1
can say what emotion one is having without at the same time
kKnowing what the object of emotion is, For example, when 'X! is
behaving in a particular way, I can say that 'X' is afraid of
something even though I do not know of what he is afraid of,
liowever, that does not imply that, there is no connection betuween
emot ion and behaviour, So far as the person is concerned ene

shall have to find ocut what is the relation between his



behaviour and the emotion he is having. And Kenny says that there

is a non—cont ingsnt connection betwsen two,.

However, if we say that the connsction betwsen emotion and
]
behaviour is comtingent, then it implies that we are saying
gsomething like thiss that my emotional state or fesling causes me

to beshave in such and such a way, But can we apply causal

explanation in case of human bshaviour ? Are the twe alike fmtThg

glass broke because it was struck', and 'I behaved in such and

such a way because 1 was afraid?,

Soms philosuphars hold that explanation of bshaviour in
~

terms of motive, desire and emotion etc, is not a causal
axplanation, It is said that in case of causal explanation, we
arrive at the conclusion that two things or avents are causally
related 9y dnductive genmralimations, W8 sec that in sevcral
cases that when one svent 1is oceuring then the nther cvents is
also therc and from this we conclude that they are causally
ralated, For sxample, we see that in several times when there is
black cloud, there is rain and from this we come to the
conclusion that blaek cloud is the cause of rain, But do we rocally

apply this inductive method in case of human behaviour also ?

Do we really proceed like this that in several cases I have seen
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that whenever I am having a headache 1 behave in such and such a
way, and therefore these two are causally related and since now
I am bebaving in such a way, thersfore I must be having pains
Certainly, we never do like this and it is something absurd to
say that in case of human behaviour we apply inductive

generalization,

Again, if human behaviour would have been a case of
causal explanatio~-n then, like other causal states, predictions
would have been possible in case sf human behavicur also, Since
in case of other causal events, theres is some causal law, that we
can predict that 'in future this event is going to produce that
svaentt. But human behavicur is such that it does not fall under
any law and in case of human behaviour no prediction is possible,
We can never say that wiven such and such a situatioen he will
behave in such and such a way., Therefere, I think causai

explanation is not possible in case of human behaviour,

Morecver, there are certain things which must hold
good so far as any causal explanation is concerned, The first is
that the cause must be independently identifiable at loast mnce,
And if this is not done then it cannot be said to be a case of

causal explanatione, Just as in case of black cloud and rain,
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we can identify black cloud independently of rain and therefaore it
is a case of causation, However, in case of human behaviour, say,
#n emot ional behaviour, we cannot identify an emotioral fesling
apart from behaviour, We cannot go like this that now 1 am having
this feeling and at the same time I am behaving in such and such

a way, We cannot identify the two separatelye. I am having an

emot loy) means 1 am behaving in such and such a way. And my
behavilour cannot be there without my feeling afrald, So these tuwo
cannot occur separately and therefore, it is not a case nf
causation,

11

Gilbert Ryle gives a dispositional account of emotion,
hocording to him, emotions are used in two different senses. In
the first sense, emotions are used to réfer to higher levsl
behaviour of the pesople; it refers to mot ives or inclimetions
of the people, In the second sense, it refers Lo moods and
agitations of the people, However, he holds that in none of the
above senses, the overt behaviour is the effect of something
mental which is occult, In the third sense, he holds that
feelings are emotions, However, he holds that whenever we say

that feslings are emotions, it does not mean that our overxt



emot ional behaviour is the effect of such feeling,

Now, let us see, what Ryle has got to say so far as
mot ives are concerned, He holds that to explain an action as done
from a certain motive is not to give a causal explanatione My
motive cannot be the -omwse of my action, In this regard, he
mekes a distinction between two sorts of explanationsy (1) Causal
explanation and (ii) Explanation in terms cf-reason . He says
that whenever we say that the glass broke when it was hit because
1t was brittle'!, here the 'becau—-se' does not report a happening
or a cause, It states a law-like proposition.Likewise, he holds
that to explain an action as done from sertain motive is not do
glve a causal explanation as such but it is to bring it under a
law like proposition, That is, when we say that !X+ has done it
from
/such and such motive, it does not imply that we are €elling
samething lika that his action is the effect of certain motive,
rather, it implias that 'X' is such that whenever a situation of
such and such arises he does such and such, Then, ho holds that
a man may have scveral motives at a time, and if a particular
motive is vory strong then it dominates over other motives, He

holds that a miser whose motive is to keep money would perhaps

sacrificed everything even his own life to live up to his motive,
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Such a man would never be seriously agitated since thers is no
other motive strong enough to compete with this motive, Thersfore,
if we use !emotion! to refsr to agitation then such persons with
such motive cannot be said to be emotional and it follows that

mot ives are not emotions at all, Howaver, Ryle holds that motives
are emotions no daubt, but they are not amctions in the sense in

which agitations are emotions,

He holds that mood=word like ttranquilt, !jovial!
including words for agitations like 'harrassed! and 'homesick!
stand for liabilities, It is not enly that they refer to
liabilities but they alsoc stand for episodes, That is, whenever
we say that 'a person is nervous' ik not only means that he would
behave in such and such a. way but it also implies his actual
behaviour 1.2, he bshaves g such and such a way, But agitations
are not propensities to act intentionally in certain ways,
Whenever a woman in anger wrings her hands, we do not say that
sha wrings her hands because she is motivated to get angry. Here
we cannot bring motive into account, Whereas, we can say that
‘his motive is to do well in the examinations and that is why he
is working very hard!, Here his. actions can be explained in

terms of reason and not cause, Here the behaviour of the person



refers to an aim, Whersas, the behaviour of an agitated person,
so to say, is aimless, Therefors, motives are not agitations nor

are agitations motives,

He also makes a distinction between an action done from
a motive and in action done from sheer habit, Habituel actions are
often termed as 'automatic!, Whenever a person is said to do
something from sheer habit, it impliss that in similar
circumstances he does the similar thing and he does not pay any
heed to it and that is why it is called automatice And an action
done from motive differs from habitual actions in the sense that
whenever a person does something from a motive, it implies that
the person is 'thinking that he is doing', He says that the
expression 'thinking whag he is doing' means not that the person
is doing something and at the same time he is thinking of it,
rather it means acting something more or loss carefully,
critically, consistently, and purposefully 1.e, the action is
done not absentmindedly but with a positive frame of mind, He
further holds that actions done from a certain motive are
actions which can be said to be morc or less intelligent, That
is, actions done from a motive refer to samaething higher than

the actions done from mere force of habit, Actions sone from



a motive coincide with actions which are said to be intelligent,
An action dome from a motive differs 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 ways, whereas the
competence refers to one's abilities i.e, whensver someons 1is
said to be competent of something it means that he knows the
methods or teachnique of the work, A man may be competent in
beating and he may be beating with a motive to regain his lost
healths Again, a man may have the motive or bescoming a compstent
beater and may not have the same degree of compotence, Here, the
habitaml actions or the automatic actions differ from an action
done from a motive, in the sense that we cannot ascribe to habitual

actions the quality of competence or the reason as such,

Howsver, I think that though Ryle has held that motives
are emotions and they are emotions in a sense quite differcnt from
agitations, he does not make any attempt to relate motives to
amotions, He holds that motivew or inclinations do not signify
agitations, However, he uses 'motive'! in a very broad sense and
he includes all sorts of thihgs under motive, For example,
whenever he is talking about motive he gives examples like fond

of gardening and interest in symbolic logic and soc one Can we
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say that the fact that a person is fond of gardening is equivalent
to saying that he has the motive of gardening ? Does it mean, that
whenever a person is said to be fond of gardening, it means that
he has the motive gardening ? He holds that phrases like *fond

»f fishing, 'kesn on gardening®, ‘bent on becoming a bishop! never
signify agitations, But I, wish to say that they are not mokives
either in the sense in which we say "His mctive is to get through
the examinatio-n and that is why he is working hard", Now we shall
see what sort of sxplanation, The motive explanation is and how
the explanatioen in torms of motive differs from an eXplanation
which is not in terms of any motive either, As we knouw, the
explanation in terms of motive is not a causal explanation,
Motives cannct be causes, Explanations in terms of motive are
always explanations in terms of rcasons, To ascribe 2 motive to an
action is to explain it by showing that therc is a reason behind
the performance of an action, It is held that to ask for a motive
behind an action is 1like asking for the explanation as well

as for the justification of an action, For example, whenever it

is asked ®yhat is his motive behind, buying such costly

vegetable™ 7 We may give the answer by saying that he wants to
feed his guesk well, Here we afe trying to explain as wsll as

justify his actisn giving certain reasons, The guestio-n of

\
\



Justification comes in forms of reasons, We sometimes ask for
someone's motive behind doing something when we see that he is
doing something which is contrary to his convention, or in simple
way to say, whiech is not usually the case what he does, And in
that case, to explain his motive is to justify his action, which
it ssems to be contraiy to his rule or convention whatever it may
bes Therefore, whenever we see that a person buys vegetables which
are quite expensive, we ask for his motive becasse he usually
never buys vegetables at a costly price, And here, we are
unearthing the motive behind his action in the sense that we are
explaining and at the samc time trying to Justify his action by
saying that he wants to feed his guests well, This is ene type

of motive explanation,

Morcover, it is held that motive explanations are always
explanation in terms of ;eason but all reason-explanations are
not explanations in terms of motives, Some explanations are such
that they are reasomeexplanations no doubt, but they cannot be
said to be explanations in temms of motives, Only those reason=
explanations which are of the directed sort, can be sald to be
motive explanatiopse. They are reasom=explanation and thelr reason

is directed to certain goal which is absent in case of ordinary
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reason explanation, For example, I think whermever we say that

"I am reading the book because I like this book™, here my liking
the book e not cause as such, for my reading the book; rather it
is the reason why I am reading the booke Here my reason for reading
the book is not directed to any goal as suchs I am reading the

book and the reason behind it is that I like the book, Whereas,
whenever we say that "I am working hard and the reason behind it

is that I want to secure a good pusition in the examination, it is
a reason explanation, But it is not cnly an explanation in terms
of reason, it has something more to it i.e. it gan bs saild to be
directed towards a goale Thet is, my action aims -t something which
is beyond it, Or in other words, I have a goal or an aim in my mind
to achieve and my action is directed towards it, And that is why,
whenever I am asked ®why are you working hard®y I say, I want to
get a good position, That is to say, I have an aim to secure a good
position and my action is drected to achieve that aim, Here my
securing a good position is not only the reason but it is the
motive why I am working hard, Thus we find that, all reason=

explanations are not explanations in terms of motive,

As we have seen sarliesr, explanations in terms of

disposition are reason=explanatio-n and not causal explanations.
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Similarly, explanation in terms of traits of character is also a
reason=eXplanation and not a causal explanation, But we will see
whether they can be said to be motive explanations or not, Let us,
for instance, take the dispositional expianation firsty Suppose,
someone is drinking water and if he is asked "What is ths motive for
your drinking water"™ ? He might reply that I am thirpsty'!, Here

it sesems that he has a goal or that his reason for drinking

water is directed towards a goal i.e, he wants to quench his thirst,
Therefore, it seems that this reason explanation in temms of a

dispositinn is an explanation in terms of a motive,

Mowever, some philosophers would say that there 1s
something called personality traits in mane. For example, philanth=
rapy, vanity, punctuality, kindness and so on are called the
traits of character, Some individuals have these characters. Nouw,
so far asiaur reason explanations ars concerrned, sometimes we
give a reason explanation in temms of tralts of character, Fhr
example, we say that he comes in time because he is punetiual.

Or we say that he is helping the poors because he is kind, Hexe
punctuality and kindliness are not the cause but the reason behind
someore 's acting in such and such a way, Now, we will see

whether such explanations can be said to be explanations in terms
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of motive or not, Some would say that to explain something in
terms of kindness is not an explanation in temrms of motive because

here the reason 1s not difected to any goal.

However, it seems that Ryle does not make any
discrimination among dispositions, And it also seems that he tries
to hold that all dispositional explanations age-not omly Coéson-
explanation but they ars also explanations in terms of motive, It
is true that hungry, greed, considerate, kind, punctual, polite are
all dispositional terms, But some dispositional temms refer to
the traits of character of a person and cannot be treated as
motivesy while others always refer to certain guals af a reason
and not to traits, Ryle does not make any difference between
m=otive and trait, He holds,

"To say that a cortain motive is a trait in
someonet's character is to say that he is inclined to
do certain sort of things, make certain soxt of plans,
indulge in certain sort of day dreams and also of
course in certain situations to fesl certain sorts of
feolings, To say that he did something from motive is
to say that this action, done in its particular
circumstances was just the sort of thing that was an
inclination to doe It is to say he would do that®,3

Thus Ryle wants to say that a motive is alsoc a trait in
a person, that 1s, if punctuality which is a motive in a psrson

is also a trait, then to say that ons did something from the

motive of punctuality is to say that one would do sertain sorts sf
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thinge in certain sorts of situations, Thus, he tries to shouw that
thers is no difference betwsen motive and traits to show that
there 1s no difference betwsen motive and traits and both of them

refer to the despositions of a person.

