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It has bEen argued by numerous phllosophers of m1nd
'ttthat attempts by sc1ent1flcally orlented psychologists {]ij
”h;to explaln human behavrour by appeal to mental states A.
;founder because such endeavours are grounded upon a"'

tlogically lncoherent apprecxation of what constltutes an r

.~..

r_:aeceptable mental state explanatlon. Tﬁese phllosophers:_
claim that, whlle 1t 1s 1eglt1mate ﬁor sclentlflc.e’
psychology to speak of the causal explanatlon of move-'ﬂ
ments, lt is'a category error to proffer such | B
texplanatsons for human actlons

I undertake a crltlcal examinatlon of the

phllosopher of mlnd's chlef reasons for judg{;é//

conceptually 1ncoherent any programme whlch attempts to f

.construe mental state explanatlons in a causal manner.”lf'

. Hls most promlsing andﬁfrequently c1ted argument is the

V~cia1m that there ex1sts a'"loglcal connectlon" between'5

'fmotlves and thelr correspondlng actlons whlch dbes not'

é

"g~hold for cause and effect relatlons.~" I 1dent1fy four

T

‘.varletles oﬁ the 1og1ca} connectlonnargument and‘show'
“,hthat none constltute an effeqtlve rebuttal of a causalfj”a
fconstrual of mental state explanatlons.» More » |
ﬂparticularly, I show that contrary to the. typlcal
f7phllosophy of mind versxons of thlB argument (1) mental
‘states are properly conceived of dlspos1tlonally as low\

hforder theoretlcal entltles, (2) the 1ntentlonality

“lv__



: fffeature of mental states 1s con81stent with thelr natufal
'3>:sc13hce diSpOSlthnal construal,‘ and (3) statements
‘about. mental states as theoretlcal entlsles are often
.'analytlc, even though the states/they desxgnate are -
‘1ndeed emp1r1ca1 facts.”'A L |
The second major set ofwobjectlons ralsed by phllo—;
l;sophers of mlnd against the causallst v1ew of mental
'wr:states holds that mental states cannot be construed
‘hdlSpOSItlonally as. theoretlcal propertles, but lnstead '
h, are to be v1ewed as’ overt behaV1oral tendenc1es.
v]~Aga1nst thlS v1ew I reason that (1) conditlonal expres—*ﬁ
‘*51ons of obser?ed behavxor lendenc1es should properly 5; B
'-replaced by an eXpres51on form that des1gnates
tunobserved properties, (2) that the distlnctlon between.7
inatural sc1ence dlsp051tlons and mental states On the _Ff'
“'fsza51s of the complexlty of thelr actuallzatlons does not -~
;':bear up. under close analyszs,; and (3) the lack of
‘W~spec;f1c1ty of mental staté descrlptlons does not render‘
&ullncoherent clalms as to thelr presumed causal R -
"; explanator; lmport.:. ' S S R S
| _ In my press for a penetratlve and nondoctrlnaire
: examlnatlon of the philosophy of. mlnd renderlng of
'fvmental state explanatlons I make substant1a1 use of the di

vwrltlngs of w W. Rozeboom on the semantlcal and eplste-l@;ﬁ.

'.mologlcal ch 'cter of theoretlcal concepts.: By 80"

vd01ng I attempt to go beyond those counterarguments
vwhlch effectlvely rebut the phllosophy of mlnd pOSltiDn,;

-
1l -1




but whlch do 50 by staylng w1th1n its. tradltlonal seman--'_;

!

~ X
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CHAPTER ONE

THE SCOPE OF SCIENTIFIC PSYCHOLOGY

“BehaV1orlst Vlewp01nts }

In lts beglnnlngs Amerlcan psychology was character—:A

v

"‘1zed by an enthu51ast1c 1f unsuctessful attempt to study
'-mental states from the vantage polnt of scxentiflc or R
experlmental method : A subject 8. 1ntrospect1vely-

R grounded verbal reports were assumed to afford rellable'”

"‘ eplstemologlcal acpess to such mental states, the expll—"'* s

‘rcatlon of whlch was deemed to be psychology s prlnc1pal

"Ttask. - The subsequent dlssatlsfactlon w1th the ﬂ~'

Vo

+ ) R SR

“ev1dent1al securlty of a subject s flrst-person

’ascriptlon of mental state characterlstlcs prov1ded much

" of the 1ntellectual motlvatlon for the behav1orist
revolutlon.,-v It was J B Watson‘, who flrst argued that
vaychology ought to be construed solely as- a sc1ence of

-*'behavror.v, Introspectlve psychology s data base of

“1mmed1até experlence was to glve way to a behavroral -: h

”ldata base wh1ch assayed knowledge clalms about f ;zhh
psychology s subject matter agalnst overt organlsmlc
‘Cmovements and thelr relevant external env1ronmenta1
ﬁidetermlnants. _ Behav1oral psychologlsts to a one have‘
followed suxt-' Sklnner’/peaks of . f...»startlng w1th
f_behavior rather than 1mmediate experlence;{;;",?_wh;ley
hTolman clalms that oo psychology does not se

I

"descrlptlons and 1ntercommun1catlons concernlng




B

lmmedlate experlence per se e [But/ rather, the ,'

' objectlvely stateable laws and processes gOVernlng

'hav1our'.,;“.3 - In llke manner Hull warns that ",

observable events ,.gﬁ,4 -

The w1despread dlssatlsfactlon w1th 1ntrospect1ve

methods saw an attendant castlng out of mental states.ta

;». »

from the provxnce of sc1ent1frc psychology by v1rtually{

all behav1orlsts. : Indeed Sklnner regards himself a

':ﬁi_ rad1ca1 behav1orlst by v1rtue of eschew;ng anythlng
e 5

whlch 1s mental Yet desplte thlS recelved consensus R
on behav1orlst1c s data base and. the posture taken w1th7“”“

regard to mental states, that movement has neverthelessvh

occasxoned much controversy over its 1eg1t1mate S Ject_igw

\

matter‘ Sklnner, hlmself a’ long standlng exponent of

radlcal emplrlclsm, clalms that psﬂfhology s . sclentlflcfh

method " Lf ls p051t1v18t1c.’ It conflnes 1tself th;
descrlptlon rather than ©x: lanatlon.._~It5nconcepts;are
;;u,deflned in terms of lmmedlate\observatlons.hs ;:By'
“refuslng to admlt theoret1cal entltles Skinner restrlcts

psychology s subject matter to 1ts data base.y

': But for some con81derable time now, the restrictlve..'

-emplrlclsm of early—day behavxorism has been yleldlng t
‘ a more liberal v1ew of psychology s Sub]eCt matter.

The writlngs of Tolman, Hull and Spence, for example,

L1

all exhlblt well a willlngness to 1ntroduce theoretlcal

7 R

S




V?response covarlatlons. Hull exempllfles the sympath;es-jh7

v.zjof all three behav1or theorlsts when he clalms that "';l!iﬂ

'.”]*q : _1nterven1ng varlables Ceee represent entltles or

»processes wh1ch, 1f ex1stent, would account for certaln

y;events in the observable molar world..8f3, "T¢KFT'V;¥
h'? CT T o e,

.{;. B A Philosophlc Clalm

To be sure, pos1t1v1st1c behavi&gismjs focus upon
#
what can be observed has exerted an undenlably helpful

g75c1ence.v- But that movement and the less restrlctlve

; behavior”theoretlc v1ewp01nt whlch grew lnexorably from
. o N

‘flt, have by OmLSSlonL placed*ps chology inga. p031tion
f.where it has lost v1rtually allﬁhppreclatzzn of the
:;loglc of mental concepts.'} Whmle present—day psychology
. ~V'has scarcely begun to seek out the detalled worklngs of

~.cognlzant organlsms, and furthermore,<wh1le 1t has much

°

Y

to learn in order that lt do so successfully, there have

Lo N

been frequent lndlcatlons w1th1n certaln phllosophlcal

quarters that sc1ent1f1c psychology s slowly increa31ég

y» i
pigareparedness to readmlt mental states as legitlmate

A

f'present or anticxpated lack of technlcal ré%ources, but
<‘because such a programme is grounded upon a gglcally

N

: 1ncoherent appreclatzon of what counts as an acceptable

., : "2

A *s?“

‘ﬂjexﬂlanatory constructs to" account for observed stlmulus-iv‘

_hlnfluence upon the development of psychology as a li?,v\‘tfvl‘

ﬁsubject matter is doomed to fallure - not because of a ;f~a:

‘ffmental state explanatlon. This view holds that it 13 5:j31u B
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A

common chscourse, *d not sc.lentli:l.c explaﬂatlon that \
"»1adequate1y endowg us w1th suj%lclent conceptual ’}Aﬁ o f;ff
'resources for a proper const 1 of such motrve ;;1 t;ilz' ;t~!_;

explanatlons- o };}' 1 _ﬂ;f’(;f_ an

Phllosophers who take this approach are varlously 'b'fgst,?
] ﬁdenoted as mentallsts, phllosodgers‘of mlnd, phlloso- fh o
- ‘e .

'*f hlcal psychologlsts, or antl-determlnlsts, and 1nclude'5f

”'msfch people as Gllbert Ryle, D W. Hamlyn, R S Peters,atf

A 'A; Melden and Rlchard ‘I'aylor.:' Generally Speaklng,

‘lthese ordlnary-language phllosophers follow he lead of

i

:,f;.;[the later Wlttgensteln when they'clalm that whlle 1t 1s‘_af““

r'*flegltlmate for sc1ent1f1c psydholo '*-o Speak o the

',causal e;planatlon of mOVeménts, 1t rs a category error o

; to proffer such explanatlons when the exPlanantla are ‘
i.ija.ﬂhuman actlons.'f The follow1ng representatlve quotatlons
| 'speak to the category error lnvolved. j:’ i”xf~”=urfjbf._cff°' :
' ”'Mouements ﬂ{ cannotv... be a suffrcxent expiama\ uf‘glj
h_tlon of actlons 1n causal terms because, as POpper

A
‘ has put it there ls a. loglcal gulf between nature

RN

.~,':,j<"and conventlon.g_. ”~""”7712'5“'fi'.” f' .*
P R e T s T R

Kt“The set of concepts in terms of Whlch [explanatlons a

f?of behav;or/ are naturally given 1s radically | ‘~.’--51L
i}'dlfferent from that in terms of whlch bodlly 'sfif'l,njii}
'movements are to be explained 10 lf, .. f¥~ﬁ~f,- R

e LR T o L e e

S,



7;.Men, unllke machlnes, sometlmes have reasons,"’
o L Q. R S R
X trlflrng or momentous, for some of the thlngs they
;vdo, and thls distrﬁgurshes them at the very outset

f ﬁ;aas purposefui belngs.;f For reasons are not causes,ﬁ;fﬂ &
‘- o s y 5 o "._v\_'z.:...
F0 gf_f'and cannot be construed as causes w1thout the most o

| "b;?v1olent dlstortlon pf ooth COnBepts.;l " .'gf'f.ijQﬁgf' ',€5
A e T 4

. N LT R
; . 5 R U : g dT L
s e T e T
v S : ) oo / S -;‘9,‘ ) NP A

ff\fThe phllosophy of mind clalm that "reasons cannot T

b . LR o

A be causes" has been argued for 1n a varlety of ways.
The most promrslng and. frequently c1ted argument -‘oqp#z

whlch has been strongly attacked 1n the-recent phlloso-tsﬁméf'ftf”

-

phlcal 11terature - is the clarm that there ex1sts a: ,“c'Q.'Li
“"10g1ca1 connectlon between motlves and their

correspondrng actlons Whlch does not hold for éause&k .f(ii;'

and effect relatlons. Melden, for gxample,‘v1gorou31y
AT

argues that a causal eXplanation of an- event rs glven'm
R B T A W

by referrlng to the condltlons Which are respon51ble*':1‘j" sfo

for- brrngrqg that event to pass.f_ Such an, explanatlon R

does not 1dent1fy or characterrze e event to be ; S
.‘explalned,lfon‘thls 1nformatlon ls known prror to the;- -

Lo

vproffered explanatlon. '::. However, mot;ves do-. further

i Lcharacterize the attlons they are 1nvoked tp efplarn;Ql

l‘fthe 1ndiv;duation of a motlve requlres”of us thgt‘we'fJ"

J:I

»d.idescribe it as a motive for such and suchvan action;' :f : :
‘Vhence. 1t is a se<:econtrad1ctron to suppose that the\lf.'fy'hf.f

’vyfmotlve for a parti ular actlon\is a cause of that .f;;; R




N

rf‘:as conceptually 1ncoherent any programme whlch attempts

- to construe mental state explanaflons in a cagsal

A second aﬁd common argument agalnst a causal 4
. construal of mental state explanatlons ue to Ryle.

In. hlS 1nfluent1al book, The concept [o] mlnd, Ryle claa,ms L

that ".. to explaln an actlon as done from a sﬁécrfled

motlve or 1nc11natlon 1s not t% descrlbe the actlon as
. . o
the effect of a: specxfled cause.‘_ Motlves are not

happenlngs and are not, therefore, of the rJ.ght type to '
be causes.,_l3 Phllosophers of mlnd srnce Ryle have

(4

1dely argued tha>’mot1ve expres51ons are dlspos1tional
| ‘in the sense that they do }ﬁt deSLgnate real propertles

at all, but lnstead functlon as'. “1nference tlckets
whlch leg1t1mate 1nferences from one factual statement
to another-' however, Sane an- 1mportant class of causal

' statements are customarlly thought to de51gnate genulne

‘exlstent propertles, 1t is.a logxcal error to c1te

o

motlves as causes.

"loglcal connectlon" argument,'and the.clalm
. . o
Jthat "dlSpOSltlonS cannot be occurrent" appear then to

be the phllosopher of mlnd S chlef ‘reasons for judglng f S

tmanner.lfuj‘Desp;te?the frequency w1th whlch the 10g1ca1
o 7o A
.cOnneCtion argument has been sm -Led{rlt nevertheless

remalns obscure. It will, th-‘“fore, be the chlef

purpose*of thlS paper to assess the Joglcal force of

>

"jthls argument. Hereln I shari argue that, whllej

';‘phllosophers of mlnd .are correct in clalmlng that mental

: : . : : : Vo .u/ . -
. o S ) ; L . . . .
} . : ) .o | .
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states generally exhlblt an 1ntentlona11ty feature,‘therr

perSLStent e{forts to prov1de a cpntra-natural sc1ence

expllcatlon of such statesils i11- founded.ls ' Whlle a

¥

number bf phllosophers ‘of sc1ence have been able to

effectively rebut those. phllosophy of mind arguments s
¢
that speak agalnst a ¢ausallst v1ew of mental state _

explanatlons,(thelr rebuftals have 1ssued from the Very

) metaphllosophlcal conflnes establlshed by the

phllosophers of mind themselves. Thus, thpse B

S

cr1tic13ms that issue. from a’ phllosophy of sc1ence

perspectlve ‘have: customarlly grounded thelr couﬁter—‘ :
: L

arguments on the trad1t10nal semant1cal and eplstemo—
loglcal concepts employed by the phllosopher of mlnd 3: : ig.nd
To 1llustrate, one‘%emant1c—eplstemologlcal concern that - “
the loglcal connectlon argument forces ‘us to confront 1s_'
the analytlc/synthetlc dlStlnCthn. Whlle endorsxng a .
recently emergent view that thls dlstlnctlon is more

properly t ought . of as one of degree rather than klnd,

phllOSOpﬁy of sc1ence crltlcs, such as Alston and

‘Fodor,16 nave nevertheless contlnued £o challenge the

phllosophy of mlnd v1ewpoint from the famlllar conflnes -

offered by a dichotomous renderlng of the dlstlnctlon.

’

Inasmuch as the phllOSOphy of mlnd analyses rest on a

commltment to a’ hard and fast analytlc/synthetlc" o4

- dlstlnctlon, the phllosopher of sc1ence has. been able to

effectlvely rebut these analyses without challenglng the :

metaphllosophical presuppositlon of a sharp analytlc/

L Ge



synthetlc d1v1de.' NevertheleSS, the‘press'for

”:,_fundamental penetratlon ‘on the’ 1ssues that arlse from

;con51deratlon ‘of mental state explanatlons requlres the
fskllful exp101tatlon of the most advanced resources

rﬁcontemporary phllosophy can glve us, however much more.:
‘difficult. thls makes our ‘task. In thlS regard i propose'{

'to make substant1a1 ‘use £ thle wrltlngs of W W Rozeboom -

‘ z

‘on the semantlcal and eplstemologlcal character of“
ﬂ
theoretlcal concepts, in- the hope that I can advance a

' nondoctrlnalre examlnatlon‘of the loglcal connection
argument. ) More gartlcularly I shall show that contrary
E to the. typlcal phllosophy of mlnd renderlng of this
-argument (l) mental states are properly concelved of as
'dlsp051t10nal, i, e., 1ow order theoretlcal entltles,

(2) the 1ntentlona11ty feature of mental states is;;/h'
_cons1stent w1th theix natural sc1ence d15p031tlonal
';construal and (3) statemenZS about mental states as-:’
:theoretlcal ‘entities ‘are often analytlc, even though the

mental states they desxgnate‘are 1ndked emp1r1cal facts.

Furthermore /éoncern for the semantlc character and

N
¢

"eplstemlc/brlglns of. mEhtal state concepts will brlng us ;.
naturally to a. con51deratlon of the phllosophy of mind
:clalm thCh holds/that dlsp051tlonal 1nterpretatlons of
tmental state ascrlptlons are properly construed as non—.(
“exlstent propertles.' fi§' d "1 - '.i "v-; flk

For the pucposes of the present dlscussion I shall

for the most part restrlct my examfhatipn of the loglcal
: _ ‘ « P :
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connectlon argument to ‘the wrltlngs of A I. Melden.

more than any other ph11050pher of mlnd has

: spoken most f efully and 1n greatest detall on - thls

partlcular argumeq% " Whlle his Free actlon has been o

\

| endorsed by an earller influentlal wrlter, R &r

djL Peters,l7 and 1nf1uenced the*recent 1mportant contrlbu-'

’

tion- by. Richard Taylor,18 Melden has, unlxke them,;

brleflgyattempted to counter the objectlons ralsed by

“ . the opponents of the phllosophy of mind p051t10n.- It

is for these reasons that I have chosen. Melﬁen s

‘_wrltlngs to represent;the phllosophy of mlnd v1ewP01nt.
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| CHAPTER TWO -
LOGICAL commc'rxou as REDESCRIPTION o

‘_Conceptaal and Ontologlcaﬁ Clarms

It has been argued by\phlloaophers of mlnd 1n

‘ L e

-ygeneral that mental state’ explanataons cannot be glvem>a'?g"

natural sc1ence lntenpretatlon.' For Melden 1n ) _?vs‘
partlcular, thls is not to deny that human actions can
be explalned in a. famlllar and. common sense way by c1t1ng
'motlves, de51res, reasons and the llke..t It 1s to deny,.
’ however, that such actlons can be. causally explalned.

"But as ‘Melden hlmself warns us heYre 1s llttle p01nt to -

r'thls clalm unless we: haVe precrsely spe01f1ed that sense

. in whlch the cruc1a1 term ' cause ‘1s employed. ' In hlS

own words it is the Humean v1ew of causallty that does
not properly flgure 1n actlon eXplanatlons.‘ Now 1t may
'ﬁwell be objected - and Justly, I thlnk that Hume s _
vfreductlonist, regular-succe551on conceptlon of .
"causallty 1s a decidedly anthuated p051t10n to ascrlbe

to contemporary emp1r1c1st natural sc1ence. However,'

nthroughout hlS Free actf%n Melden speaks of a Humean-

_cause as an- 1nternal 1mpres\aon { and thls would appear j

to go beyond the p081tiv1st1c conflnes of Hume s
h’ipredominant theory of causatron, in that g__ internal g
ulmpression one. could not observe a cause in conjunctlon
: with 1ts presumed effect. However, it should be made

~'c1ear that for Melden f}{g it matters not whether or,po

o9t

Y



u*]natural sciences,- all that is 1dportant here 1s the

~one. another. . H]f ;'fﬂ'. }

we accept as adequate Hume s account of causation in the

\ e -
which are. causally relat a are logically independent of
1 v : v .