However, R.S, Peters in his book "The Concept of
Motivation", holds that there is a distinction between motive and
traits, He holds that traits of character like honesty, punctuality
and consideratensss, do not indicate any goal that a man tends to
purswe$ whereas motive-temms like, hunger, greed etoc, always refer
to pasrtain goals in a pe=son, Rather, Peters holds that to say
that a parson has certain traits e.g. honesty is to say that tte
person imposes certain regulatio-n of his conduct. An honest
person always fe#lows certain sort of standards #nd he performs
his goal whatever it may be, according to that standard, For
examplo, if the motive of an honest person 1s to pass the
examination well, then to fulfil his aim he would do certain sorts
of action and they would always be according to certain standard
which are honest, that is, his means would be honest, Thus,
according to ReS5. Peters, the traits of a person dominate esver
his motives. A person would follow only eertain types of actions

in oxder to fulfil his aim or motive depending on what type of



person he is. Whereas, Ryle holds that sometimes a motive, if it
is very strong, then it dominates cver other motives, In this case
he holds that a miser would perhaps sacrifice esverything, even his
life itself rather than lose what he mosg prizes, However, I think
that Ryle could say such things only because he squates traits
with motive, Cextainly, to speak of a person as miser is not to
say something about the motive of a person but it is to talk about
the traits of a person, It is these traits which impose certain
regulations on his conduct. For example, a miser, if his motive is
to build a house, since he is a miser, therefore he would try to

find out how to build a house with less momeye

Let us sec how motives are said to be related to emotions,
Ryle, in his discussion on smotion, in the section #Inclination
and Agitation', seems to talk about the relatio-nship betueen
emogdon and motive, Howsver, he holds that in casc of the relation
between emotion and motive, motive is not used in the sense of
being motivated i.e, "keen to do or get something®, It is used in
the sense of something #hat stirrs or causes or induces one to
move, Further, he holds that people vojuntarily subject themselves
to suspense, fatigue, fear and surprise in such activities as

angling, rowing, travelling, crossword puzzles and soc orn, Suspense,
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fatigus, fear and surpriss etc, are agitations 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 'that
which moves! or induces a person to act in a certain way, a desirpe,
fear, or other emotion or a consideration of reason, which
influences or tends to influence a persen's volition; also wften
applied to a contemplated result or object the dss;.re of which
tends to influence volition, This definition indicates that a
meotive is something which leads ome to behave in a particular
way, it may be fear, desire or other smotion or a reason which
induces one to behave in a particular way and that is why it is

called 'motive', so far as this emotlon or reason is directed to

some movement or bshaviour,

Ryke holds that poople voluntarily subject themselves to
such emotions like fear, anger, suspense, and so sne For example,
in crossing a bridge while travelling through a bus, I might be
afraid of and behave in a certain manner. Here I am afraid not
becausa I know that I am crossing over the bridge but 1 a-m afraid
because I am thihking that the bus might fall down from the bridge

‘and it 1s this thinking which induces me to behave in a

particular way,
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As we know, Ryls uses the term 'voluntary'! in a quite
difference sense, According to him, we discuss whether an action
is voluntary or not, only when the action seems to have some fault
and when the actiog is such that it could have been otherwise also,
For example, Ryle holds that when a boy does a sum wrong, we ask,
is it voluntary ? Whereas, when the boy does his sum right we
never ask- doas he do it voluntarily ? Thus, when the boy does the
sum wrong, it impliss that he ecould have made it right alsoj;
therefore, in such a case only we ask whether it is voluntarily
or not, Therefore, so far as Ryle holds that man voluntarily
subjJects himself to fear, suspense stcey it impli.s that a man who
is afraid that the bus which it running over a bridge might fall
down, could have helped not §c be so afraid, He could have eat
nicely without getting afraid of falling douwne According to Ryls,
it is not the cass that one could not help being fearfule A man
who is gatting angry with someone cannot be eaid that he could not
help but getting angxy with hime He could have controlled his anger,
But this is altegether a cifferent matter whether angers are
voluntary or not, However, I think that so far as the relationship
botween motive and emotion is concerned Ryle has said very little

and I think he has not mentioned why he belisves that motive, is



related to emotion on the sense of being 'stirred! and not in the
sense of anything as being motivated,

°
ReR, White, alsoc holds that there is a distinction betuween

mot ives and dispositions, He holds that motives are a class cf
reasons and not a class of dispositions, He further holds that

only lasting traits can be treated as motives but motives are not
lasting traits, To explain something in terms of @& disposition is
like giving an explanation in terms of reason where there cannot he
any mention of any goal or purpose, To say why the glass breaks

by saying that because it iz brittle is to give an sxplanation in
terms of disposition only and it cannot be treated as a causal
explanation, It is an explanation in terms of reason, Now, so far
as explanetion of human behaviour is concerned wheon we ask for
motive of an action and when we explain it in terms of a character
traits then it is a dispositional analysis no doubt but it cannot
be an explanation in terms of Wotive, To say that a person does
something bewause he is vain, is not to say that the vain is the
mot ive of the person, 'Vanity'! being a personality trait in him

is only a disposition i.e, to say that he is a vain person is to
say that he would behave in such and such a way under ruch and such

circumstances, Thereforc, whenever a wain man does something
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kecause of which we say that he is vain, here he does that sort of
thing because he is the sort of person he is, And so far as he

does that sort of thing only because he is that sort of person,
then we cannot say that his motive is vanity, From the very fact
that it is a dispositioen, it can be a motive, Moreover, 1 think
motives cannot be treated as dispositio~n because motive explana=
tion are such that whenever we ask for someone's motive behind an
action it implies that we arc asking for an explanation and it is
not mersly an explanation, but it being an explanation justifies
the action alsce And so far as motives stand as justifications for
an action they are something wh.ch lie beyond the action or outside
the realm of action, Whersas, dispositions are such that to emplain
an action in terms of disposition is to give an explanation; it is
not to justify an act;j.on. Justification never comes within the
realm of dispositione By taking a partisular disposition into
account we cannot justify the occurrence of an event, For
example, whenever we ask < whgt is his metive for helping the poor
and if we answer by say#ng that "It is his honesty which leads

him to do that™, then it is a dispositional explanation and
honesty is a disposition, but here it cannct be said to be an

explanation in terms of motive; it is only a reason-explanatione.



Honesty being a disposition, helping the poor is simply the
manifestation of that disposition, If at a particular time someane
asks why these sugars are dissolving in water now ? and if we
answer by saying that 'because it is soluble!, then solubility is
said to be the reason behind the dissolving of sugar in water,
And the dissclving of sugar in water can be said to be the
manifestation of that dispasition, Likewise, helping the poor is
only one of the manifestations of the dispositional traits called
honesty. As honesty is not something different from helping the
poor, thersfore while asking why a man helps the poor, then if in
answer we say, that it is becauss he is honest, it, I think, can
never be a motive explanation but is only an explanation in terms
of reasones Thusy I thimk that motives cannot be dispositions,

And character traits uhich are dispositions cannot be motives,

Moreover, I think that the very fact that someone does
something from character traits it implies that it cannot be
troated as a motive, Suppose, a person who is punctual, cémes
to a meeting in time, then, we never ask, why he comes in time ?
and even if we ask why he comes in time, then to answer, like
this that, ‘bocause he is punctual' is somethin-g whirh sounds

very aodd. Because as we know a man behaves or acts in the way
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depending on what type of person he is, And here te try to point

out a motive by saying what type of persen he is, 1s not socund, If

a man's action falls within his character traits then, I think, it
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 tally
with him character traits, To-exphain anything in terms of character
traits would not be an explanation in terms of motive, When a man
who is honest is found trying to steal something, we ask what is

his motive behind doing this ? We can answer by saying that he wants
to help those meedy people, Hers, the motive to help the poor

Justifi.s his stsaling since it lies outside his rharacter traits,

Now, let us see what Ryle has got to say so far as moods
are concerned and how doess he ielate mood to emotione Depression,
happiness, restlessness and joliness are some of the moods that
a person can be said to exhibit, According to Ryle, moods are
dispositions just as motive, If a person is jovial it does not
imply that he is ha ving something inside him or something is
going on inside him all the time, but it means that if he is in
Jovial mood, he finds everything attractive than usual, Moods
are only liabilities, However, Ryle holds that there is a

distinction between moods and motives though both of them are
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dispositions, He holds that moods are liabilitiss but they are
not peopensities to act intentionally, And it is this feature of
intentionality or purposiveness which distinguishes those reasons
we call motives from those reasons we call automatic, habitual,
aimless behaviour, And this is, in fact, how Ryle distinguishes
motives from moods, He holds, e.9., that when a woman wrings hex
hands in anger, she does not du it from any motive, We never ask
from what motive she wrings her hands, Just as aimless bshaviour
and paralysis of bshaviour are the symptoms of agitations,
likewise, wringing hands 1s alsoc the symptom of anger. He further,
holds that the distinction. betwesn moods and motives is such
that moods are monopolising in nature and character is a tfie of
a total set of a person during that short term, That is, if a
person is in a particular mood at a particular time, hc cannot be
in any other mood, Whorecas, motives are not monopolising. A person
can have several motives at a particular point of time, They axe
not monopolisinge Howsver, one would say that it is only a
distinction between moods and traits and not moods and motivcs,
He holds that a person's momentary mood is a different sort of
thing from motives which actuate hime In fact, it can be said
that it is not the motives but traits of character which

actuate a person, Depending on what type of person one is, it
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can be said that onme will be in such and such mood if one is put

in a particular sfihuatien,

Ryle then holds that names of moods are names of emotions,
And in that sense, emctions cannot be segrsgated from thinking,
day dreaming and so one To be in the mood of boredom is to feel
certain thoughts and not others, to yawn and not to converse and so
one Just as to have an smotion is not to feel a particular fecling
all the time, likewiss, to be in a particular mood is not to
undergo any unique feclingy it includes doing of certain things
in a certain way, Ryle then holds that these moods are such that they
do not refer to anything private cor mental and that is why to find
out whether I am in a particular mood or not I have to go through
behaviour only as in the case of others I go through their bahaviour
to find out what moods they are in, I find, in my own case as
well as in case of others ee.g, 'l am feeling sleepy! or that
'X is fealing sleepy!, is to be found out by finding out whether
I am or X is yawning., It is nothing a sleepy man yawns bescause
he has found out that he is sleepy, but it is like the case that

he 1is yawning, therefore he is slaecpy.

Regarding moods, Ryle holds that they differ from motive

words, not in thz term of their application but in their use in
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characterising the total 'set' of a person during that short term,

Just as we say that the entire ship is cruising likewise the moed
refers to the entire person as nervous, gloomy and so on, Thus
Ryle wants to say that to be in a particular mood is to be

possessed by something,

However, I think that though it is true that we find out
only through behaviour what mood somebody is in, yet, moods camnnot
be squated with bshaviours only. To be in an angry mood doos not
only imply that he behaves in such and such a way, Sometimes it may
be so happen that a person is very angry but he does not show any
angry bshaviour at all, We might go through behaviour to find out
what mood one is in but from this it does not follow that moods
are only }iabilitics to behave in such and such a way, Ryle says,

"a person's mood during a given period colours
all or most of his actions and reactions during that
perind, His work and his play, his ta-lk and his
grimaces, his appetite and his day dreams, all select
his touchiness his joviaRity and his depression®,

According to him, to be in a particular mood is to do certain soxts
of things and not others, If a person is in a depressed mood, all
his actions will reflect his depression and so on, However, I

wish to point out that so far as Ryle says that a person's action

reflects his mood whatever it may be, mood is not equivalent to



his action, As actions are reflection of mood, they are something
of the mood, that is, they are somehow related to mood but they
themselves are not the whole of moods, Reflection is aluways
reflection 'of something!, just as 'expression! is said to be tho
oxpression of 'something®, Otherwisc, if they (reflsction) would
have been the mood then there would have been no need to speak of

them as the reflection of mood.