On the strength of thlS quotation, then, 1t would

4appear that so long as ‘a natural sc1ence 1nterpretation

co

N
of causation satisfies the "logical 1ndependence

'.criterion, it cannot figure 1n a causal explanation of

'human action. For, as we saw briefly in chapter one, '

Lo

Melden takes motive and action to be "logically

'.q“connected", the one to the other. : But here tOO'key

terms like 'logical iﬁaependence "'logical dependence'

~ and '1oglcal connection are in dire need of detailed

“‘fl>

explication, if we are toeadequately assess the cogency

fof the logical connection argument. : I shall attempt

fto show that Melden employs such cruc1al terminology in -
Ca dec1ded1y ambiguous manner, and that his arguments _f'v

- A
‘ that make use of such terms, whatever the latter s

(

-

anings, do not support the charge of conceptual

’

,'1ncoherence that he levels against causal 1nterpretations

. of mental state explanations.

’

In the quotation above we note that*Melden speaks v

“fof causally related natural events being logically

”“‘pindependent of one another. i While of 1ate there has

0.

'shall for present purposes foresake pretense at technical

.{»

_"

U a

- been some effort to elucidate the ooncept of event' we SRR

‘recognition insasted up:n by Hume that the natural events B

;S'f_u



"-ﬁloglcally dependent. For, the 1atter are 1ogica1

:;,vrrgor and regard events_fs occurrences, or a's ec1es of

fa:factsihor SPatlo—tempOrally bounded partleulars\ Névff;.'

s AN S
 one’ may reasonably ask here whether lt makes good sense L

1

to speak of events belng loglcally 1ndependent, or

“relatlons which are more;groperly thought to hold between

5prop031tions (meanlngs) or derlvatlvely, sentences ;

e T

' _(meanlng vehlcles), and cannot truly be predrcated of
extra-llnguistic eve&ts thémselves (except 1n the"

‘extended sense that prop051tions that desrgnate these

éextra—llnguistlc events are loglcally relateﬂ) Thusf

- whlle it lS strlctly lncorrect to speak of loglcal _

'relations holdlng between events, 1t makes good sense‘to
;'speak of loglcal relatlons holdlng between propositlons
,(roughly, sentences, statements, expressions) Wthh are
"suabout events, _ Now this semantlcal relatlon of aboutness
‘appears to be predlcated on the dlstlnctlon between'the
:Q} 1ng and reference of an expre551on., Ever ‘since . the
1'pioneer1ng work of Frege, philOSOpheIS of language have
consrstently insisted that the meaning of an expresslon_

u

7“:15 not the same as its re£erent. On Frege s own: well-'
riknown example, 'The mornlng star and 'Thefevenrng)starﬁzh‘

vexpress dlfferent meanlngs although they“are ahoutjthe‘”
same referent’- that lS, Venus. f Whlle phllosophers of

-language have dlffered amongst themselves over the _i“jfx'

“‘sdetails of this formulatlon, there is a fair consensus

wfofgoprnlon thatvekpressions'convey meanings which are

.'!



:,about, desxgnate, ‘or- refer to entltles. , On thls'V1ew
it 1s the meanlngs themselves, and not the symbols whlch
_t express those meanlngs, that most dlrectly designate
o ,[thelr referents.‘_ R -
It ls largely as a result of confusxng meanlng and
"jreference that phllosophers of mlnd have rlghtly been
icr1t1c12ed for d01ng scant justlce to the dxstlnctlon f”
:}between ontologlcal and conceptual clalms. _ With f
respect to Melden s abOVe quotatlon on causal events, 1t
‘z :;':7bls 1mportant.to be clear about whether.lt is 1ntended

1iterally as an ontologlcal clalm, or. as a conceptual

;V:iiﬂ 1c1a1m, orﬁwhether Melden has in fact Sllpped 1nadvert— @

s

m- talklng about a concept of causally related
'"events 1nto talk of the events themselves (ox- from the~
'j /t;;, events to thelr conceptlons thereof) The follow1ng
o excerpts, whlle about motlves and actlons, clearly
fsuggest that Melden conflates conceptual “affd ontologlcal

'._'clalms. ,;A"

there is. a loglcal connection between the
| concept of a motlve and that of ‘an actlon cee TE
remalns therefore to exhlblt the &oglcal ;v_nz<§;
f*connectlon between motives and actlon soe -
o | . | _ Y
n‘;:,.. ‘the connectlon between [motlves,‘desires7'and:
'actlon 18 e’ a loq1ca1 connection, not causal

. It is 1mpossib1e to grasp the concepts of motive



andadesire independentlny§ ﬁﬁé‘conceptaof an

Be this as 1t may, we can I thlnk, be qulte

‘confldent in treatlng Melden s loglcal connection

i‘fent as a clalm about our (common sense) conceptlon
f‘oficauses, motlves, actlons, etc., and not about the

| .nature of the entltles so desrgnated . For,,on Melden s
own v1ew, “Our buSLness as phllosophers 1s ..Q to
analyze concepts, not-to- make quas1-emp1r1cal
'dlSCOVerleS of events and thelr propertles. '-It 1sﬂf§§
he says; a fatal blunder [to7 R convert ves- @
i"questron about meanang rnto an’ extremely questlonable
JVLew about matters of psychologlcal occurrence-...f5"

B Thus, Melden s formulatlons can, on paln of hlS_

_ prescrlptlon of the phllosopher s role, be v1ewed as, Q’,

x,}falllng on the conceptual slde of the conceptual/onto—

loglcal lelde. We may w1th Justiflcatlon dlsmlss hls
.,tendency to take ordlnary language locutlons as hav1ng
'1mport for the way thelr referents are 1n and of

: themselves..'

v

o Mental State Explanathggﬁ Redescrlptlon R

Melden s claim that there lS a logical connectlon
‘&tlbetween our concepts,pf motive and action follows from
hlB bellef that mot1Ve explanations, unllke their causal'

' counterparts, redescrlbe or further charactérize the_.{'

‘-

hae!

oo
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e

. 'c‘n“ o

aactlons they are thought to’ explaln. A motlve is salda;

to be a motlve for some actlon-- 1t tells us what thet

'.,actlon lS. A causal explanatlon, on the other hand,

' vdoes not serve to further characterlze the explalned

.event, for we know what.that event 1s prlor to the SR

S

faexplanatlon glven. ‘ In hlS own words Melden clalms ,,,_'t

;thls supp051tlon [that/ the mot1Ve for the actlon is the A

-_cause ef the actlon see is self contradlctory._ AS - the .

,'alleged cause of the actlon, 1t cannot serve further to .

"tells us what in fact the person was douxg..6

'the agent ) motlve is a motlve to do somethlngﬁyhich is
“_'carrled out sxmultaneously w1th the ‘action. that }s belng
Qexplalned.‘ Melden 8 oft-used example here is where a

e drlver s 1ntentlon to s;gnal a turn explalns the:"

_characterlze the action. As motlve it must - for it

_that only 1n partlcular c1rcumst:

_drlver s ralslng his arm | Here the agentﬁs raising U 05

TQ}S argument has, I belleve, been rLghtly g‘

: !.I

"h crit1c12ed on two counts.- Flrst, as’ both Davrﬁson and

'\;

i

'Fodor have noted,7 effects are frequently re%aﬁcrlbed or
‘further characterlzed in terms of thelr caudgs - on’ q.f

'Dav1dson -} example, "We could redescrlheb is event [of .‘f~fj;

.b

*someone belng 1n3ured/ 'in terms of ‘a c ‘e' by saylng»

he was burned LI and there appear§§‘

she no argument on ."

The second argument, presented b ;ton, p01nts out.
'?does ‘the motlve'z'L'

mmfﬂMCMmuuuewewmtsmum,mmw,mm

e
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. hlS arm 1s 51multaneous w1th hlS actlon of SLgnalllng a

i

? vturn. But- as Alston observes, there are many ») ST

1nstances where an actlon 1s explalned by a motlve tolf7
'ido somethlng qulte'dlfferent. o Thus, one: might well
explarn signalllng a turn by declarlng an lntentlon to
',take my car to the garage, or one may explaln hls study
‘ behaV1or 1n terms of a deslre to” please one s parents,
and so on, the examples are numerous. ) Wlthuthese'
_lllustratlons the proffered explanatlon does not more'
'fully characterize the action, nor does 1t clearly
Spéley for us what actlon ‘the person was dorng.r,f
Whlle these counter—arguments appear conv1nc1ng,,:1
they are so only 1n as much as they operaté from\the
:i conflnes of Melden s own argument paradlgm, whereln 1t
A,fls consr&ered correct to regard both movements and
'-vactlons as events to be explalned, each 1n thelr own
appropﬁ1ate way.‘A The quotatlons from Melden, Peters‘

'land Rlchard Taylor, presented in the openlng chapter,

-that causal psychologlcal explanatlons can account, not
‘for . human actions, but only for bod11y motrons -or R

fmovemengs,- and 1t is a thesis that Melden frequently

a asserts throughout hrs Free action,‘ there Melden argues

»

that to aéghme a. motive explanatlon can be adequ‘tely

“”’ngcaptured bY depicting the motrve as a Humean cause of a f

'-bodrly movement 18 ‘an error' f“,.,‘it 1s imposslble to

ffdeflne the actlon of ralslng the arm in terms of bodxly

S T

e

RS

‘V“fiamply 1llustrate the wldespread philosophy of mind’ clalm f
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511 :or performable by the agent.,,

‘,\.

movement plus motive, Since the alleged motive .es has ;»

, -

N
_~/

I contend that Melden is mistaken in his claim thatrff

movements cannot-properly be thought‘of as the

B

explanantia of motive explanations._' I shall endeavour

‘.to show that a careful examination reveals action"to _j}‘”

)

3jbefa ory-laden concept containing, if you 1ike, the

: notions of both motive and bodlly movement, and that

we can, in contradistinction to Melden, go on’ and

“
R G :

legitimately speak of motives further characteriZing

" the bodily movements to which they give rise.'uln

Now the motive—p}us-movement-equals-action ‘

formulation is quite naturally obtained by regarding the,f:“”
: A _
mOtlve/bodlly movement distinction as’ an instance ef the

general metascientific theoretical/observational lelde.l

Ry

Indeed Melden 8 error With regard to this formulation

may be seen to result from affording insuffiCient
attention to the methodological Significance of the
theoretical/observational contrast.w:- _ -
Recently, however, the tenability of this meta-f
theoretical distinction has been called into question.np
On the one hand.there has developed a consensus of ‘ |
opinion protesting that a hard and fast observational/

\,

theoretical dichotomy must give way to a more lffpgf*

PR

o to'Be ﬁnderstood as the motive for some action peﬂformediF

:y Wlth the motive/bodily movement distinction sustained,_‘

J. scientifically realistic distinction of degree rather jf';.c

o ;\:é



-lﬂ';Viewp01nt,11 as’ ROzebodm has called 1t,.which asserts
l-that prima facxe observation terms are revealed upon
h;closef inspection to be: infused w1th the theoretical
bjlcommitments of the system in ghich they partake, tnd

»lthus cannot, as empirical realism would have 1t,

istatements are never entirely free from theoretical 1:7@5n1

-vahouse some inference - that facﬂ does not provxde 'vfﬁ .