Now wc shall sea what Ryle has got to say so far as
agitations arc concerncd, According to himy 'to be anxious!,
!shoked?, 'irritated', 'harrassed' etc, arc somo of the words
which refor to agitations, He then says that agitations are the
commotions in our bodics, Agitations differ from inclinations in
the sense that inclinations are not disturbances, R man is
agitated when he has two inclinations with opposing forces or when
an inclination runs counter to another or when an inclination
runs counter bo a factual impediment, Agitation is inclinatfion
thwarted by tho hard facts of the world, However, it may bo said
tha~t this rules for distinguishing agitations and inclinations
conflicts with one another which Ryle offers i.,8. that motives
are, whereas moods including agitation are not "propensitics

to act intentionally". Then fear and anger would be agitations



by the first test but motives by the gewdind test, The first test
weuld axelude 'ineclination® from the category!inclinationt, He then
says that agitations like Moods are only liabilities but are not
propensities like motives, For example, to be panic is liable to
do certain sorts of things such as stiffen or shrick or to be
unable to finish one's sentence, Ho holds that agitations are not
propensitiss because the things we do when we ars agitated ars not
done on purpose, A wuman in anger wrings her hand but ws do not
say that she docs this on purpose. Anguish is not the motive from
which she doss these things, Ryle then says that wringing of the
hands, aimless bshaviour as well as paralysis of behaviour are

only the symptoms of a-gitations,

Further, Ryle holds that feelings arxc intrinsically
connected with agitations,

"It is part of the logic of our descriptions of
feeling that they are signs of agitations and are
not exercises of inclinations®,l

Fecling are intrinsically reclated to agitations because foeling
are signs of agitationg. Throbs, twings by themsslves refer to the
feclings and words which follow them e.g. 'compassion!', -!remark!,

are the symptomatic of agitations,
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Ryle holds that agitations e.ge getting shocked, anxious,
started are not occurrences but are disturbances only, Howsver, it
can be said that so far as, they are commotio ns in our bodies, they
are occurrences, since commotdons are always occurrences, According
to Ryley anger and fear arec agitations, because he holds that the
things that we do when we are angry or when are fearful are not
done on purpose and therefore, they are agitations only, However,

I 1iks to say that fear and anger are not commotions only but they
are occurrences alsoe By being commotions or disturbancos of some
sort, thoy are occurrences, So long as feelings are occurrences
agitatio-ns are also occurrences, And they are not just liabilities,
ARs wo sde, we always speak of fear, anger, as a feeling and sinc
they also refer to some sorts of feolings, therefore they are

gececurrencas no doubt,
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CHAPTER = IV
Imagination
The philosophical study of imagination is considerad as

forming an important cert of philosophy of mind, The philosophical
study of imagination consists in finding out the analysis of what
it is tu imagine, Imagination is sometimes thought toc bs a non—
rational faculty or power of the mind, It is linked with our
faelings and senses, The Cartesion conception of the mind~body
relation has led us to believe that people think to themsslves,
feel pain or joy, have pangs of remorse or hunger, that thore is
imagery and to Ignore that thinking, feeling and imagining occur

in public context,

Howcver, in the Concept of Mind, Ryle attempts to show

that in talking about mind, we do not need to refer to the mind as
a special kind of thing or place where mental acts take place, It
is not a hidden source of all that people do as thinking feeling
beings. Mind connotes the actual observable things that people

can be seen to do, Usually peopls consider imagination as being
private and internal and accessiblo only to introspection, But for
Ryle, mental temms do not refer to introspectible mental entities

or events, The mental term, 'belief' does not refer to any mental



occurrencs® or process but to a disposition to do certain things,
Aid so Par as the mental term imagination is concerned one has no
privileged access to others' world of imaginatione. Ryle thinks that
there is no one thing that can be called imagination but rather a
variety of activitises that are imaginative among which aru
pretending acting, impersonating, fancying and the so called
imaging, R child shows his imaginative ability not by what goes on
in his head rather by the way in which he plays, for instance, tho
mannexr in which he pretends tc he a bear, An actor domonstrates
his abllity by the way he performs on the stage, The so called
mental asoompanimonts are irrclevant to his public appoarances,
When we do sums on a pisce of paper, we are not deing two things
at the same time, one private and the other public, We do not
first do the sums mentally and then put tham down on paper. The
publicly ohszrvable behaviour of putting the sums down on paper is

the mental act of doing sums,

However, as against Ryle, it can be said that this is not
at all true of imagination, Imagination doss not neccssarily
involve the publicly obsarvable bshaviour or action, One can very
well imagine of ®X' without showing any outward bshaviour, One

can think of cases where any or all of them (i.e. behaviour) are
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absent and yet ons may setill imagine or visualize something. That
is, there may not be any natural behawviour or symptoms of
imagination ak all, And, I think, it is in this respsct that
imagination differs from the mental conduct concepts such as besing
Jealous, The workings uf imagination seem to resist explanpation in

terms of pulicly observable bshaviour,

Ryle in his chapter un Imagination holds that imagining
or visualizing i1s not inner seecing. Imagining is not the seeing
of mental objects, The main consideration that makes him think
that visualizing an objoct is not a case of seaing an object is
the claim that wo can only ses objects that exist.ﬁyla suggest
that we can sec an uvbjsct when vur cyes are open and the
surrourdings arc illumineted,]For him, imegination which is
considerad as sseing things in onc's mind!s cyo doos not involve
eithsr the axistence of thinges seon or the accurrenca of sacing
thom, He argues that just as paople who pretend to commit murders
and just as thoro are no victim of mock murdorers, so people who
visualise do not see anything nor are there any object of mock
sighte Thercfore, Ryle thinks that in imagination when claim to
sec something is mado it does not satisfy the ordinary accepted

concopt of seeing 1.0, the oxistence of things seen and the
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oocurrence of seeing, Even if ome were to talk o’ the location uf
objects in private time and space, as in the case when I say that
an event preceded another in my dream or that I saw an apparition
in the centre of my visual field, the objects of my imagination
could still not be described as being located in my mind, Now, one
can ask, = If Ryle doas not think that picturing consists in seoing
monbal images, what does he thihk it is ? He thinks that imagining
1.2, s88ing 18 a kind of pretending. In imaginatio-n we do not
actually sec but we pretond to see, Just as people who pretend to
commit murders do not commit murders and just as there are no
victims of mock murders, so poopls who imagino duv not ses anything
nor arc there any cbjoct of mock sights Thus, according to Rylo, '
imaging 1.e. picturing, having a tume running through onc's head
otce 1s onc of the many kinds of acts of pretending and pretonding
is ons of the many ways in which we eXercise our imagination, |
Ryle, further says that pretending toc do 'X' is more complex than
doing X since pretending to do X involves the knowledge of what it
is to do X, 'A' capnot pretend to be murdsror or jealous unless ho
knows what it is to be jealous, Howsver, Rylos malntains that, the
person who pretends to bo jealous, is not doing two things at the

same time « contomplating jealousy and acting in a jealous waye
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Pretending to do 'X'! does not involves two things =~ ome of
maditating X and the other of doing the acting, 1.8. one the maptial
act of pretending and the other uvert behaviour, For him, there
cannot be such a thing as an overt act of pretending to ses or
hea=r simply because thers can be no act of pretending to ses nr
hea~r ecither overt ur secret, Seeing, hearing ur any sort of
peeceiving is not bringing anything abuut, It is getting something
or keeping it but it is not a dollng at all, Now, if Rylo maintains
that to sec something in the mind's eye or to run through a tunc in
ona's head is a kind of pretending and if this pretending involves
neither any overt action nor doss any act of pretending &n secret,
then one can ask what this pretence is ? Is not the pmstence a
pretence of having certain inner experience which we actually do
not have ? If imaging is ‘pretending to peresive? then what does
one pretend when one pretonds to perceive ? 1 think that pretending
consists in doing something overtly or producing some overt
behaviour knowing fullp well that ons's overt behaviour is not
associated with any tinner?!, I am said to pretend to be in pain
only if 1 show pain~bechaviour and do not have pain, Likewise, a
porson who fools pain may pretend not to bs in pain by abstaining or

refraining from pain beha=vioure The cappaity to pretend to do
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something or to be something without engaging in any publicly
observable beha-viuwur or act is imaging er fancying. Now, if
pretending consists in refraining from doing something overtly then
can we not say that a person is pretending when he behaves to be

fealous without being jsalous ¢

Moreover, the fact that the logic of !pretending to
perceive 'X' and 'imabining X! arc similar and that they are both
more complex than that of ordinary perceaiving, does not prove that
thoy are squivalent, It is also not clear like how can we reduce
imaging to a kind of pretonding since pretence is a very complox
type of behaviour ? Ryle gives an example of pretence by sa~ying
that an actor who pretends to be a murdercr on the stage
deliberatbly moves about, changes his expressions and does all
other things like a rsal murderer, Therefore, for amc to pretend
that one is a murderer is for one to behave in some way or ather,
Now how can Ryle say that 'imagindng'! and ‘pretending' are similar
since in imagining therc is no set of overt actions like

pretending ?

In tho Philosophlcal Investigations, Wittgenstoin says,

"One ought to ask, not what imagos are or what happens when one

imagines anything but how the word !imagination® is used. The
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question as to the nature of the image is as much about the word
fimagination'! as my guestion is".1 Wittgenstein is not denying that
there is a question of what we may properly refer to as the ‘naturef!
of the image, unly that this question is not to be decided -
neither for the person who does the imagining nor for anyons‘elsa -

by poiniing § nor yet by a dewcription 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
proneness to taks secing as the best example of perception and
therefore to take visualizing as the best axample of imaginihg. ;p
ordinary perception we may look either at a dog or at a photograph
of a doge The photograph stands in a particular relation to the
dog i.2e it represents the dog, In this way, we can think of
mental images as fulfilling the same function as photographs or
a portrait boaring the same kind of relation as photographs oxr
portraits Bu what they are images of, According to Ryle, though
we think that we are correct in our assimilation yet it is not
true, We may visualize a dog in the absence of the dog itself
and may also posssss a photograph of the dog in its absence we
may think that there is somethkng which we can take a look at, in

both cases, to remind ourselves of the dog's appearence and that



when we sse the dog in our mind's aye we are inspecting this thing,
If a desecription of a face is as good in the absence as in the
presepeo of the face, this must be dus to the presence of something
like a photograph of the face, Ryle would say that the fact that a
man can give a description of an absent face doss not in itself
show that he is seeing either the face or a replica of the face, He
might be able to give the description just because he knew what the
facer was like. In Ryle's language,he might have learned and not
forgotten the characteristics of the f‘a-ce.\{yle does not deny
that we can accurately describe our images, Uhat he denies is that
images are like material objects, By saying that images are not
things we mean that images are not material objects and probably
also that they are unlike material objects in certain specifiable
and important respects, But it should not be taken to meaw-n that
there are no such things as images because this in turn, would
imply that we never v visua-lize things, or attempt to recall
things by'secing® them or thearing! them or sven smelling them

and it would be something absurd, Ryle, himself does not deny that
we see things in the mindt's oye, nor does he deny the connection
between such 'seoing! and the seeing of photographs or portraits,

He says that when a visible likeness of a person is in front of
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my noses, I often seem to be seeing the person himself in front of
my nose, though he is not thers amd may be long since deady/Or when
I hear the recording of a friend's voice, I fancy I hear him
singing or speaking in the room though he is miles away.
Therefore, in imaginatiomn we seem to see something but we do not
actually see, Ryle maintains that when we look at a photograjih or
a particular portrait and sec it as a representation of someone,
there is a sense in which we see in our imagination the man of
whom it is a repressntation, As soon as we ses the portrait before
us as a present likeness of someone who is not present we ses the
original in tho portrait, The sense in which we can bs said to
tsee! the original is exactly the same as that in which we sec the
dog in our mind's sye! when the dog itself is not present, But in
the case of dog, therz is no portrait or photograph for us to

sec the absont dog ine Thus, there is nc essential diffcrenco
between the two, The only difference is that in one,we recall the
face of our absent friend by locking at his photograph and in the
other, we rccall it by shutting our oyes and '‘seeing! his faoce,
So mental image is a kind of mental photograph, because the
function of both the image and the pho;ograph is to help us to
recall thc visual appearcnece of something which we cannot

actually see bafore us,



Howaver, it can be said that when a person perceives a
portrait or representation of something, he does not perceive the
thing at all, What he does is that he think about that thing and
perceives a canvas, When he imaging that ﬁhing he only thinks
about that thing and doss not perceive anything at alle He thinks
visually, Ryle's "fancying that one is sesing may be taken to mean
this only, Thus Ryle seems to make mistakes when he says that
Tthe man who is fancying that he is seeing" is sither deceived, or
is deliberately playing or pretending.

Thus, Ryle seams to have overlooked certain facts about

not
imagination, This is true that imaginativn is /a mental conduct
concept, But all mental conduct concepts are not of the same type.
Ryle, on the other hand, trsats all mental conduct concepts as of
the same types I wish to suggest that they are of different typeog.
Further, imagination is unlike other mental concepts is that ome

may go on imagining without giving vent to his imagination at all,

Ryle, sseks to explain and elucidats the concept of
imagination in terms of overt bshaviour, But I wish to suggest
that the concept of imagination cannot be exhaustively defined in

tocrms of behaviour and dispositions, I have already argued out
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that 'dispositior# is also inadequate to oXplain mental life of

mense
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CHAPTER - V

Mental Conduct Concepts

Ryle in his book The Concept of Mind, holds that when we

describe people as exercising gualities of mind, we are not referring
to occult episodes of which their overt acts and utterences are
effectsy we are referring to those overt acts and utterences
themselves, In his book he most often refers to mental conduct
concepts and says that concepts like clever, sensible, careful,
inventive, wibty, wise, careless, stupid and so on and so forth are
mental conduct concepts, For him, thede concepts display gualitiss
of mind yet are neither themselves intellectual operations nor yet

effects of intellectual operations,

Mghen a person is described by one or other of the
intelldgence~epithets such as 'shrewd! or 'silly', ‘prudent?
or ‘improdant' the description imputes to him not the
knowledge or ignorance, of this or that truth but the
ahility or inability to do certain sorts of things",!