“ilff;dilit d__fuéf»ff'fﬁff~}f{7:7rfl€,§,}”7ﬁfﬂf_~;?ft

io'

than kind. g Even more remarkable though in this regard

i

has been the new historLOgraphic,, or omnitheoretic

%3 e L

l\*\\gx"xbﬂu
rve N oo

',”_’as eVidence for that. system s theoretical claims. . But, T

7”wh11e 1t must be admitted that SCiéntific obServation—»ei"

.overtones - even our most immediate perceptual concepts f;‘du;

- ¢ . o ‘.; .

liwarrant for the . omnithefretic claim %hat the observa-‘
Ivditional/theoretical distlnction lS methodologically |

‘-in91gn1ficant..” For 'as Roieboom notes,‘_‘);f"

Wt
‘a
iRy

eee to allege that no s:.dnificant difference exists
L Ll ‘. . . E
-jbetween observation and theory vee [157 a ret o- S

’grade mystique which has lost intellectual cpntact

ljﬁ:JdWith the actu#l dOing of science.‘ As: anyone Wﬁ%

2 has ever engaged.igwyerious research is acutely

‘1aware, the distinction between facts of which we.'x
vi;gare most certain - 1 e.,data - and the inf rences , |
ﬂi'which we. attempt to. draw from themwis of tmost Tf\%;,iV
'idf;methodological importance, and a goodly proportioaﬂ;
';;#of the techntcal aspects of "scientific method“
7;1f have,been deweloped precisely to keep the |

‘\"< . A "

Lo - . . L - . -~ v o -



o agv:;_:;;%;i::;fg]f‘«'*u

'Lf\%“ perceptual bellefs w1th whlch sclentific 1nferences

begln as sharply distlngulshed fromdthe conclu51ons
7 to whlch they lead as humanly possible.jT»Even 1f ‘
| none of our observatlonal concepts, sc1ent1f1c or ;;7
.‘ otherw1$e, are altogether free of theoretlcal |
"“eh overtones, 1t does not follow that they prejudge |
the verldlcallty of gzggx theory to whlch they are ;1
’:il ev1dencew1se relevant, and 1t 1s 51mply not,true, i
even 1n ordlnary llfe much less in tephnlcal

. science, that we ! canigever percelve and descrlbe

*'~—an event w1thout commlttlng ourselves to one or | d[ , ;FTT
, another of rlval theoretzcal lnterpretatlons of e

Granted the methodoloqxcal 51gn1ficance of a-.
7,‘,'.
: relat;ve theoretlcal/observatlonal dlstinctlon, we may _
P o«

-_fROW'usefully formulé@% our action"concept after the
' ﬂmnner of - Rozeboom s analysls of the concept of | o
:l'behav1pr ‘ﬂ In OppOSltion to the popular v1ew that we |
ncan readlly tell by observation whether or not a i
Vhparticular organlsm is engaged ln behav1or, Rozeboomgiu
casks us to Judge as behavror of\not an actor 5. observed a}":

M

.fall to the stage..:_He suggests that, whlle we would

- llkely grant this fall behavioral status, wehwould be .

‘freluctant to do sb for the floorward movement, 1f the_fll

' ‘qactOr had been hlt to the stage w1th a ballast weight.;" p;
";uRozeboom concludes that reflection upon such examples .
| . s 'x

e M :



o L - . R ./.

shOws us,- that Y. “behav1our"'1s not rely a change 1nu1'

e - 1' ’ oY
tha spat1a1 loc1 of a 11v1ng organlsm 5 bodrly parts,
. but also requlres that the change have a, certaln speC1al
R
kmnd of underlylng cause." Thus to 1dent1fy an'77

o,

Gvganlsm s motions as behav1our 1; to make a Judgement

u\\

Ear r1cher 1n theo;etlcal commltments than anythlng /ﬂ””

| whlch could reasonably be called a p observatlonal

13 i

report " slmllarly we may note that careful

4

. ’Q:\eﬁqmlnatlon of the meanlng of/the term actlon reveals -

s .
mt to contaln not only the notlon of an’ organlsm s Q; s

oo bservable bodlly movement but ‘also the theoretlcal
clalm that such movements are due to a mental state or

R

o '*,1 mbtlve. When, for example, I say of an and1v1dual

7

S B that he 1s 31gnalling a turn, I am dblng more than
’;_ | almply reportlng my observation of the upward movement
| ot the drlver s arm, I am judglng that movement to
,"y_ .y' h tesult from the drlver hav1ng, say, an 1ntentlon to :
E slgnalua turn. Thls is 1ndeed ah 1nference, for I may

(well be qulte mlstaken, the drlver m;ght be 1ntent o

upén stretchlng a Stlff arm, barlng 1t to the sun and -

R

. N0 on.‘v Amendlng Melden s phraseology we may d&Elare, o~

‘ Ln dlrect OppOSlthn to ‘his own claim, that.aactlon does .i

<

r»'equal motive plus movement'n Now w1thout commlttlng

vurselves to the strong v1ew that we cannot have e

e eXplanatlons of actlons, we can 1n the llght of our own'a_ :

vaeclaratlon reject Melden s clalm that natural sc1ence

Iy

RS _5f “vc&uses explaln no actlons, but here it 1s for the very

Y , B . ; ] . ‘
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| :Melden s contentlon that\oijsal explanatlons, unllke'_ 2

';rf'describe the events they explain, We can legltlmately

| :1nfer that motive descrlptions do more fully

h ‘;gfgsz;asg;r But what can we say of causal explanatlons h"

_»,reason that actlons, taken under thelr propqr cOnceptu-‘ e

~allzatlon, take movements as the to—be—explgined events

]

4?Wlth the theoretlcal mental entitles constltutlng the
'(causal) explanatlons of those movéments.,liln Rylean k

~terms then, the category error cogmitted by both Melden

z

;'and hig crltlcs stems ‘frpm construlng motlves

~Qu
ki

‘necessarlly as explanatlons of actlons; , What they have

falled to reallze 1s that motlves, taken together w1th

thelr movements, are 1ndeed constltutlve of actlonsm

We are now in. a“b051tlon to pass ]udgement on ,_,'t<‘_@‘

motlve explanatlons, do not further characterlze the ”, i
°events they are invoked to. explaln.ix If we accept the -

clalm above that motlves 4o not have “to. explaln actlons, '

"_but rather can sen51bly be sald to explaln movements,.fif—\\-

then, on the grounds that motlve explanatlons do more-

_l

' fully descr:be the events to whleh they glve rlse, 1t §',
" follows that motlve explanatlons can be said to further

o characterlze movements rather than actlons. Put the

o

_ other way around, we can say that in the llght of the
,:tenablllty of the theoretlcal/observatlonal dlstzzytlon

‘one can properly speak of motlves explaining bod

9 -

movements, and since mot:l.ve explanat.rons further

<

!

%maracteraze the bodlly movements to: whlch the motlves

[}



_ on thlS score? For Melden, "Antecedently of the- causal -

‘explanation given, we know quite well what the event

g‘thereby explained lS. A causal explanation, in other

‘”words does not give us a further characterization of
1the event th!reby explained (except of course in. thev
: t iv1al sénse that it characterizes 1t ‘as an event that

‘y*tain cause) n14 ~But if an’ observer w1thholds:.

: has a_

judgemention the causal explanation of a to—be—explained

behaVioral event - an empiricret demand which is always
'-attainable, lf sometimes w1th difficulty - then ‘that
‘ event w111 be regarded by that observer as’ an observed

] odily movement. : Prior to the proffered explanation,

‘I

it ‘is solely as bodily movement that we know an event. o

a

'Now Melden does not w1sh to deny that causal explana-
tions do further characterize the events that they

explain, only that they do -] terlally. Buttto

»

*‘further describe a bodily movement by causally - ;;'f v
Y] : .
- explaining S as the effect of some event(s) is surely

ot tr1v1al for: thlS is prec1sely the co;Litive o R

Ko

’Faccomplishment that bas1c behavroral science research

’?strives ta attain. The psychologist, for example, 1s

+

‘ffnot merely interested 1n finding out that an organism
'responds in such and such a manner, he wants to
characterize that responding as a joint function of

: say , antecedent stimulus conditions and particularr~ =

r‘,..

“f-organismic states. _ To move from statements of the,foxm, ;' &

;'Y (bodily movement, responses) occurredt to 'Y occurred

— -
N ST
®



’

' 'because of X (antecedent stlmull, organlsmlc states)"

or 'Y is the effect of cause x': or 'Y 1s causally

fexplalned by X' is to lncrease substantlally our know—*""
ledge about Y : Thls I take to be a reasonable lnterpre-f

"tatlon of~the~locutlon 'A cause further characterlzes R

"the event it explalns

Melden S clalm that there 1s a: loglcal connection

hbetween ‘our concepts of motlve and . action, in that

4

LR
i motlves fur@baractenze the act:.ons to wh:.ch they

,.1then there m7y falrly be sald to be a loglcal connection.J

jls amended to hold for statements about motlves and

movements._ But if causal explanatlons further_- -

characterlze the events they'are 1nvoked to explain,

between our concepts of motlve and movement - a je
.ﬂ

-conclu51on whlch Melden expressly wants to deny.

.

n,'r_',‘

(ST

Ay

ST

’-glve rlse, makes deflnlte methodologlcal sense when 1t ;_:t‘°



L refer us to the thing desired“ 2 ‘-Itf£°1l°W$Tf9¥ him, o

sophers of mind, locutions

’ relating motives to actions and/or their objects.vpi

CHAPTER THREE

RIS FURTHER SENSES or 'LOGICAL CONNECTION'

vbOgical Connection as Ineliminable Reference *47

" In. the previous chapter we sa, that, for philo—

' the form motives ‘are

=¥moti&es for actions"suggest a ogical connection
"ﬂbetﬁeen our concepts of motive and action,‘in the sense
- that motiVes redescribe or further characterize the
1f.actions they are 1nvoked to explain.:f However, similar

h expre351ons, appearing 1n a slightly different context,.

t yet a further interpretation of the claim that

’ there.is a logical connection betWeen statements

_ Ly
Melden, for instance, writes as follows~“ "As'Humean

cause or 1nterna1 1mpre951on cee [a de81re/ must be

describable w1thout reference to anything else -“__f

B object deSired the action of getting or the action of '

trying to get the thing de51red ' but as des1re-this 1s_"”

lmpOSSlble.ﬁ Any description of the de51re involves a

logically necessary connection w1th the thing desxred.