Ryle soems to belisve that though thers is a distinction
betwsen !physical! and 'mental! and that muscular doing cannot
itself be a mental operation yet it does not follow that mental
gperations refer tou internal opsrations or occurremcss, e use the
terms 'mental! and 'mind! most often, We say of a bay that he is

doing mental arithmetic when instead of writing down or reciting



98

aloud; he says them to himself performing his 6dlculations in
sllence, Similarly, a boy who does calculating aloud or on paper 1is
also doing intelldectual uperation in public instead of in private,
His performance ls also an exesrcise of e mental faculty in the

normal sense of ‘mentall,

Ryle in The Concept of Mind says -

"Yhat makes a verbal operation an exercise of
intellect is indepsndent of what makes it public or
private, Arithmatic done with pencil and Eaper may be
more intelligent than mental arithmatic®,

The exercises of the qualitiss of mind do not take place
Yin tha head', Thexefore, ‘meﬁtal' or 'mind! does not refer to any
private operatione In judging that somsone is skilled at doing
something we have to consider his prOpensit;es, abilities and
capacitise of which this performance was an actualization; we
cannot say that one is skilled at doing somethings we cannoy just
take into account his oegtsuccess, We are to take into account
his past records and subsequent behaviour, For Ryle, "mind is not
the topic of sets of untestable categorical propositions but the
topic of testable hypothetical and semi~hypothetical

prOpositions".3
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Moreuvery what is true of 'intelligent! is true of other
intelligent operationse When people are praised as slever, skilful,
inspired or shrewd, they are not praised for the ways in which they
consider prescriptions for conducting tineir speciase rerformances
but for the ways in which they conduct these performances
themselves, Thus, for Ryle, coneepts, like 'intelligence'!, are
mental econduct concepts because they rest on behaviour or conduect
of the person, To apply mental predicates to persrns is to describe
the ways in which people conduct their predominantly publie
behavivur, So far as understanding is concerned he says,

"nderstanding is a part of knowing houw, The
knowledge that is required for understanding
intelligent performansss of a specific kind is eome
degree of competencoe in performances #f that kind",

Understanding is a part ef knowing how, in the sonse that a person
who does not know how to play chess sannot understand er follow the
play of etheya, A person who cannot rsad ur spcak Swedish cannot
undexstand what 1is spokem er written in Swedish, From all thess

Ryle concludes,

"o find that most people have minds is simply to find
that they arc able and pronc to do certain sorts of things
and this we do by uwitnessing the sorts of things they
do. Indeod we do not merely discover what specific
qualities of intellect and character particular
people havo®,S
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& psreon's mind is not an entity but the manner, style or

way he behaves, Ryle tries to give us in the Concept of Mind a logical

analysis of mind or mental predicates and indeed not so much of
scientific as of common sense talk, Mental conduct concepts stand for
dispositions to behave in certain manner, to modify behaviour in
wertain ways and ao on, Mentak conduct concepts, e,g. vanity and
indolence stand for dispositional properities because to say that a
person is vain is to say that whenever a situation of certain sorts
fave arisen, he has always or usually tried te make himself
prominent or wienever he was faced by an option betwson doing
something difficult and not doing it, he sharked doing the difficult
things Vanity, indolence are really elliptical expressions of
general hypothetical propositions, They do not assert scecurrences or
narrate indidents, Moreover, Ryle points out that mental conduct
terms are of a semi-dispositional, semi~gpisodic nature, For, to

say that a person is paying heed to what he is doing is not simply
te attribute a certain disposition to him but also to say that he

is doing something, It is both narrative and hypothstiecal and

therefors a semi~disposition,

While talking about mind or mental predicates, Ryle says that

overt intalligent performances are not clues to the workings of
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minds, they are thess workings, For thinking is not an activity

over and above, somewhere behind a person's overt bodily performances,
His overt intelligent performances are his thinking and nat clues,

The predicates such as vain, shrewd, careful, stupid characterise

mind and to ascribe these predicates to a being is to aseribe to

that being 'mind!, Or in othsr words, to ascribs these predicates

to a ercature is to say that it is a creature having mind, Howsver,
there is a difference between saying that these predicates arc

"clues to the workings of mind® and "they are those working",. Ryle
clearly points out that these mental conduct concepts are not

clwes to tho workings of mind, they are those workings,

Howcver, ®ne may say that before we can call any act vain,
shrewd, stupid etc, we must assume that the performance under
question is a working ef mind, Unless and until we assume a piece
of perfermance under the working of mind we cannot characterise
this performance by predicates like shrewd, stupid and so on, But
when we say that we have to trsat a performance as a working of
mind, we do not mean to say that the performance is caused by
mind, We do not call purely chance actions vain, shrewd or
stupid stc, In fact, if we arec not certain whether an acticn is

actually a workihg of mind or intelligent we say, “If that was an
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intelligent action it certainly was shrewd", We do not call a
parrot's utterence witty or humerous because we know that parrst's

action is not an intelligent action,

Ryle says that in judging whsther or not an action is
intelligent, we do not have to say that somebody is at a particular
moment in the process of doing er undergoing anything but that he
is able to do certain things, when the need arises or that he is
prone to do certain things in certain scrts of situations, When a couw
is said to be a ruminant or a person is said to be a grocer, it is
not being said that the person is grocing now cr the cow iw
ruminating, Because a grocer is not described as grocing now but only

as selling sugur er weighing tea or wrapping up butter now,

However, at this point, one can say that though we give a
dispositional account ef the statements "X is intelligent and X is
a grocer", yat the analogy is very weake. Bscause overt intelligent
perfermances are sometimes indistinguishables from mere chance
performannes, For example, if a child utters an intelligent
sentence and behaves in a different manner, we may be in deubt
whether his action is actually an intelligent action or whether

it is a mere chance utterence, But so far as the actions of the
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grocer is concerned we can never be in deubf, It is never the case
that we could observe someone going through all the actions cf a
grocsr and not be sure that he was actually grocing, But in opase cf
intelligent action, we may be unable tm judge simply from the

performance itself whether it is er it is not intelligent,

Moreover, in judging that somesne's performance is er is
not "intelligant® i.e, whether it is or it is not a working of
mind, Ryle has said that, in looking beyond the persen's
performance itselfy we arc considering his abilities ard
propensities cor in a word, his dispositions i.e. whether er not he
is able to do certain sorts of things in certain sorts of
situations, From a single spisode of shooting, we may not be able
te distinguish a novice from the skklled marksman but ultimately
we are able to distinguish betwecn a novice and a skklled marksman
by appealing to their dispositions to the facht that one “had the
skill" and the other did not, Howsver, Ryle appeals to
dispositions te explain if directed actions can be treated as
"yorking of mind®™, By reforring to abilities, tendencies and
liabilities, Ryle is trying to show simply that to say that one
is a skilled marksman and the other is a novice is to say that

we are not lookkng beyond the performance. Te considor sne's
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abilities, liabilities and tendencies is not/go bsyond the

performance itself, Indeed, a man with disposition and the hard—
earned skEll of marksman is apt to do his shots more sk#llfully than
a novice jgst as an intelligent man is apt to act more wisely in a
given situatien than a stupid man. And for this reason, when we are

in doubt whether an action is skRilful, vain, shrewd etc, a

knouledge of the performer's past habits may help us, though it is not

inconeceivable that such knowledge may also mislead and prejudice us,

One imporbant objection ecan bs raised regarding Ryle's
"overt intelligent perfsrmances", As we have already pointed sut
"9vgrt intelligent performances" are for Ryle, "the workimgs nf
minds and not oclues to those wsrkings®, But to introduce Mevert
intelligent performances" is te beg the questiong it is already to
have interpreted the perfomances, For Ryle, to call a bird migratory
is to indicats how the bird will behave under cortain climatic
conditions, We may say that it is flying southwards because it
is migratory, Yowever, if 'flying southwards! is an actualizatien
of migratory instinct then how are we te distinguish bstween a
non~-migratery bird flying southwarzds and a:nigratory bird flying

in the same direction 7 If we simply rest on activities then we

have to say that both the birds are migratory, Hers we will havci
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to say that two performances are not identical in character, Indeed,
scientific investigation has shown that physioclogically the ecisodes
are not identical in character, Something more can be said to be
going on inside a migratory bird than what ies going on in 'the one
accidentally flying southwards!, Therefore, as against Ryle, it may
be said that "flying south™ is a clue of a bird being migratory in
the sense that "flying south" is a necessary condition of migratory
bird but it is not in a sense the only actualization of migratory
instinct, Likewise, overt behaviour of a person is at once treated
as a part of the workings or ‘tactualization' of his dispositions, as
well, as, a possible clue to the full nature of his activities,
Flying southwards is treated as a clue for a judgemsnt about
migration as well as being part of the migratory act itself,
Equally, overt actions are treated as clues to the workings of minds

as well as part of these workings,

'Intelligent performance', for Ryle, consists in our
exercising detemsminable dispositions in variety of ways as
occassion requires, Nothing seems to bs involved beyond our
capacitics, skRlls, habits, liabilities and bents, Now the question
arises, Is the explanation of intelligent behaviour in terms &f

performances and the skill displayed in them, is an adequate
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explanation 7 I wish to suggest that the sxplanation of intelligent
behaviour namely shrewd, careful, wise etec, in terms of performances
alore is not adequate, We opannot say Bhat the statement 'X is
shrewd! simply means that 'X is likely to behave in such and such
waye when situation of such and sueh will arise and nothing more,
As H,D. Lewis points oute-

When I write these words now on the page there
saems to be clearly more going on at the time when
the movement of my fingers and the pencil, This hocida
sven if we lsave out of account the meaning the words
have for me as part of my argument, In my actual
weiting more is involved than the physical movement
and this more is not of a merely dispositional kind,
It is part, and to my mind the sssential part, of what
goes on as I have put it.eee In the absence of suech
a process it is hard to see what could be meant by
regarding ths porformconce as a conscious or a willed
or a daliberate one, It would not be mental astivity
at all, But it would all be Hamelet without the prinee
if we tried to tell the story entirely in these terme",

I wish to suggest that the dispasitional acecount of
intelligent perfommance is not an adequate account, As Tor ihsetance,
when somebody is said to bs writing a poem, we do not say that he
is engaged simply in the movement of fingers and pencils, It is
more than the physical movement of fingers and pen besause in
writing a poom the poet is constantly thinking of something.
Something goes on in his mind when the poet is writing the words

on the pages, Otherwise, we cannot distinguish the fact of a

poett!s writing a posm and 2 child's learning a poem by heart and
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writdng it in the examination since both of them engage in physical
movements of fingers and pencils, Though both of them can be said to
be indulging in physical movements, we appraciats the post's writing

and not that of the child,

Howsver, if nothing goes on along with the physical
movement of the poet then his pieee of writing cannot be deseribed
as usually is done a 'soul's creation', or else as a writing itself,
If a child who is learning to write the alphabets happana to write
a poetical sentence, by chance, we do not regard it as "writing a
poet ieal sentsnce®, It will not be out cf context to quote —
Muittgenstein in this connection ¢

"A wheel that can be turned though nothing else moves with
it is not part of the mechanism".7 He tries to show that if nothing
goes pn inside along with the external behaviour then ths external
behaviour is not at all meaningful, Thus, it appears that Ryle
fails in givknc an adequate explanation of intelligent behaviour by
presenting a dispositional analysis, Ryle overlooks the fact that
there is something involved in an act beyond the sk&ll and the overt
performance and it is something which can be called mental
occurrence accompanied by physical movements, Ryle explains it

with the concept of Yheeding. Ryle argues that whenever a person is
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said to pay heed to something it means that he is capable of doing
certain things. Whenever a driver is said to be driving heedfully
it means that he will not pass over the white lines and will stop
the moment the bus ahead of him looks like stoppinge According to
Ryle, driving heedfully means only these and apart from these overt
performances there is no mental occurrences which ths word heed

van be said to refer to.

I wish to suggest in this connection that Ryle is not
reasonable in holding the view that 'paying heed'means only

performances of certain sorts of behaviour and nothing morc,

Ryle criticizes the traditional or the contemplative
theory, of head or attention, According to the traditional theory
'raying heed' or 'paying attention'! refers to an internal activity
of the imdividual whereoby he exercises a measurs of control over
the sensations, In paying attention to something the individual
rogulates the vividness of his consciousness of the object in
question. Ryle's objection to the traditional theory is that it

involves the fallacy of reductic.ad absurdum. He points cut that

it is always possible to ask of a spectator, whether he has beon

a careful or a carcless one, Ryle maintains that in order to
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interpret it we should have to postulate an additional process of
watching.¥he watching, which is prasent in the careful spectator

and absent in the careless one ard this interpretation leads to an
infinite regress since it would always be sensible to ask whether

or not the watching of one's watching was done carefully or not ?

However, this objection is not at all tenable, The
distinction between a careful and a carsless driver lies in the
amount of heed that each pays to the scene bafors his eyes, What
distinguishes the careful driver from a caneless one is the
detailed and accurate reports which one is able to furnish as a
result of the richness and vividness of the impressicns with which

his more active heedepaying provides him,

As against Ryle, it can bo said that paying heed entails
all thesg but they are not enough to explain it, That isg, whenever
a driver is driving heedfully he does all these things plus he
is continagously purposing to do all these things, He is aware
that he is doing these things and moreovar, he docs these things on

purpose. He is all the time awars of the fact thag he is driving.

As wo have alroady pointed out, Ryle argues that in

paying hecd we aro not do two thingss whistling and minding,
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driving the caf and attending to our drivings we perform a singla
activity in a certain way, and therefors,ws ca-nnot stop driving
the ear and continue paying heecd, Howsver, Ry;e's an;lysis aof the
conecept of heed is not adequate, Payirg heec does not consist
simply in doing wortaih thihges The fact that one oan continue

to drive and cease to pay heed to what one is doing suggests that
there are two distinct processes going on, When heeding and driving
oceur together there is only one set of mmecular movements involved
in driving, Heeding is a peculiar sort of internal activity which
controls the movemsnts of the driver's limit by regulating his

consciousness of the stimuli to which he responds,

Ais we have already pointed out, in The Concept af Mind

Ryle has attempted to establish the thesis tha® most mental conduct
terms are used to refer not to private episodes but to
dispositions which manifest themselves in predominantly public
performances, The terms understanding, knowledge, ihtelligence,
belief are amcng these. Howsver, 0 wish to suggest that we cannct
explain what it is to unders~tand if we restrict it to physical
performances only, Understanding is not simply a matter of how
people behave, There has to be something mental about a personk

understanding somethdng and behaviour is related to this inuward
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states mersly as an accompaniment, Whenever a person 1is said to
have understerd somsthing, it not only means, as Ryle would way,
that he is able to answer sc man, questions but it also means that
he is in some sort of mental state, If we re ject M"something mental®
about understanding and rest en behaviour only then we have to say
that for me to know whether I have understood something is for me
to lock at my behatiour or performances and this appears quite
absurd, It is absurd because in reality, I never look at my
behaviour to find out whether 1 have understood something or not,
But for -me to know whether 'X'! has understood something or not,

it is necsssary for me to go through X's bshaviour, although, I
have no critdrion of verification of what goes on in X's . .

mind in that particular moment. I can say whether or not 'X has
understood the point! by cbservithg his behaviour because some sort
of behaviour are always accompanied by understanding or ars tho
effects of understanding, Though understanding &s most of the time
accompanied by behaviour yet we cannot say that to undaorstand
something is to behave in a particular way. Ryle argues that it

is not only that ws know from somebody's behaviour that he has
understood our point but it is alsc such that if he is said to

have undorstood something then he must bshave in such and such way,

If he is not disposed to behave in such and such way then he



cannot be said to have urmderstood anything. Thersfore, for Ryle,
understanding is nothing mental, If somebody is shown a ssgquance

of numbers arnd asked which number should come next and after a
moment he grasps the principle of the series and announces, "how I
can go on", Ryle would say that what makes us say that he has
understood the prineiple is the fact that he eays "Now 1 esan go
sn", and subsequently behave in a o3rtain way, Moreover, when he is
asked which number should come next, he gives the esorrect answer,
Therefore, to understand semething is tn behave in a particular

waye

However, wish to suggest that this example instead of
proving the dispositional account ef s&nderstanding proves, that
understanding involves something mental, When a person says that
"Now I can go onfl, it indicates that understanding has ocourred
at a particular moment in time, "Now I can go on" and "understanding”
are not idéntical, On the contrary, the utterence "Now I can ge
on" and ether performances are signs #r the necsssary conditiens
of understanding. So, when someone says “Now I can go on%, we must .
not take him te repart an occcurrence, As Wittgenstein says,

"New, I ca-n go An" is an exclamation, it corresponds to an

instinctive sound, a glad start" and therefore, we can say that
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it is not the same as understanding. Moreover, the very utterence
'Now I oan go sn' implies that understanding sccurrs at a

particular moment of time, Likewise, I think, the statement "Try

to understand me", "Thers is much understanding between us" imply
not Lehaviour but something more than behaviour—ssmething that goes
on sr exists in the mind of the person who understands, We say such
things as “sknce he understeod what I said, he did the right

thing”, "s he understood the principles involved, he was able te
solve the problem", These ways af talking indicate that understanding

is something wental accompanied by avert behaviour,

What is true of understanding is true of all cther muntal
corduct cencepts like vain, knowledge belisf and so sn, The vain
person is, as Ryle describes him, disposed “to talk a lot about
himself, te cleave to the society of eminent, to reject criticisms,
to seek the footlights and to disengage himself from conversa—~tions
about the merits of ethers".B However, the question can ba raised-
Does vanity simply mean to talk a lot, to rejoct criticisms etc, ?
Is therec not something beyond these physical activities ¢ If
nothing goes on inside, alehg with these physical processes, then
we say that Tactually somebody is not vain™ but ®he is a person

of such a type that he always talks a lot and rejocts criticisms



and so on." In the case of a vain person these bshaviours are
always accompinied by some thought or other peculiarly centred on
himself, The vain man could hardiy be vain without some explicit
thought about himself, Morsovexr, to huld that fX is vain' means 'X
is behwving or will behave in such and such a way! is to beg the
question, Here, we already presuppose that these sorta of beheviour
are called vain behaviour and therefore when we try to justify the
statement !X is vain' by saying that 'X is behaving in such and
cuch a way! we are not proving that !X is vain! but are simply
begging the yuestion, Thus, we can say that Ryle's dispositional
account of mental eonduct concepts involves the fallacy of arguing

in a circle,

Ryle makes a distinction between beshaviour and merely
physical processes ani in this conpection he says that a parrot,
may under proper instructions, say something which is full of humour,
but we neser say of a parrc’. that it is humorous, Whereas, we
regard a person to bes humorous whenever we se¢ him exhibiting
certain sorts of behaviour, Ryle points out that we say that a
person is humorous because what he doecs,hc does on purpose, i.c. a
humorous person is skilled at doing so many things. Now, the

question arises, why is it that in case of a parrot, we say that
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it is a physical process and not behaviour ? Ryle would reply that
in case of a parrot we say that it is a physical process because the
parrot is not skilled at doing s> many things or that the parrot is
not disposed to do so many other things, But the question remains
open as before, Why is it that in the case of a person certain
activibies, in turn, are called behaviour and not physical

processes ?

Ryle maintains that we should not contrast mind with body
but intelligent behaviour with dnintelligent behaviour, Behaviour
is intelligent when executed from certain dispositions, Shrewd,
humorous and so on ars intelligent bshaviour and to say that a
person is shrewd or humorous is to say that he is disposed to behave
in a certain way, And by sayiry that a person is disposed te bshave
in a2 dertain way we refer to past, future and possible beshaviour
in addition to actual present behaviour., Howsver, the dispositional
behaviour rafers to the behaviour of 'man', and all behavicur
exhibited by man must be 'bodily behaviour', Thus, it seems that
though Ryls tries to avoid the distinction between 'mental! and
'physical! or *mind! and ‘body!, yet he has to refer to fbody!,
while talking about behaviour, Without any reference to'budy! he

cannot jyst make a distinction betwscn intelligent and unintelligent
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I think that by presenting a dispositional account of mind,
Ryle fails to make a distinction between intelligent behaviour and
unintelligent behaviour, He maintains that intelligent behaviour
refers to what may be called bshavioural dispositions, i.e. capacit-
les, tendencies to behave in a certain way, To assert that someone
has a capacity or tendency to behave ih a certain way, on this view,
is not to say anything about what is going on here and nowg it is
to assert a hypothetical proposition ebout how the individual
could or would behave if certain circumstances were to obbain,
Hypothetical propositions of this kind can only be verified by
observing thg bghaviour of the individual under certain conditions,
In this connection, Ryle gives the example of swimming. The propo—
sition 'X can swim! means !X is disposed to behave in a particular
way when in water', Similarly, to say that fthe cow is raminant!
is to say that the cow tends to bshave in a particular way in
certain situations, Similarly, to say that !X is shrewd' is not to
gay that X is in a particular mental stats but it is to say that
if he is put in such and such a situation he will bohave in such
and sueh a way, And for Ryle, 'shrewd' implies intelligont

behaviour because it is executsd from certzin dispositiasns, Now
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ruminate!, incicate intelligent behaviour since they also irvolve
dispositions, and not occurrences ? Certainly, Ryle would say that
they are not intelligent behaviour. 8u: how is it that 'shrewd!
indiwat3s 'intelligent! behaviour since it is executed from
dispositions whersas 'ruminant! and 'swimmer! do not indicate such
tehaviour though all of theg) refer to dispositions ? Ryle cannot
say that intelligent behaviour refer to the dispositions of mind
because he has already discarded ‘mind® nor can he say that
intelligent tzhaviour stands for the dispositions of bodies bocause
in that case he has to include the terms 'ruminart?, 'swimmer'! as

indicative of intelligent bshaviour,

Sc far as the eoncepts of ‘knowledgef a'd 'belief! are
concerned, Ryle insists that they are dispositional words, He
deniss that there is any legitimate cpisodic or occurrent sense aof
knowing and believing, These terms can be explained entirely in
terms of disposition, To say that someone knows or bslisves
something, is not to say that he is knowing or believing
somethéngs, There is a great variety of ways in which we may do
either of thaese things, That is to say, knowing and believing do

not stand for private states or occurrcnces,
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However, I do not agree with Ryle's dispositional account
of belief and tnowledge, As H.D.Lewis points out,

"No one holds that there are private states of jyst
knowing and believing, It is always a case of knowing or
bekieving somethinge. But the fact that there must always
be something known or belisved in no way precludes these
totql states from being states of somsone's personal
experience, In being aware of entertaining soms belief,
I must be aware of myself as believing something in
partioular"ag

1 agree with Uswis in so far as he says thac belief and
knowledge are not dispositions to bchave in certain ways, To say
that ™ belicves P" is not to say that if circumstances were such
and such then 'X!' would 4o or say such and such, Bocauss it is
conceivable that a man may bolicve 'PY without ever manifesting it
he needs, never to do or say anything that is relevant to the belief
in any circumstances whatever, He may simply be very good at
disguising or concsalkng his belief and therafore to say that to
believe is to be disposed to behave in certain ways, in this casa
would be an empty form, Indecd, it is true that therc may be some
eXpression or #dchaviour of beliaf, But from the fact that there
is an oxpression of bclief, we cannot say that the exprossion is
the whole of beliefs Though there may be some expression of
belisf yst we find that belief and its exprcssions are not related
in the way pain and pain bshaviour are related, In casc of pain we

know that thers are some natural expressions of pain whorcas there
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are no natural expression or bshaviour of belief, For this reason,
belief cannot he defined in terms of its expressions, As ALV,
Criffiths points out "If anything is to be said to explain the
coneept of belief and its plase among other concepts then it cannot
be reduced to other conGEDtS".10 I wish to suggest that we sannot
reduce ‘belief! to behaviour only, Belief is a state of mind
accompanied by bshaviour and to reduce it to overt behaviour cnly
is to say that there cannot be any possibility of a man simply
being very good at disgquisifg or concsaling his bslief, Belisf is

a stcte of mind accomparied by behaviour,

Now, so far as knowledge is concernsd, Ryle holds that it
is dispositional in nature, He makes a distinction betwsen
Yknowing that" and "khowing how", 'Knowing that! night bs characte-
rized as theorstical understanding and 'knowing how' as practical
application, Ryle is of the opinion that not all "knowing how®
presuppose "knowing that" becausc to argue like this is to involve
in an infinite rogress, Whatever may be the distinction betwson
'knowing that! and ‘'khowing how'!, Ryle seems to believe that for
a man to know something is for him to be disposed to behave in
particular ways, My question is, If knowled-ge is dispositional

in nature then how are we going to make a distinction betueen



"merely doing something" and "doing something knowing how to do it",
Certainly, there should be some distinction between merely ¢oing
something and doing something with knowladge of it, Otherwise, as
Hamlyp points out, we cannot make a distinction between animal
behaviour and human behaviour, Hamlyp sayss