. ,,‘.

Here Melden 1s employing‘what he takes to be the Humean ;

prescription that a cause, being a distinct existent,
.

f must be describable without reference to anything else
o= its effect, its 1ntended object, or whatever. i ”But"

.'says Melden,, no account is inteliigible that does not

B R
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’serves more fully to characterize the desires,

L ;that intend them.' Consider the fOllOWlng state_ nt-

oy

f[therefore, that ‘a deSire cannot be a Humean cause.c~‘7

Melden s claim 1n the above quotation that any

'Timean that any description of the desire must make

. tMelden at his word this 1s clearly not the case.lfVFor"'

L

;fit is entirely pOSSible to proffer a definite deserip—.”
'°tion of a desire that does not de31ghate the object of |
rfthat desire- v'The deSire o has (at t)' may legitimately'ﬁ
'Ibe taken to (incompletely) describe the fact that ° (at
) de51res object x.y This much lS obvious and has been*j:,fi,

. noted by Melden s critics.g. Yet they have not stopped

'icharacterization of a desire must make reference to" the
R object de81red. To be sure Melden himself lS not ,
',particularly exp11c1t on this point. HoweVer,“ahvif

[:plau31ble 1nterpretation ls that a reference to ob]ects

from Melden.,'"Now even lf a de51re gv entity

‘onnection w1th the thing desxred 1s taken by himse;f to -

"_aﬁY._.' 2 '

'-';description of the desire 1nvolves a- logically necessaryvj:.

;reference to ‘the object desired. 1 But if'we are to. takei*w

- to ask themselves ' y Melden w0uld want to assert that a

ort had intrinsic features of its own, these would seem s

}to be distinct from its intentionality feature,,the
'F*feature, namely, that consists in its connection Wlth
*,;:or relation to the object of desire.l4,7 Melden s claim
.f“fiis that the 1ntentionality5feature of a desire is not L

' intr1n81c but relational and this, presumably, 1s his

Sl e e T e T T



‘.j'foundatzon for the contentlon that a deslre must be

o specifled 1n terms of 1ts object.~ But 1t does not

.L;follow from the fact that a desire 1n;ends ‘an. object
"a‘that a desire must be spec1fzed 1n terms of 1ts object.-'

',j]Thrs becomes apparé"t when we consider Rozeboom s

veffortss to 1dent1fy and expllcate the components of a

ElS

- cognltlon s 1ntentrona11ty., Brlefly, Rozeboom

A}

' 5dlst1ngulshes three elements of an 1ntentlonal act.,ﬂ S

~

;y(l) a content, (2) frequently, though ndt\wi::out
An

1“exceptlon, an obJect, 'and (3) a mode..qg in entlon 's o

,contenttls 1ts meanlng, whlle the object of an lntentlon

"1s what the meanlng 1s about, that 1s, 1ts referent.“

fThe mode of ‘an intentlonal act 1s the manner 1n whlchvf”

.the content is- engaged In the schema x ¢s that E.-i

. '¢' is. a verb representlng a propdsltlonal attltude

~ or 1ntentronal mode o Howe@er, g can be instantlated _Tw

"by“numerous verbs, for there are many ways that x can
”flentertarn g, that 18, x can belleﬁe, de31re, perceive,,

doubt, remember, etc., that_g It can now be

'f,-appreciated that objects are not 1ngredients of desires

“themselves when we: consrder Rozeboom '8 . clalm that an

:1ntention 8 content is most aptly descrlbed as aboutness‘

7/

o f'potential -‘that 1s, as somethlng that would have an |
fi:object were realrty to contarn one._. Indeed recognltion .
_fof the fact that desires and the like do not always have :

objects (readily adnutted by Melden hrmself) should makei -

”;’ it clear that objects are distinct existents that



.”xoblique, precisely because we . describe this property in.
:'ﬁfterms of its test condition/test result conditional.

‘efﬂfor example,. solubility is that microstructural

27
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hcontingently relate to their dgsxres..b~As Rozeboom hasfv
:iip01nted out, ordinary language s propen81ty to"f,
‘7»characterize cognitions relationally in terms of thelr -

”objects is chiefly respon51ble for, and 1nd1cative of o "
rvan unde51rab1e conflation of the ob]ect/content divide.{.d'”

1;However, once we have drawn this distinction clearly,

]

*then 1t can be appreCiated that what most fundamentally_‘

!

"characterizes a- deSire lS not its object but 1ts

content, namely, one of its features as a psychological'

edh

attribute. If thib“&s so, then specifying de31res only

in terms of their objects is not the optimal strategy o -

to employ.,} For, ‘if deSires can . be construed diSpQSi-'“ o

lﬂ'tionally as low order theoretical attributes, as w111 '

be argued in chapter five, then on the unew of an

'.emp1r1c1st episéemology ve come to make inferences about
r'them from the observed input/output covariations to

Ufwhich they give rise.' For example, rg both everyday

life and 1n technical sc1ence we frequently attribute a'

7fsolub111ty property to sugar from the fact that 1t
- dissolves when immersed 1n water. . And our description“

-,of this dispOSitional property is. characteristi&ally:__'

. °

';property that enables sugar to dissolve when it is.

dfplaced in water,.ff Similarly we specify desires (more f

precisely. their contents) relationally in terms of thef"

o)



. occasions cause the latter.

2

uSmely not true that a déscrlptlon of a desxre must make

i;reference to. the object of that de51re, 1n order that lt

- be_mostgcompletely specified. .

&

a xﬂLoglcal Connectlon as Contextually lelted Entallment :

Melden s clarm for a conceptual or 10g1ca1 connec—

;y*

ttlon between desire and actlon (or the coucepts thereofA o

as he Qometlmes correctly puts 1t) has been 1nterpreted

A

hbyrsome'opponents-of‘the phllOSOphy of mlnd p051tlon to',L

be a relatlon of unrestrlcted loglcal entallm.ent.6

Here 1t is belleved that, for Melden, a motive

"explanatlon,’unllke a Humean or causal explanatlon,

_,holds the occurrence of a de31re to- entall or guarantee '

'-the occurrence of the correspondlng action. ']In‘
f crltlcism of Melden, Brodbeck for example, asserts

';ﬁ;,. there is no: loglcal impllcatzon between wantlng-“:

to-do-x and actually doing x oo the thought- f-d01ng-

[does not/ 1og1cally entall d01ng-x .o The mental

S act'of wantlng-to—do-x 18 one. fact.r_ D01ng-x ls qulte

e-,another and distlnct fact. The‘former might on some'

n7 fsi ‘

arly, Goldberg ';ﬂu:\



T

f.contends that ".f’ it does not follow that the occur-f

rence of [a deSLre7 entalls the occurrence ‘of [the,.;”'
vaction/ . e If I want to go to the theatre does 1t L
‘?”' 'j'.; lhfollow that I go. to the theatre? There are at least;ﬂv
| /,fhsome occa31ons when we' don t do what we. want to do.
":'If so then the entailment cannot hold."8 o .‘
L But, Melden contends that the attribution to hiSj;
_'sz_pA ',.writings of this strict sense of 'logical connection jis:'
| 'quuite Without warrant. ' Quite clearly, Melden has the
right of 1t here, for nowhere does he state in'his Free":
_ # ';; 1:action that motives must invariably occa31on the actlons
n which they are invoked to explain.L Indeed he seems to
- explicféay acknowledge that this need not be the case.-
hHe speaks, for example, of ",’ the fact that one does ,‘

9

not always do what one wants to do" d tg" the factz5' o

,_that a person wants something entails that ‘he wants to ‘

%”get it .,. despite the fact that he may do nothing cen
‘ ffto’get 1t ...»;10 Ev1dently, theK;IMelden doef makelvf..
\VFPIOVlSlon fOr the oosslbility that an agent may have a.
;deSire and yet do nothing about it, and,-moreover, such
'an acknowledgement does nothing to 1mpugn the logical
‘Tfrelatedness of motive and action. | .

| The logicalnponnection env1zag§z‘ re has been

j,fdescribed by Abelson as contextu 11 mited entailment.

o The fOllOWlng quotations from Meldeanibelson, and"' ':3‘, o %

L VRPN
SR

. ~ s




. X B . "\‘ . . 5 )
’_h*even.thouéh‘one[may[not'act on ‘that pafticular wants

nf

. :‘;_‘ .
Is 1t wantlng 1n any sense 1n which we are famlllar
t’, ‘:'Wlth thls term 1f one wants but, even glven the ;~‘

normal c1rcumstances in whlch wants are manifested

'-ﬂln deeds, one. does nothlng at all? . The supp051-:f'

'tlon does more than pose a @dlcal change 1n the o
actual course of nature, rather, 1t presents us
uiw1th c1rcumstances in whlch our concept of a de51re

" no 1onger has any- appllcatlon.;lu

"7',The true bond, 1t seems to me, 1s that of cdntex-'

| tually llmlted entallment between motlve and act

Brlefly, the ﬁblnt goes llke thlS‘ Assume that '

' Jones wants, 1ntends, desxres, or in. some sense
3"has a motive to open a wlndow." What does thls
"entall about what he: WIll do? Well, 1t entalls

: that he w1ll open the w1ndow, but 1t does not

entail this tout court. It: entalls that he w111 35

“open the window provided that no reason arlses for e

=

h1m ;.. The prov1sos here constltute the contex- B
;tual limltation ...}on the entailment between
motive and act.- To #ay “I want to open the A
;w1ndow,‘ nothiné prevents me, and I have no rellon

or motlve not to, not even the motive of laz;ness,‘

g ;f»: but 6tlll. I won t Open the wxndow 13 senseless.

o L

','his‘not doxng so s and prov1ded nothlng prevents ff



”,What oh.earthfcotldfiimeanfby}wantfﬁgv,“ihtifﬂ‘

‘... we could not say that the intention was the :

”causal antecedent of the.behavior.\ For the two

.'are not contingently connected in the normal way..} B

'S,We are not explaining the behavior by the '1aw'

' éb
by do;ng x, for this is part of what we mean by

. A’l"".‘ .
intendlng x'; that, in. the~ab ence of 1nterfering

' factors, lt 1s followed byﬂd01ng x.,, 1 could not

be said to- 1ntend X 1f, even w1th no obstacles or

other countervailing factors, I still didn t do it.
Thus my 1ntention is not a causal antecedent of my

behavmr-_“ R S

’b.‘

c ,Y

Preparatory to: examining these quotations, 1t‘wou1d 1

g

.-seem de81rable to remind ourselves that the claxm for

F 7‘1/-'~:'

contextually limited entailment 13 best thOught of as

;conceptual rather than ontological despite frequent
"evpractiees to the contrary., Whlle, for examplg Melden

'wfis on occaSion insensitive to the conceptual/o tological

;’d1v1de ( ced there is a. conceptual 1inkage between

v"logical relation between tﬁé coﬁcepts of desire an'"”

L k5logica1 relation of concepts‘...ﬁ“»

faction)

desiring and d01ng (or, aafl have put it easewhere' PO

"14) he does speak of :..; an acknowledved

15 Similarly,

'ﬂi}-?fAbelson in the quotatlon above makes the ontological

s

other things being equal, 1ntend1ng x 1s followed 1’

31?117
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holds only under standard c,'

K '“:!

' assertion that a relation of contextually limited entail-

ment holds between motives and acts, ‘but 1n ;hvearlier

: paper he writes that we must "... distinguish between
'the unrestricted logical 1mplication that holds between~
a term and any part of. its definition (as in bachelor-d‘

'unmarried) and the’ contextua.:y'limitedeimplication that

,,ions between ‘a disp051-»'

'fbftional concept and lts operational criteria,‘lsiyirﬁusi_tv

~ } » .

“_fit would seem that we have no good reason to revoke our

,conc1u510n reached in the prev1ous chapter that a

'.HIOgical connection 1s a: relation between prop051tions

{ and not facts.

Returning directly to the argument for contextually

limited entailment, it must be hoted that,such a v1ew "‘f

oA

o accords m#%% better W1th a scientific 1nterpretation of

; jthere being exceptionless couplings of motives and

-Jnatural reg&garity statements than does the strict

-~

entailment View.-. If one can correctly conceive of .

.

4yactions only by holding the laws of psychology to- Qp
D

: strictly deterministic, then the unrestricted entailment

iew is surely wrong,'for a popular VLew even among

-; physicists speaks against a strictly deterministic V1ew

of the universe, and in. the behaVioral sciences_

'i'stochastic laws arggdefinitely the order of the day.,

| wAny scientifically viable interpretetion of the logical

packnowledge and make provision for this fact.

v_relation between ourwconcepts of motive and actxon must ﬂ;



,“v'aby thelr effects even though we take the content of that 5;1? B

' gthought to be hlghly counterfactual and thus false.«

Now the argument from contextually llmited entazl-" g

”‘qment holds that the statement '1f a person possesses a

\‘4 o

jekmotlve to perform some act1on, and there are no lnter-i;ffﬂ‘
rfferlng factors that w111 inhlb that actlon, then the

“?;motlve w1ll issue 1n action' is an acceptable deflnlens,"”'
-Ufor the term motlve",; But,‘says Melden,ﬁ@...-Hume s
,%1ndependence requlrement not only st;pulates that a

part;cular counterlnstance to anikcausal law 1s always e T
y L

_'concelvable, it also, asks us to g’: tie. JCOHCElvabllltY

w1th respect to. any causal law of such counteranstances,.’*'
-\

belng the unlversal rule."l7 Thus on thls v1ew a .

?.Humean causal 1nterpretat10n of a motlve explanatlon 1s ,*5

lncoherent"- or senseless the concept of 'motlve'

T

rm

‘no_longer has any appllcatlon. ﬂ‘"’fimv_yf”"f- gé? :jlftr\;dt”':.
| It seems to me however, that Melden s argument lsg |
.defectlve, partlcularly 1n respect of hlS lnterpretatLOn E
,iof Hume s 1ndependence requlrement. ) FlFSt the clalm f'i ;‘ 'hhf
”h:”that the unlversallty or counterlnstances to a causal ”;5h:;;
l,law 1s concexgable 1s undenxably true~‘ because thlngs o
imlght have been different from what they are, we can as

matter of - fact countenance as a meaningful proposit;on5'; .

;s§the loglcal p0531b111ty that causes are never followed

But granted that we can concelve of a world with "g:n?";Qzﬂaf
'1,effectless causes, thls posslbility does not mitigate. »
'-l;'against the clalm that motives are causes, for we can e



h_actlons,. bdgh are 1og1cally p0351§le in the sense that

'5/v1ab1e prospect as’ an emplrlcal clalm abont;reality;;

‘MGranted thls, what then is: the truth statusfof the

oy

'also 1maglne a loglcally p0351ble world 1n whlch no
'motlve was ever followed by’ %n actlon.- It does no good»

“to. argue that 1t makes sense to concelve of unlversal

o

counterlnstancesefor cause/effect regularltles, but that;

vlt is. 1ncoherent to thlnk thls way ‘about motlves and ?

'they can_be entertalned as meanlngful propositlons, but

;for whlch, on account of thelr emplrlcal 1mp1au51b111ty, s

the approprlate mode or prop051tlonal attltude is

fdlsbellef, rather than bellef What Melden .can say:

o

then is that the clalm 'a person has a motlve to' perform?

o

an actlon, but, in the absence of 1nterfer1ng factors,

6.

he does nothlng about 1t' is meanlngful but false.iu

Thdélls;fthe statement, wh1le 1ntelllglble, lsgnot~a = :

N

cla1m that Humean causes ares never followeg by theﬁr'

N
effects° Surely thlS too is . false, for wh11e we can’

]

: ‘1mag1ne the unlversallty of such a clalm, no level— -

“lis as thls statement de51”

,headed emplrlclst would w

'foccasloned by them, 'jh

- tend td~result 1n ‘the,

?to contend that the world

'ate% f It is a fact that

causes tehd to be followed byvthe effects that are‘-

as 1t is a fact that motlves

o

. ,aﬁ:x.({
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k,stochastlc feature of natural regularltles. If thls'

"rmeanlngful 1f 1t does not so de51gnate a fact.«

look at. the quotatlon from Charles Taylor above._ In-"

vconnected in the normal way. . We are noj explalnlng the
fbehavmour by'the 'law p other thlngs being equal

jlntendlng x is followed by dozng X, for thls 1s part o

W1th ‘the facts, Similarly;fa-causal~regul§rity stateég

ment becomes emplrlcally true when 1t corresponds to -

,rea11ty ' The facts ‘of the matter suggest a probabl-’

-_llstlc conceptlon of causal relatlon that captures the

_reason is: correct then the’ contextually restrlctedg

1og1cal re tlon that is thought'by Melden to

characterlze our motlve explanatlons only, does hold

valso under the causal 1nterpretatlon of motlves.“

We have seen that the fundamental confusmon of the _
¥ . -
argument from contextually 11m1ted entallment stems from_= ' T

1nsuff1c1ent attentlon to the dlstlnction between o

-~

' ;conceptual and ontologlcal statements and the
‘consequent muddllng of our cOncepts of .meanlng r
‘'truth!, and fact'~, Brlefly, my analy51s of th1sﬁ'

' argument has turned on the presupp051tlon that a state—»

ment is true if it de51gnates a fact,_but false, though :'i
18 - .

k]

' Wlth these dlstlnctlons Stlll ln mlnd, let us flnally !

_ partlcular I am concerned w1th hlS argument that ";.r

'.we~could not say that the lntentlon was the causal

antecedent of behavrour for the two:are not contlngently R »-/

_ ﬂv»

-

what we.mean by 1ntend1ng X ...1.l9° But it does not IR

N

R
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follow from the fact that because our concepts of 1nten- _
‘tlon and behav1or are loglcally related in a contex-'_k ‘ l_ o

,.Rtually lmu.ted way, the 1ntent10ns and behav1ors | SRR

themselves cannot be causally related._. Indeed I want

w2y

=

" to propose here that the contextually llmlted entallment
'v1ew is loglcally true-z 1t’"-;, is part of what we mean»‘
" by intendlng x ...f( Moreover, the law-statement

1ntend1ng Xy ceterls parlbus, is followed by d01ng x"

~would seem: to be a perfectly good non—technlcal
fcandldate for subsumptlon under a Humean conceptlon of
-causallty., But whether a causalvrenderlng'of thlS
statement\be Judged acceptable or not, it remalns qulte _:

‘,compatlble w1th attempts to establlsh 1t as an empirlcal

~ -,

;truth or falsehood for partlcular cases.» It would be
idecldedly aprlorlstlc if our ordlnary language e
hconceptlons of phenomena were allowed to go Proxy. for,
and hence preclude, efforts tQ es abllsh ‘the full |

':synthetlc 51gn1f1cance of the meagings we hold about

such phenomena.
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CHAPTER FOUR ‘

LOGICAL CONNECTION AS THE

ANALYTICITY OF MENTAL STATE EXPRESSIONS

B ST

L

| ) Independent Descrlptlon and Theoretlc Inferende:

, As a §re11m1nary to dlscu851ng the analyt101ty of

‘ mental state expre551ons, I want to protest Melden 5

oupllng of the Humean prescrlptlon that cause and

effect must be descrlbable (1n some sense of that word)

1ndependently of each other, w1th the Humean 1nterpre7"

b

tat;on of mental states ag theoretlcal (1 €. unobserved)p:'

, entltles. 1 That 13, I want now ‘to attend to thei“'

s

L 1ncon51stency noted at the outset of chapter thrﬂe that

to construe ‘a Humean cause as an znternal 1mpressxon

would appear to mark a break from the posxt1v1st1c
5 I -
strlctures oﬁ Hume s theory of causatlon”,‘ Brlefly,p

K shall argue as follqws Hume espouses ‘a - p051t1V1st1c

U

p

or reductlonlst v1ew of causatlon, and, thlS is

».:

' conslstent w1th hls eplstemologloal recommendatlon that

'

causes must be spec1f1cab1e 1ndependently of thelr
effects' furthermore, Melden is 1ust1f1ed ln attrlbu— .

tlng to Hume the v1ew that de51res are unobservables,

. however, the lndependent descrlbablllty proposal is .