"It is reasonable to argue that animals that are able
to do things instinctively do not really know how to do
those things or that it would be misleading at least to
say so, This is beeause "knowing houw" normally implied
some understanding and knowledge of the prineciples invelved
in the activity in question",11

Therefore, when we say that ‘X! knows something is not
simply to say that '™X' is disposed to behave in a certain way,.
Apart from behaviour, there is something called the understanding of
the principle or the knowledge of the principle, Knowing houw is
knouledge of a technique, the principle of which could be formulated
in form of theory, It remains trus that a man cannot bo said to
know how to do something unless he can do it, except in the sense
that he knows in theory how to do it although he cannot do it in

practicey he knows the principle but cannot apply thema

In the book The Concept of Mind, Ryles has a chapter on

"Sensation and Observation", Regarding sensation and obsarvation,
Ryls balieves that the part of ths complication in an organisms

activity which accompanies its overt intelligent actions and of
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which those actions are, for an observer, clues, is the havigng of
sensations and making of observations, Ryle does not regard the
faot of a person's having a sensa:ion as a fact about his mind,
Whereas, the faot that one observes something and the fact that one
tends not to observe things of certain sorts does bslong to the
deacription of his mental powsrs and operations, He writes,

There is nothing mental about sensations,. Having
a sensation is not a&an exercise of a quality of intellect
or character, Hence, we are not too proud to concede
sensations to reptiles",12

Having a sensation is not an exercise of a guality of
intellect or working of mind, Ryle is of the view that sensations
are not the sorts of things that can be observed, Sensations are
neither observable nor unobservable, But mbserving entails having
sensations, Sensations cannot be described as being either internal
or external to an objeet, Observation and sensation arc entirely
different kinds of activity, Sensations or sense impressions jyst
happon and are not any kigd of apprechension, Further, Ryle argues,

"It is, of course, true and important that I am the
only person who can give a2 first hand account of the
tweaks given me by 1ll fittlng shoes and an occulist
who cannct speak my language is without his best source
of information about my visual sensations, But the fact
that I alone can give the first hand accounts of my
sensations doss not entail that I have, what othors
la#ic, the npportunity of observlfg:those scnsations®,
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The first point that pan be raised against Ryle's vieu of
gensat ion and observation is this $ Is the maiing of observation
an intelligent action or a working of mind ? For Ryle g sensation
is accompanied by owert intelligent bshawdour and these overt
intesligent behaviour are the making of observations, In answer to
this it can be said that reptiles alsc act in a certain way when
they have sensations, and therefore we are to say that they also
make observations, They certainly have sensations, else they would
nuever act, So long as they react to a sensation can ws not say that
rept.iles also behave inLelligently ? I think, Ryle would say that
the way we react to a sensation is different from the way the
reptiles react, Ryle must mean that the way we react to what we
observe and the way we act to make other observation and to ascertain

observations are the exercise of our qualities of intclleat,

It is trwe that the mcere sensatdiod is not an exercise of
the guality of intellect, It is not rcasonable to say that only
intelligent creatures can have sensatdons, In fact, sansations
can be had by creatures in whose case we cannot apply any mental
concept. A creature having mind can feel and have sensation but to
have some sensations is not to have a mind, I think that the way

we react to what we observe and ths way ws all make other
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observations is different from that of an animal because animals,
though have sensations lack what is called sslf-awarsness, Ryle says,
"we 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 tends not to observe things of a certain sorts do

belong to the description of his mental operations powers".14

I wish to sugges-t that it is the awareness of sensation
which differentiates an intelligent cieature from an unintelligent
ones When I have the sensation of 'pain', I behave in a particular
way, Likewise, when an earkhworm feels pain it alsoc bsehaves in a
particular way and in that respect there is no distinction betwsen
an sarthwomm and a human boeing, But in case of human beings a
sensation is alupys accompanied by self-awareness, whereas, in the
case of unintelligent coraeatures a sesnsation is not accompanied by
self-awareness, But Ryle, would not agree with the view that
sensations arc ascompanied by self-awareness, in case of human
beings, Because he argues that one cannot observe or witness one's
sensation and the reason for this is that epithets which can be
coupled with words like ‘obserwing' and 'u;:l.‘bnessingt cannot be
applied to thaving sensations', We can be more or less successful

at observitng but not at having sensatdons carefully or systematically,

We can make mistakss of obsarvation but not of sensation and so
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forth, However, if this is true of sensation then it must be true of
seeing, hearirg and toushing and so on. But if this is true of seeing,
hearing and so forth, then we ha'e to say that we do not observe

or we are not aware of what we see or hear, which is certainly not
the care, Sensations do not exist indspendently of our being aware

uf them, The occurrence of a sensation entails someone's

consciousness of that sensatioh,
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CONCLUSION

In this concluding chapeer, I shall sum up my findings by
presenting discussions on Philosophy of Action because Philosophy
of Action will make clear the views regardikng different theories
of mind, Moreover, Philosophical discussions on mind have a direct

bearing on methodological issues relating to social sciences,

Social sciences are said to be concerned with the study
o+ social reality, Social relationships are manifested through
interdspendencs of human actions, An action is commonly used to
contrast with a state of movement of merely process or behaviour,
Philosophers have sometimes offerad criteria for 'an action' in

terms of intention, purpose or consciousnsss,

Actions involve physical movements but all physical
movements are not actions, When people perform actions their bodies
can be seen to movej parts of tha body change their spatial
relations and sometimes sound also can bs hcard coming from them.
But this is not the description of an actdon because it is simply
the description &f physical aspect of behaviocures A.l.Melden holds
"there is a differente bstween “my arm rising" and "my rising my

arm", betwsen muscles moving and my moving my muscles, In short,



between a bodily movement or happening and an action.1 Howsever,
though there is a distinction bstween "my arm rising" and my
“rising my arm" yet the fermer always happens when the latter does.
Melden says,

"When I perform an action, there 1s some bodily
movement that occurs, but not every bodily movement
counts as an asction not even those of normal adult human
beings~ since there are reflex movements, the activities
of those who walk in their slsep and the behaviour of
those under hypothesis, Hence, it appears as though an
action were a bodily movement of a special sort and that
w3 need only specify the distinctive features of bodily
movement that count as actions in urder to elucidate the
concept of an action",

Melden furthsr holds that the doctrine which tries to
explain action by holding that "my raising my amm involves wihling
in the sense that ®I will my muscles to move®™ is misleading because
here 'willing' is 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 volition, I move my muscles
by performing an act of volition which in turn, produces a muscle-

movement ,

However, this doctrihe raises many problems. If the act
of willing or volition is tha cause of my moving the muscle then
there must be a distinction botween the act of volition and the

movement of the muscle, If it is a causal relation then we are to
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say that willkng the muscle movement is followed by my muscle
movement, Now, sinoe my muscle movemcnt is preceded by the act of
willing therefore we can very well assume that thare must be
ancther act of willing for the first act of willing to occur. One

must will the willing of the muscle movemsnt and so on ad infinitum,

Again, if the explanation of human action are causal
explanation in the sense that for each human action, there is a
will or volition which causes thc action, then, it must be possible
for us to give a description of the cause independently of the
effect and vice-versa, As Melden says,

Now in general if A causes B, a description of &
other than that it has the causal property of producing
B must be forthcomihg. Otherwise, 'A causes B!
d?%egerates into 'the thing that produces B produces
BtH,

If the relation between an act of willing and action is a causal
relation then how ars we going to make a distinction bgtween a
particular act of willkng and the action followed from it ? How
do we identify an will apart from an action ? Certainly, it is

not possible to identify or to give a descriptivm of an act of
willing without reference to an actione If willing in question can
anly be understood as Mhe willing of a muscle movsment! then

willing in question cannot be a causec of the muscle movement,
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Since the reference to the muscle movementi:is involved in very
desctiptinn of the willing then to explain a movement with reference

to a will is not to give a causal account,

there
Likewise, if for each human action we are to say that/is

an act of volition then it follows that there are numerous actg of
volition or willing and one act of willing or volition must be
distinguished from the other act of volition in the sense that one
act of volition involved in the muscle movement must be aifferent
from the other act of volition involved in the production of any
other muscle-movement, Now, how shall we differentiate one act of
volition from tine other act of volition by which the cistinct muscle
movements are produced ? And if we say that one act of volition is
distinct from the othcr then it must be possible for us $o pin point
the spescial or distinctive characteristics of each act of volition

or willing,

Thus, we find that it is never posddbhe to give a causal
explanation of human action by holding that human actions refer to
causes namely the act of volition, Causal explanations are wholly
irpelevant to the understanding of human actions, That is, we cannct

differentiate the action from mere bodily beha~viour by holding



that action differs from mere bodily movements because an a®t ion

is caused by willing or volition,

Meddan 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 artifieial, In case of non—artificial chess move, the
concept of rule come in, Rules are obeyed, critdria are employed,
So, a child who makes so called chess move without the knowledge of
rules and criteria cannot bes said to havs involved in some scrt of
action, Melden concludas—

"Jyst as in the case of the concept of & chess move,
so in the case of the concept of any action the context of
practices in which rules are obeyad, criteria employed,
policies are obsarved- a way of thinking and doing is
essential to the understanding of the difference betwecn
such bodily movements and actions",%

The chess move involves the notion of folloing or
observing the rules, Since the chess playgd understands the rules,
he therefore, it can be said that also understands what it is not
to obey the rules. In playing the game, he is not all the time
aware of the fact that he is oheying the rules but since he knows
the rules, ho therefore simply obeys them, In a scnse, his chess

movements involves a specific way of thinking, It is both
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thinkkng and doing. Melden alsc sccms to believe that in all cases
whare thinking and doing are involved, the judgements involving

terms 'right', 'urong' etc. can be passcd, We can hold one
responsible for one's action, if his doing is accompanicd by some
sort of thinking, Thus, human action, for Molden,invclves the
observance of rules and principles i.c. it involves both thinking

and doing, Sinece, all human actions involvs both thinking and

doing, therafore, for him, 'actions' and moral agent are co-relativec.
The practical contexts in which rules ere obeyed criteria applied,
policies arc observed, are sssentially required in distinguishing

actions from mcre physical movements,

Mush of our ordinary sxplanation of human bchaviour is
telecogical in form i.e. it relates the behaviour to purposes and
goals, To explain behaviour in terms of purpose or goal is not to
postulate an unobservable entity that directs the behaviour from
within, Charles Taylor holds that human bchaviour is purposive, He
makes a distinction betwecn ‘action' and 'mere movement'e Giving
the example of actions, he says 'jumping rope! 'riding a bycycle!
are actions, We require two conditions to distknguish betwecn
‘actions' and 'mere movememts', The first condition is that human

behaviour must satisfy certain standards. Jumping a rope or riding
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a bicycler requires appropriate movements, Jumping a rope reguires
balancing and some other conditions to be fulfilled which are
regarded as appropriate movements, The second condition required
for 'acti#ni' is that it must oe agent's intention ts mest those
standards or achieve those results, To characterise one's behaviocur
as action we must see that one's behaviour conform to a certain
standard and one is intentionally trying tu achieve that result,
Thus, if a child had no intention teo jump the rope but made the
appropriate leap cach time, as a result of being jabbed with a pin,
we should not uwlksh to gualify that what he was doing as jumping

the rope. The essential conditions are absent in the case of mere
physical movement, Taylor says, "The agent must not =snly make the
appropriate movements it must 2lso be his intention or purpose to

5
do sa%,

Therafore, the distinction between action and ‘non action'
iys, 'mere behaviour'!, liss not just in the presence or ahbsencs
of the corresponding intention or purpose but in a particular
intention or purpose having or mot having a role in bringing about
the behaviour, If the movements made ty a porson are intentisnal,
then his movements are regarded as actions. The mere pzasenss of

an intention cannot qughlify the movement as action, if it doss



not bring about the required behaviour, For example, if the knife
gripped in my hand plunges into John's body and even if it was my
intention to stab him, still it may not be true that I stabbed him,
For, I may decide to stab someone and bafore I ean exccutes my
intention, my arm may be pushed. Thus, if the behaviour occurs
because of the corresponding intention then only that behaviour ean
be regarded as action, cthorwise, it is not an action even if there

is an intention,

Howsver, though Taylor hoids that for each action there
is a corresponding intention which leads to the appropriate
movement, yet the relation betwsen intention and bohavicur is not
contingent, It is not contingent hecause of the fact that if a
person Intends toc do X, then, if therc is no obstacle, then he must
do Xe Part of what we mean by 'intending X' is that, in the absence
of intervening factors, it is followed by doing X, If I intend to
do X, then I must do X when there is no obstacle, My behaviour
must follow necessarily from my intention. Intention is not the
cause of my behaviour, Intention cannot cause bohaviours but
bahaviour follows from the intention necessarily, If a person
intends to kill his friend then in the absence of intervening

factors, he will try to kill his friend, If in the absence of



intervening factors, the person does not try to kill his friend then
we could no longer say that he intends to kill his friend, Thus, the
difference between merely physical movements, namely reflex actions
and the genuine actions liss in the fact that in case of reflex
actions, behaviour is caused by some precauding‘factors, whereas in
the case of genuine action, thers is no causec but there is a reason
for an action, To qualify any behaviour as 'action'!, is to imply
that it is 'goal directed', Its oecurrence is to be explained in
terms of some intention or purpose of the agents. To say that 'A!
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 coniitions of 'A's brain, To say that 'A! stabbed 'C! is

to imply that A's intention brought about the behaviour, And
according to Taylor , this rules out any ‘rival account' of
behaviour, A rival account of some behaviocur event 'B' would be an
account according to which B would occur on the antecedent condition

whether or not the agent intends to do O,

However, Taylor's account of human action is not adequate,
Taylor hclds that an action requires an intention, If I stabbed
ICty, my intention to stab 'C'! is what brought about thc stabbing.