51ngu1arly inapproprlate as an epistemological strategy

for theoretlcal (i e. explanatory, or ontologlcal)

: Lo . _,,.‘ 27 ;_ . .

At the outset let ;t be noted that the attrlbutlon
'«'v." e . : ‘ \

bv_ - s v }’ S e f
- SRR Coh -“”4';. -:A
. o AT TR | =
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t;“could exhaustrvgly anal

Loel

of a posrt1v1st1c cOnceptlon of causallty to Hume 1s

?"1”essent1ally uncontrovers;al Hume belleved that one

r

accounting for tﬁevsucce331on, contlgulty, and

' -
P £, v -

-constant conjunctlon of events. wo be sure, 1nference o
apwas 1nvolved but the 1nference was to llke 1nstances
o based.on past experlence, and not to unobserved

7propert1es or."occult qualltles d' Contemporary formu-

15% ;- of the Humean causal concept often capture 1ts

frposrt1v1stlc flavour by holding that a categorlcal

| ~causal/sfatement can be adequately analyzed lnto a

mlnlmal condltlonal statement whlch is- sald to be elther

aptrue or false by v1rtue of the observable propertles

fthat are. de31gnated by the antecedent and consequent of

that condltlonal or on another readlng, the

ofcondltlonal llcenses 1nferences about future cause and

‘j;effect relatlons whlch are srmllar to those regularltles
'jalready observed 1 _ Hume s causal acdount then, is
~explanatory only~1n the sense that partlculars are

“subsumed under ‘a’ unlversal generallzatlon. ”.

4

Now 1t follows from Hume 8 v1ew of causatlon, that

"nlf cause and effect are contlngently related, each is
.:descrrbable w1thout reference to the other.:fpfor.
‘_;;Melden, the. independent descrlbablllty crlterlon is the
-all important feature of a natural sclence construal of
:mental states, on a Humean 1nterpretatlon, desires, for f

=

: fexample, must be speclfied independently of the actions

yze the causal relatron simply fv-f



'tﬂf'f'f they are 1nvoked to explaln.»
e ﬂ But we note that for Melden, des:Lres, intentlons T
‘rde0151ons and so on” are to be v1ewed as theoretlcalﬂg'

';entltles under thelr Humean rendltion.'_ That thls 1s so"

[

vcan be seen 1n the follOW1ng extracts from arguments 1n

a ~‘hls Free actlon where he 1s at palns to establlsh the

#

'leproprlety of such a Humean account of de51res and the

T U iikes

o

o .
i;"

s Humean'causé or internal impression ... (a

’ deSire)dmust'befdescrihable_without.reference to. |
o anything_else-;;. T |
X ,' ' dec1d1ng cannot p0581b1y be an 1nterlor Humean

'cauSe of d01ng ...:'

,,a.} the way is open to -a rad1ca1 mlsunderstandlng
‘Iof de51res, 1ntentlons, dec1slons, etc.,‘as

1nternaT ements that can operate in some sort of

) 'mechanlsm of the mlnd.

‘(wantlng and desirlng) do not ‘mark 1nterlor events4”
that are the natural Causes’ of bodlly movements or

' actlons e o: . 2

Here it should be made qulte clear that, although

Melden s lnterpretation of the Humean account of ;ff,;f{‘gaduﬂj
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',des;res, 1ntentlons,-etc., exceeds the restrlctlons of

'Hume s posxtlvxst account of causes as observed

;{ zpropertles, 1t 1s entlrely consxstent w1th what Hume

' has to say about mental states. - In- a recent exege5153
on. Hume s theory of disposltlonal propertles, Brlcke -

'conv1nc1ngly argues that Hume 1ncon513tently subscrlbes

’A:-both to a reductlonlst and a non-reductlonlst theory.

~Hume =] reductlonlst 1nterpretat10n of dlSpOSltlonal

'propertles 1s held to stem in. large part from subjectlng

v them to a p051t1v1$t eplstemologlcal analysis 51m11ar to

.the-one he glves to causes, whereby they are ldentl-'t

oflable by dlrect observatlon, whlle thelr non— | |

.rreductlonlst construal is’ taken to follow from hls

‘commltment to a form of the pr1nc1ple of suff1c1ent n"

reason, namely, that every event ‘has a. cause and ls, 1n

theory, expllcable._ Thus, 1f a partlcular response is’ "v'j.fv
not expllcable solely in terms of the observed stlmulus |

;,condltlons, then Hume would explaln such a reSponse by _
’:postulating an underlylng dlSpOBltlonal property..,f" ) i
“Brlcke argues that for: Hume thls non-reductlonlst vlew-
1p01nt 1s appllcable to llngulstlc ablllties, tralts
*fof character, and other mental dlSpOSltionS |

S Slmllarly, in-a study of Hume s theory of mental i

\actiVLty, Wolff argues that, ln“the Treatlse, ”Hume R ny die

"soon ‘moves past thlS @#ﬁpuctlonlst) theory to a more |

g compllcated analysis of cognition, basing his account on

"a theory of mental propensitles (where a) propen81ty



. . .:* . ' ':.
‘can be descrlbed as the dlsp051tlon to develop a dlspo-
.91t10n, or. as a second-level dlSpOSltlon. 5Q

Granted that Hume does appear to conceive of mental

states -as . dlsposltlonal (theoretlcal),.aid_that*the
andependent descrlbablllty crlterlon is consxstent w1th
"(1f not a necessary condltlon for) hlS p031t1v15t1c
yconceptlon of causatlon, 1t certalnly does not follow
-'nthat thlS crlterlon is appllcable to a non—reductlonlst
or theoretlc conceptlon of mental states.-_“Indeed, an

"‘apprec1atlon of the eplstemology of dlsp081t10na1

. concepts shows that what 1s needed 1s, 1f you llke, a

f'non-reductionlst v1ew of dlsp051tloqs.

degendent descrlbablllty requirement not an 1ndependent
vdescrlbabillty requlrement. ' I propose to make thls |
'vp01nt amply clear by prov1d1ng a sketch of Rozeboom 8
'Vploneerlng work6 Whlch lS directed toward uncoverlng
‘the’ patterns of theoretlc 1nference that sc1entistsf -
':.actuallx do employ% ByureceLV1ng assent from both

-"eVeryday and sc1ent1f1c dlscourse, such trans-statlstl—' 1~y

;cal 1nference forms constltute strong testlmony for a

\
~

" In contradlstlnctlon to the w1despread bellef that
Jstatlstlcal 1nduction is all of sclentlflc 1nference, f
beozeboom is convinced that both techn1ca1 science and ‘
;everyday llfe boast fundamental forms of trans-.‘ -

- statlstlcal or theoretlc inference.,' Such 1nferences'”

vhe has called explanatoronr ontologlcal lnductlons.

lThese 1nductlons are explanatory in that they ".;.‘



'_valgorlthmlcailyé?,ansform’datum'premises'Of an appro-_

Cq“prlate klnd intd conclusions that say hy the data are’

N B SR

(o]

’,thlS way even when ‘the 1nference s 1ntu1t1ve strength

: may well approach total convxctlon .7] The algorlthmic.

' q.";

‘character of explanatory 1nductlon is con31dered

1mportant, for statements about ‘a datum pattern glve'

rlse to a conceptlon of 1ts explanatory source, as well

as— 1ts eV1dent1al justlflcatlon. (Such a view would

N

—fappear to call for a radlcal rev1sxon of the standard
= phllosophy of sc1ence clalm that there ‘is no loglc to
3f“the context of dlscovery )’g In hlS earller paper '
«QRozeboom adv1sedly called such 1nductions ontologlcal"
, '1n recognitlon of the fact that they enlarge th J

) referentlal scope of scientlflc theory, by suggestlng

2

'qonceptlons of entltles whlch have a dlStlnCt exlstence =

N S
over and above that of the data patterns they manlfest.‘*

i
f

Thus far, Rozeboom has 1dent1f1ed and partlally

b
, expllcated the nature of two " algorlthms whlch transform

: the dlStlnCthe patternlngs of naturally restrlcted data

;egularltles 1nto observable 1nd1ces of the underlylng

.'determlnants whlch lawfully yield those observed

';fregularltles. parameter conver31on Wthh works upon

ﬁbétween varlable consistenc1es,]and factorlal decomposm- 2

tlon whlch operates on withln-varlable con81stenc1es.;

;Slnce our app01nted concern 1s solely w1th the
Aevolutlon of dlsp051tlonal co?cepts we' need concern “h

o

*Ourselves only w1th parameter%converszon. “About thlsf

g AR



Al

Rozeboom writes: .~

The data patterhs'hpbn”which‘parameter cohversion o

',operates are those dealt w1th by trad1t10na1 multl-.

e

.varlate analy51s, namely, where we have a set. of
ltwo or more data varlables El’ - x whlch have :th.a_f
'-a partlcular constellatlon of vaiues for.each
1nd1v1dual in a populatlon k .« el Some of these
‘value constellatlons (1 e., cohjunctlon of | R
rpropertles) generally occur in P more frequently
1than d0‘others; ‘and we descrlbe'the pattern of - HQ;
:these co-occurrences by varlous parameters (e g.,‘-”
'f~means, varlances, correlatlon coeff1c1ents) of the Co
‘301nt dlstrlbutlon of xl,...;,‘x “in P.‘ Nowvwhen
glven dlstrlbutlonal parameter takes a partlcular o .
_value for a glven populatlon P, thls 1s loglcally
Q‘a property of P as a whole, not of the 1nd1v1dual
‘members of P ....” Yet when we . observe that
'dxfferent populatlons P (1 =.l 2, ...) of a glven
enatural kind are characterlzed by dlfferent values ;.ﬂh
of the ‘same’ dlstrlbutlonal parameter for the same |

3 -

fvarlables, we théﬂgflnd ourselves treatlng the f

' ‘value observed for thlS parameter in each P as an

estlmate of where each member of P ind1v1dualfy

. f—’;stands on an underlylng determlnant of’ that

'lnd1v1dual s posrtlon in. data space.g_



Spec1f1ca11y, 1t is 1mportant to reallze that the f'f~~jf:~~

"1nference made from an’ observed covarlatlon to 1ts f S

R a
‘underlylng source 1s 50 frequently'habltual that we are

'.Soften unCOnsc1ous of the 1nference me‘do in fact make.'