Theraefore, a man's intention is what he cooses, But a person may
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choose to k&ll his friend out of hatred and that is why he choses to
k&1l him, The reason for killing 1is the hatred, Therafore, if Taylor
says that the agentt!s intention or purpose brings about the
behavdiour, it, then, refers to two different works of 'intantion',

If 'X' kklls his friend, then it is reasonable to ask whether 'X' had
the intention to kill his friend and if !X! answers by saying that

he had the inteantion, to kill his friend, then, we can again ask

him wha£ his intentioh was in kklling his friend, And I think, the
actual explanation of intention involves the explanation in the
second sense, And it is this intention which brings about the action,
When a person says that his action wos intentional, it opens up

the questions why did he do it ? and the person refers to his
intention by mentioning that it was to frighten someone, 1t explains
the behaviour by reference to a purpose, desire or motive of the

agent,

Moreover, Charles Taylor Beems to be mistaken when he
argues that thore is no major disconmtinuity betwsen human
behaviour and that of non=human ones such as animals, He thinks
that it is natural to attribute actions to animals even though we
cannct be sure that they have conscisus intenticns and we do 8o

in texms of the results their behaviour tends to bring about, The



responses taught to animals must be considared to be actions, not
mere movemants because thesc movcments tend to bring about tho end
rosults, The nest~building behaviour of wasps is dirscted to a

goal or purpose and so long as it is purposive it is an action,

However, we cannot fully agreed with Taylor on his view
that the purpose of intention of bshavicur constitute action, He
says that to say that someone jumped rone implies that his
intention brought about the behaviour. The intention of an action
is indead the goal to which it is directsd but this cannot be
identified with the result it brings about, Sometimes though
poople arec mery much conscicus of the result, yet their behaviour
do not lead them to that expected result, But from this we cannoct
say that psople do not intend to have that result, People may
believe that their movements would have a particular result and
may intend to get that result but may fail to get the intended
result and their actions may not lead to the desiwed snd, But
from the fact that sometimes actions do not lead to the desired
results, can we say that it is not an action ? Again, the mera
tendancy of a prooeas to produce a specificable result is not
sufficient ground to invoke the concept of an action. From the

mere fact that the various movements of birds lead to nest—building,
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we cannot say that the various movements of a machine that tend

to produce a certain state of affairs are instances of action, Though
the movements of a machine bring about a result, yet these

movemente have nothing to do with intention and are not intentional
but simply automatic processes. As Michael H.,lessnoff saps,

"The purpose of intention that gquided an action is
something that characterizes the agent before and while
he acts, not tho result he brings about, If we attribute
actions to animals we must either suppose they have
intentions im something like the human sense cor else we
use the term in a sense different from that which is
relevant to human agency B

Moreover, if €rom the mere results produced by the movements of the
animals and machines, we are to say that the movements are actions
then it should not be unlikely to praisc them or blame them for
their actions, Sincc a man is held responsible for his actions and
not for his movements, theraefore, if thz movements of birds
resulting in nest-building and machines producing a result are
regarded as actions, then they (birds and machines) also must be
held responsible for these actions, If the behaviour of animals and
machines are regarded as actions then there cannot be any difference
betwecn animals and men, But can we may that animals and machines
are also moral agents liks human beings ? The concepts of ‘action',
'moral agent! and 'person! are very much co-relative, bocause wo

attribute responsibility to individual when we treat them as
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persons or moral agents and their bodily movements as actions, Thus,
we find that Taylor's distinction bstwesn actiop and non-action is

not .adequate,

Our habitual actions, though are not intentiocnal or ars
not dome un purpose, yet may be regarded as actions, They ars
actions done from sheer foree of habit, But if we accept Taylor's
explanation of 'action' then the habitual actions are to be

discasded from the sphere of aections,

Now, I shall confine my discussion to Ryle's theory of
action, As we know, Ryle presents his theory of action by attacking
Dascartes' theory of action which he calls the intellectualist
errore He criticises Descartes! dusifstic theory by presenting

anti dualistic arguments,

Ryle awmgues that it is an error to claim that action
alwavs follows a theoretical performance, The intellectualist error
consists in claiming that the difference between action and non-
action lies in the presence cr absence of some occult performance,
He says,

Champions of this legenti are apt to try to
reassimilate 'knowing how! to 'knowing that! by
arguing that intelligent performance involves the
observanca of rules or the application of criteria,
It follows that the operation which is characterized
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as intelligent must be preceded by an intellectual
acknouwledgement of thess rules or eriteria,essslt is to
do a bit of theory and then to do a bit of practice",

An asticn is intelligent only if it is preceded by an
intellee—tual performance or if it is preceded by an occult event,
Ryle's positive account of action ia that it is nothing but the
exercise of disposition, Knowing how to do something is having ths
disposition to do that thing, Intelligent disposition is a
disposition the exercises of which is indefinitely heterogeneous,
Rgain, intelligent dispositions are des@ribed in terms of law-like
statemants apd they are also such that their exercises are described
by semi~hypothetical statements, These are the characteristies of
intelligent dispositions but they are not unigue characteristiné.
When an object is described as hard, we not only mean that it would
resist deformation but would give out a sharp sound if struck and
so on, This is true that being hard is a disposition with many
varied instantiations, But being hard is not an intelligent
disposition though the sxercises of intelligent disposition a2re also
indefinite, Further, to sa-y that intelligent dispositions are
law-like statements is not to say anything special about
intelligent disposition because the solubility of sugar is also

described by a law-like statement, To say that this lump of sugar
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is soluble, is to say that it would dissolve if submerged in
anywhere, at any time and in any parcel of water, If non—intelligent
dispositions are also law-like statements then what is the differemce
between khtelligent difsposition and non—intelligent disposition ?
What does it mean to say that intelligent action is the axercise of

a disposition 7

Likewise, the description of an intelligent disposition
by 'mongrel'! categoricals or semi~hypothetical statements is not
restricted to intelligent dispositions either, However, Ryle says
that the distinction bstween intelligent disposition and non-
intelligent disposition rests on the fact that in case of intelligent
disposition, the disposition is acquired through learning,

- "o say that a sugar lump is dissolving, a bixd
migrating or a man blinking doss not imply that the
sugar has learned to go liquid, that the bird has learned
to fly south in the autumn or that the man has searched
to bhink when startled, But to say that a soldier
obediently fixed his bayonet or fixed it in order to
defend himself, does imply that he has learnad some
lessons and not forgotten them".8

In order to show the distinction between non~intelligent
disposition and intelligent disposition, Ryle makes a distinction
between drill and traininge Drill is the moeans of acquiring
non—intelligent disposition whercas training is the means of

acquiring intelligent disposition, Acquiring a disposition by
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learning is to aocquire it in such a fashion that one exercises that

while thinking what one is doing,

Howsver, I think that though Ryle maintains that intelligent
dispositions are acguired by learning, yet he cannot be said to have
explalined the point= because when he says that intelligent
disposition is acquired by lsarning, we find that 'lsarning'! itseld
is a disposition, Therefore, all he actually does is to repeat
those bharacteristics of intelligent oisposition whith he has
already made, So, we can very well ask — why learning is said to be
an intelligent dispusition ? Thus, if the problem remains as open as
before, then it makes no sense to say that intelligent disposition
is asquired by learnine,

Ryle also maintains that an intelligent action is an action
which is done with thinking and/ggg%gigg. Intelligent performance
though lnvolves the application of criteria yet it doss not consist
of two activitics—- one the application of criteria and the other
the actual performmance, It is said that a person, must in this way
"preash to himself before he can practice", When I do an
intelligent action, I do one thing and not two, Intelligent amstion

involves application of rules or criteria,
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ite exercises are observances of rules of canons
or the application of oriteria; but they are not tandem
operations of theoretically a vowing maxims and then
putting thed inte practice®,’

As against Rylefs analysis of intelligent aotion} we tan
ask whether applieation of oritaeria is an aectivity o it is a
disposition ? We ean take for instanee, the case of a referee,
Aecording te Ryle, the aet of reforweing of the referes is not an
evant of a happening, It is e dispositior, Howeve®, I think,
roferesing is a cortinuous activity beeause when one is standing in
the field and is meither whisteling nor is rebuking the players is
8till rofereeing, This activity goss on all the time and is
mariifested only under certain conditions, If Ryle agrecs with the
fact that the referee iz refereeing even when he is standing in
the field and is reither whisteling nor rebuking then we are te say
that he had8 accepted the theory that reforesing does not consist
only of making overt performances but also of something else,
Being able to do the act of a reforee is perhaps disposition but
referesing as such is axercising that 'dispoeit:wn throughowt the

whole wama,

Moreover, if intelligert actioch is the spplication of

rulas and criteria then if the application of rules or criterie is
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not an occurrence, it must be a disposition, And if it is a disposi-
tion, then we can ask whether the disposition to apply criteria is
itself intelligent or not, If it is not intelligent, then we are

to say that our application of criteria is either knhtelligent or not
80, If it is not intelligent, then we are to say that our applicatidén

of criteria takes place in an automatic or unthinking way, But
certainly, it cannot take place in an unthinking or automatic way,

1f it takes place in en automatic way then there cannot be any
distinction betusen intsiligent and non=intelligent action, Surel);,
the ability to apply criteria is itself a dispositian and it is an
#ntelligent disposition and its exercises are done while applying
criteria, Thus, we find that Ryle is arguing in a circle when he tries
to explain intellRgent behaviour or action in terms of the application
of rules and criteria and again sxplains the application of rules

and criteria as intelligent by saying that they are intelligent
dispesitions, Thus, intelligent action is due to an intelligent
disposition to apply criteria, But then one can aske why is the abilim
ty to apply criteria regarded as intelligent ? Thus, it seems that
Ryle begs the question when he tries to explain intelligent action

by means of application of criteria i,e, overt behaviour, These

overt behaviour are characterized as intelligent by saying that
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they are the exsreises of intelligent dispositdion, Therefore, Ryle
has to accept either that intelligent action is associated with
something internal or that it is ihself a disposition, But he cannot
accept the first alternative because this view has alrsady been
criticised by Ryle in his attack on dualistie theory, And so far as
the second alternative is concerned, he cannot accept this alternative

too, because tc accept it is to beg the question,

Thus, we find that Ryle's dispositional analysis of action
is not adequate, It cannot make a distinction between intelligent
and non—intelligent action, And sc long as he doss not sucesed in
presenting a dispositional analysis of intclligent action, he ean
never be said to have suceesded in attempting to give a dispositional

analysis of mind,

According to Ryle, motive emplanations are dispositional
explanations, To say that somebody did somsthing from a
particular motive, is to say that his action, done under particular
circumstances was just the sort of thing thay he has an inclination

to do. It is to say that he would do that,

However, I wish to point out that sush dispositional

explanations share one crucial characteristic of explanations
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based on general laws, General laws are involved to present
philosophical understanding of human action, But to offer such an
explanation is to assume that all explanations can be subsumed under
some general law. It is completely a mistaken view, Our explanation
of people's action of every day life which we typically give by
filling in the context of actioh a2re often particular, There is no
law l&nking context and action for the explanation to atick, We

are able to give satisfactory explanation of actions without giving
ary account of underlying law, Moreover, our behaviour often does
not vonform tc any law—like patterns There are some human actions
for which no law=-like explanation is possible but still we can give

a meaning to those actions,

From Rylel!s dispositional analysis of mind it is obvious
that for him mental moncepts can be consteued as essentially
behavioural, the private components being either ignored oxr
regarded as inessential, For example, a man's bcing drowsy
consists in his behaving in a certain way and the way he feals is
irrelevant in determining whethcr he is drowsy or not, Ryle
makes mistakes when he argues that all mental concepts cam be
explained in terms of dispositions, I think, so far as mental

concepts are concerned, both the factors like overt behaviour and
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are
the 'innerness of mind'/relevent, We make mistakes when we ignores

any one of them, To think that mental concepts like pain, anger,
intelligent consist only of behaviéur factors is to deny the
'innerness of mind' and to treat human nature on par with dead pisres
sf matter, We cannot say that under such and such circumstances, one
will behave in such and such a way, Ryle says, that so far as the
snlubllity of sugar is concerned we can give a dispositional

analysis of it, To say that 'sugar is soluble! is to say that if we
put sugar in water it will dissolve, He argues that the same is true
in case of mental concepts, To say that 'X?' is kind! is 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 is so composed that it dissolves
in water, and that is why we can hold the hypothetical statement that
if we put sugar in water it dissolves, But the casz of human being

is comnletely different, The internal constitution of sugar is
sufficient to explain its solubility, If sugar from differsnt places
are collscted and put into water, then, it will dissolve, whareas

the nature of human being is such that even if two persons have
exactly the same structure yet we can never say it for certain that

if they are put in the similar way, If it is such that they never
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behave exactly even though they have the same physical structure
then how can we acoept the dispositional analysis uf mind 7
Moreover, what to speak of two person ? Even im the case of the
same person, it so happens that at twu differsnt times, given the
same circugetences the same person behapes so differently that we
get surprised, Thersfore, we cannot present a dispositional analysis
of mind holding that it is similar to the analysis of solubility

of sugak. We cannot offer this type of explanation in case of human
beings, We cannot say it for certain that 'X' will behave in such
and such a way if he is put under such and such conditions, I

think that the 'if,., then'! model is applicable only in physical
sciences, This mode of explanation is applicable in physiecal
sciences.sciances because physical sciences are concamed with
physical objects and their explanation involves 'if,..then' 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 other, But

people considered as people behave in ways that cannot be derived

from the so valled physical lawsl,

The behaviour of people provides the subject matter of

social sciensas and therefore the model of physical is in appropriate



to study of man, For people have not only physical bodies but
conscious minds at least in the sense that they have intention,
purpnse and desire and so on, Therefore, behaviomrism as a method
is inadequate in social sciences, Social behaviour always implies
the existence of mental states like intentlons, purposes, beliefs,
awareness of rules which are not explicable in terms of behaviour
onlys. Neither ihey are observable by empirical methods, In Physics
also we refer to theoretical entities such as electrons, protons
atc, and offer explanation in these te-ms, In Physics, of course,
these theoretical entities are to be considersd as real entitiss
begause they are capable of causing certain empirically observable
phenomena, So far as mental entitics like, intention, desire and
purpose and so on are concerncd, they sannct be regarded as
counterparts to electrons or protons nor can they be regarded as
completely unreal, Thersfore, so long as human beings have intention,
desice 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 alone,

Thus, explanation of human action is radically different
from that of physical phenomenon because it implies no

regula—rities or lauws, Thus, explanation of human action cannot be
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redyced to aimple causality, I would like to point out that Ryle's
dispositional analysis of Mind is not tenable toc us because it ig=

nore the innerness of mind altogbther, Though, he claims to be an

analyticai behaviourist yst some of his views differ from those of
Wittgenstein, Wittgenstein does not deny the innerness of mind and
maintains that the outer behaviour is not meaningful to us if these
is no inner, Ryle's analysis of mind rejects the innerness of mind

and maintglns that mind is nothing but ths disposition of the body,

We make a distinction between the mental and the physical
states, It is not only that we make a distinction bstween mental

and physical states but sometimes we also talk about these~ called
innet states, Sometimes we say of an old person that the has logt
his inner strengtht', 'he has inner fear', and 'he does not have any
mental peace! and so on and so €orth, When we say that a person has
lost his inmer strength, we mean that though he is physically
strong yet mentally he feels so weak that he cannot proceed to do
any work, Similarly, when we say of a person that he has inner
fear, what we really mean is that the person, though, cutwardly
does not show any fear yet in his mind he feels scarsd, The mental
astates are not 'inner?!, in the sense that they are insids the
perso-n but they are inner, in the sense that they refer to some
sort of state that a person can be said to be ine It is not that

'the inner fear! does not have any manifestation, Of course, there



149

are manifestations but the manifestations are not the whole of the

'inner fear?, 'inner strength! and so on,

As 1 have already pointed out, understanding, believing,
remembering, imagining other cognate mental conduct concepts refer
to something inner, As we know, there is a distinction bstuween
explanation and understanding, No adequate explanation of human
action is possible in causal terms, Understanding of an action is
different from the explanation of it, Any theory which has an
explanatory force ultimately makes reference to causes, Rs we have
seen, explanations of human actions in terms of intention, desire
or purpose has a causal force, Rising of one's arm is explained by

one's intention to raise one's arm,

Human behaviour cannot be aéequately understood in terms
of causes, Human action/behaviour is meaningful. Human behaviour
stands in need of interpretation, To interprete it is to discover a
meaning and to discover a meaning is to refer to something innsz.
A piace of humen bshaviour is an action when and in so far as we
can attach a subjective meaning ts it, That behaviour is
subjectively meaningful implies that the agent has a conception,
under some particular description, of what the purpose, oxr point

of the bshaviour is, That is, hs could describe its point and thus



the nature of the action as he conceives it, For example, building
a house is a complex action made W of a number of simpler action,
Here all mf these cannot be understood as part of a complex action
of house building in terms of the agents purpose in performing them,
His action is regarded as building a house because he understands

a language which includes some sxpressions squivalent in meaning

to 'building a house!,

Refaerences 3

Talan R.uhite, The Philosophy of Agtion (ed.), "Willina® by A.I.
’ T‘\Elden, p.m.

2D.F-.Guaﬂ:al’son (ed,), Essays in Philosophical Psychology, "Astion"
by I.A.Melden, p.58,

J0pecitey peT2e

409093“;" Pe73e

SCharles Taylpr, The Exphanatisn of Behaviour, p«29.

_Smichasl H, Lessnoff, The Structure of Secial Scisnces, pe3S.

7Gdlbert Ryle, The Conoept of Mind, p.29=30,

Olbide, pe140.

91bide, pebe



151

BIRLIOZGRA

=

o

1Y

Alastair, Hanny, Mental Images s A Defenos
London George Allen and Unwin Ltd,, New York, Humanities
Press, 1971,

Rlexender, Peter, "Rational Behaviour and Psycho-Analytical
Exaplanation", Mind (1962) Vol.71.

Anderscn, Alan Ross, Minds and Machines
Englewood Cliffs, 1964,

Anscombe, G.E.M,, Intention, Blackwell, Oxford, 1957,

Armstrong, A Materialist Theory of Mind, London, Routledge and
Kegan Paul Ltd,,1968,

Ayer, A.J., The Concept of a Person and Other Essays, The Macmillan
Press Ltd,, 1973,

Bedford, Errol, Essays in Philosophical Psychology (ed.) B,F.
Gustafson, “Emotion",

Bennett, Jonathan, Rationality Studies in Philosophical
Psychology, Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd,, 1964,

Brown, Rey "The Explanation of Behaviour", Philosophy, 19654

Butler, R., Analybdcal Philosophy (ed.), Oxford Blackwell, 19063,

Chappell, V.C., Philosophy of Mind, Englewood Cliffs, 1962,

Chisholm, R.M., "The Descriptive Element in the Concept of Action"
Journal of Philosphy, 1934,

Davidson, Donald, "Reasons, Actions and Causes", Journal of
Philosophy, 1963,

Dodwell, P.C., Causes of Behaviour and Explanation in Psychology”
Mind, 196C, Vol,.69,

Feinl, He, The 'Mental' and the 'Physicalt!, Minnesta studies in
the Phihosophy of Science, University of Minnesota
Press, 1958,




Fodor, J.A., Psychological Explapation— An Introduction to the
Philosophy of Psycholoqy, New York, 1968,

Geach, Peter, Mental Acts, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1957,

Glover, Jonathan (ed,.), The Philosophy of Mind, Oxford University
Press ’ 1 076

Goodman, N,, Fact, Fiction and forecast, 1954,

Griffiths, P.A,(ed,), Knowledge and Belief, Oxford University
Press, 1967,

Gustafson, D.f.(eds), Essays in Philosgphical Psychology, The
Macmillan Press lttd,, 1964,

Hamlyn, WeDe, 'Behaviour', Phifasophy, 1953.

s The Theory of Knowledge, The Mamsnillan Press Ltd,1970,

Hampshire, S,, ¥The Concept of Mind! by Gilbert Ryle", Mind, 1950,

s 'Feeling and Expression™, The Philosophy of Mind
(eds), Oxford University Press, 1976,

Hook, Sidney, Dimensions of Mind, New York Press, 1961,

Kenny, Anthony, Actidon, Emotion, and Will, Oxford University
Press, 1953,

Lessnoff, Michael, The Structure of Secial Science, A Philosophical
Introductiog, London, George Allen & Unwin Ltd,,1974,

Lewis, HJ.D,, The Elusive Minc, New York, Humanities Press,1939,
Lurie, Ye, "Inner States™, Mind, April 1979, Vol .88,

Mackie, Js+y Truth Probability and Paradox.

Malcom, Ne, "Knowledge of Other Minds", Essays in Philosophical
Psycholugy (ed.), The Marmillan Press Ltde, 1964,

Mcin Iyre, A., "Ths Antacedents of Action", British Analytical

Philosophy (ed,), Routledge & Kegan Paul,
Laondon, 1966,




Melden, I.A., Free Action, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1961,

y “Action", Essays in Philosophical Psyghology (ed.),
The Macmillan Press Ltd,, 1964,

s "WUilling", The Philosophy of Action (ed,), Oxford
University Press, 1968,

Mundle, CeW.K., "Private Language and Wittgenstein'!s Kind of
Behavicurism™, PQ 1965,

s A Critique of Analytwical Philosophy.

Ornstein, Jack, H., Yhe Mind and the Brain — A Multi Aspect
Interpretation, Martinus Niyhoff, The Hague, 1972,

Oxcar P Wood and Pitcher fed,), Ryle - A Collection of Critical
of Critical Essays, Macmillan and Co,Ltd,, London, 1971,

Pears, David, Wittgenstein, William Collins Sons and Co,lLtd,,
Glasgow, 1971,

Peters, ReSe, The Concept of Motivation, Routledge and Kegan Paul
Ltd,, 1958,

Pitcher, George, The Philosophy of Wittgenstein, Prentice-Hall of
India Pvt, Ltd,, New Delhi, 197=2,

Russell, B,, The Problems of Philosophy,

Ryan, Ala~n (ed,), The Philosophy of Social Explanation, Oxford

University Press, 13973,

Ryle, Gilbert, The Cohcept of Mind, Penguin Books Ltd., 1949,

Sayre, Kenncth, M., Consciousness ¢ A Philosophic Study of (Mind
and Machine, New York, 1969,

Shaffery, JJA., "Recent Work on Mind-Body Problem", Amcrican
Philosophical Quarterly, 1965,

Shoemaker, Sydncy, Self-Knowledgc and Self-—Identity, Cornell
University Press, 1963,




154

Skinner, B.F., Science and Human Behaviour, Macmillan Company,
New York, 1953,

Smith, A.D,, Dispositional Properties, Mind, July, 1977, Vol.B6.
Squirer, R., "Disposition, States and Causes®, Analysis, 1974.
Strawson, Pef e, Individuals, Garden City, New York and London,1959,
Sutherland, N.S5., Motives an Explanations, [Mind, 1959, Vol.f.

Teichman, Jenny, The Mind and the Soul, Routledge and Kegan Paul
Ltdey, 19744

Taylor, Charless, The Explanation of Behaviour, Routledge and Kegan
Paul Ltd., 1564,

Warnock, M., Imagination, Feber and Feber, 3 Queen Square, London,
19764

White, A,R.(ed.), The Philosophy of Action, Oxford University

Whiteley, C.H., "Behaviourism", Mind, 1961, Vol,79,

Williams and Montefdore, British Analygical Philsophy, Routledge
and Kegan Paul Ltd,, Londan, 1566,

Winch, Peter, The Idea of a Social Science and its Relatidn to
Philospphy, Routledae and Kegan Paul Ltd, Humanities
Press, 1958,

Wittgenstein, L., Philosophical Investigation, Basil and Blackwell
Ltd,, 1958.

Wright, Vone, Explanation and Understanding, London, Routlddge
and Kegan Paul Ltd,, 1971,




by |

oy

e

0w oamm wren omed

Name

Date of Birth

Rge

Qualifications

Lad

Begum Bilkis Banu,

1st February, 1959,

26 Year,

M A" #JPhil,

Aﬂ‘a g
. e lo.-‘ﬂﬁﬁz
A
otding W9~
£210. DY..oomemmmem -

Jeanscribed W+
2

IR 2 inadl