“It 1s thls very poxnt that may account for the seemlng
paradox that, although ontologlcal 1nductlon abounds 1n'
‘both 501ence and everyday llfe, it has v;rtually gone |
‘;unnotlced as. a fundamental form of sc1en§3f1c 1gference.-‘
In partlcular, as Rozeboom notes, the operatlonlst

, convxctlon that purported theoretlcal terms could be
expllcitly deflned 1n terms of observatlonal statements_ e
may well have stemmed from thls unawareness that |
generally accompanles low—order ontologlcal inductlons.;,v
It is 1mportant to reallze that ﬁhlle the 1nduct1ve
1mmed1acy of explanatory 1nference compels us to regard

”;',entltles so obtalned ‘as factual rather than theoretlcal

(hypothethal), they are nevertheless theoret1ca1

entltles ln that they .are unobserved 3 "f:. ;H ,.,Ry«,i';‘ﬁh;.n

The most typlcal instaﬁces of parameter'conver- B

L3

51on, J'apd this holds partlcularly for the behavxorai

.‘sc1ences, are those wheﬁs repeated observatlons through'

“1»; time are made on a sxngle organlsm reveallng some—¥7':"

1dlograph1cally patterned input/output covarlatlon."
parameter of stimulus/response covarlation across a 7:% S h; ;
. g
class of tlme-slices of an- organlsm X: hlstory 1s taken !
. !4'

as an index of some actual underlying hypothet1ca1

'~: entlty whlch dlsposes the~organism to respond in the way



T e

“llnput.v For example, where the stlmulus/response

3'postulated entlty may, dependlng on one 8 behavror
. .

RO

| theoretlc preferen

fvalue, and s.

dlagnose ‘the presence of the former.,f

-covarlatlon is thought to mlrror éhat is learned, the

rlously reqarded as anreflex

organlsm not only throughout the stxmulus/response

uf,covarlatlon class of t1me-slices, th rlght throughout‘
,that extendedﬁtlme perlod.‘v That ls,_state propertles
. rellably per51st independently of thelr process

fcounterparts, even though the latter are used to

Thus, 1t would seem that Melden s objectlon to“a

J,uHumean causal lnterpretatlon of desxres as theoretlcal

‘entlties will not stand up under close analysxs.v.t

“}Melden s objectlon, 1t w111 be recalled, holds that .

i under a.Humean interpretatlon" and in contradlstlnctlon

flll-suxted for 1ts eplstemological purp

Nea -
'

3

o

"gto a mot1Ve-explanation construal de51res must be
7:“ddescr1bed 1ndependent1y of thelr actions.‘ “But
o Rozeboom 8 detalllng of the eplstemology of theoretical

‘nnentlties reveals that descrlptions llnklng them to thelr

),*’§'

*nfeffects must ﬁe dependent or rglatlonab in. nature.
"Wrth hls inslstence upon the lndependent describabllity

uof cause and efféct Melden has taken 4£cr1tgrlon sov

se'that,_lf used

45

it does 1n the presence of the approprlate env1ronmenta1 -

L%

11 .



r}hrexterospectlvely—based knowledge clalms about unobserved

h

in the way he proposes, lt would have us ellminate our ’
e -r

.entltles. The 1esson phllosophers of sc1ence have TR

1‘nlearned from p051t1v13m is: that an’ eplstemology that

'rlentltles to the llmbo/of metaphysacs, and conflnes us

/

"vsolely to the study of observahles, palnts an -
4f;unnecessar11y 1mp6verlshed view of sc1ent1f1cally :
‘_reputable statements. On a (loglcal) emp1r1c1st
bfnatural sc1ence 1nterpretat10n,,desrres, motlves, and g t..vj,fu
the llke are descrlbed relataonally by cxtlng, inter y" |
';alla, the presumed causal consequences Whlch they serve'
ﬂto explaln. In thlS regard they do not dlffer from
_contra-natural sc1ence motlve explanatlons, whereln,

~ft"Melgen tells. us, specrflcatlon of the motive must make

’ reference to the actlon 1t serves to explaln.

,The Analyt1c1ty of Mental State Expre531ons

In the remalnder ‘of thls chapter I want to examlne

"a v1ew held by certaln phllosophers of mlnd that,\sxnce
a person s behav1or is frequently taken as the crlterlon‘be
'1for the ascrlptlon of" mental states to hlm, ft follows
“that there is-a "loglcal connectlon between statements--

v‘that are about both mental states and behavxor. ﬂ‘i” o

'7-shall endeavour to show that crltics of thls vrew are

A

' correct in protestlng the phllosophy of mrnd clalm*that

the logical relatlon between statements linklng'mental

[ E =



" Ioglcal connectlon are those of' Wittgenstelnlan or

°

ment as cause and effect butothat they are 1n error

.

themselves in supposzng that such statements are not

,-} "loglcally connected" 1n some sense of thls phrase.

The phllosophers of mlnd who espouse this v1ew of

loglcal behav10rlst persua51on..‘ Of Wlttgensteln

o

hlmself ‘Chihara and Fodor assert he attempted Mo 'to -

shoM that there do exlst conceptual relatlons between

o

statements about behavror and statements about mental

t,events, processes, and states 1;‘h Slmalarly, Putnam jf

clalms that contemporary loglcal behav1orlsts hold "

‘_l -

““Zt/hat there ex1$t [analyt1c7 en 1lments.between mlnde'

’ emplrlcal cla1ms abou@'cause and effect relatlons.gtthe7li'

= of statements relatlng mental events to behav1or 1s

stateménts and behav1or-statements, entallments whlch ﬁd

.-»Dl . )

“ﬁntare ndt. perhaps, analytic in. the way in whlch 'All

K]
<o

a x| ¥ .

follow (in some sense) from the meanlng of mind.

’

The logxcal behav1orlst1c clalm for the’ analytlclty

R

'f*‘jgenerally taken to precludeotheir establlshment as E

'ffollow1ng passage from RlchardﬂTaylor affords an

states and behav1or precludes thelr emplrical establlsh—

ﬁ§§ﬁ§u '; are unmarrled' is analytlc, but that never—l.'

nLo

"words@%%?f A=,h‘,f.' ';f"!hlplf g ,ij df!;m P ; 7di‘fr f_;ﬁ

_espec1ally clear lllustr&tlon of thls p01nt ‘ "If ..3 we.:hi-?

: ask, in the . case of x ....hypOthetlcal that 18‘;

‘:;:sengously proposed as an expreSSion of the relation

‘xfjbetween a cause and 1ts efféct, what mlght be the B



"‘crlterlon for dec1d1ng 1t 1s true.fwe flnd thlS crlterlon.~

/
to be the very occurrence af that event whlch is

supposed to be regarded as the effect, renderlng the
relationship embodled 1n.the hypothetlcal, not the
'_‘emplrlcally dlscoverable one of a cause to its effect,

but of a loglcal one of entallment between concepts.

Al

'7N0w opponents of thlS view that a’ loglcal relatrgn
>between concepts bars those concepts from.ever be%ng
- about causal relatlonshlps have sought to attack such ‘an
h’ant1—emp1r1c15t conclu51on, not by dlsclalmlng that 1t
is supported by 1ts premlse that loglcal relatlons_ |
. between concepts exclude thelr de51gnat1ng causal
relatlons, but rather by contestlng the truth of the.‘
d-,premise rtself' : In other words, these crltlcs havev

Vendeavoured to demollsh the apriorrsm of the'

phllosophers of mrnd by denylng that prfhcxples

vrelatlng behavrour and mental states are analytlc at all.,'

Alston, for example, objects to fhe programme of
, fashlonlng dlsp051tlonal deflnltlons in- order to'
s

.establlsh the analytlcaty of such pr1n01ples. _'He

declares ".. it is ot clear that our 1ncllnat10ns to

thlnk that there T .St be such a. tendency whenever anyone

“ wants somethlng 1s based on some featureeof the meanlng
: of "want" 'rather than oh a plau51ble theory, the truth

«stﬁ‘us of whlch cannot be settled by reference to the
| 14 .

':meanlng of terms. , And agaln,_ J}. even if such _‘f'o

tpsychologlcal terms as "motlve"_are very 51m11ar to the o

A

-

e



' ﬁ'would 1t not follow thak such analytlc pr1nc1ples could

'to the behav1our they help explaln,, annot be regarded as. U

;statements about our conceptlon of those facts at all.

: l/l' y -».”_\ _ ",d'-’ '

ordlnary terms contalned in such pr1nc1ples, 1t Stlll

: would not follow that the prlnc1ples of a Tolman—type

s;theory would themselves be analytlc.,, . Not only fl

y'be constructed, 1t seems w11dly 1mplau51ble to suppose

A “at

that they could ;;Q 1t seems 1ncred1ble ‘that \,_.f

comblnatlons &f the strengths of these factors should be”

‘analytlcally related to the performance of certaln‘

]
actlons.

Earller 1t was noted that phllOSOpherS of mlnd are

- particularly gu1lty of conflatlng conceptual and

ﬂ . :
ontologlcal clalm%\P desplte occa31onal ev1dence of an.

<

jawareness of the 1mportance ‘of the dlstlnct;on: Thus,,

desplte Melden s earller caution that it is " a'fatal- R

blunder [to/ .o convert .. @ questlon about meanlng

yanto an extremely questlonable v1ew about matters of

psychologlcal occurrence", we have w1tnessed hls

repeated)shlfting from one side of the d1v1de to. the ’,dk

)

' 5;other. ? And here,_ln the Taylor quotatlon ‘of the-r.: R

,'precedlng paragraph we seem to have a queer employment

Tk
of the dlstlnctlon, whereln statements that pr@fess on

the face of 1t to be ontologlcal are, 1t lS thought,

E

more properly recast as conceptual. / statements of f f?g

" _,gv
psychologlcal fact that purport to llnﬁ wants  as, cauSes 177

w

it B o !




. bk”

C
o

effect 1s the crlterlon for the ascrlptlon of a want our

©

hypothetlcal relatlng actual cause and effect events 1s

' really an ontologlcal statement of a relatlon betweenv

‘; exlstents.:, But it does not follow from a statement of
claimed fact that behav1or is our crlterlon for the

— s

ascrlptlon of a- want that all statements dlrectly about:°

S

" l.» cause and effect relatlons are more properly formulated'j'

"as statements about conce pts of partlcular causes and -
' effects.‘ elden s afore901ng warnlng of the danger of

transformlng a- statement about meanlng 1nto a statement'

g about psychologlcal fact is adv1ce to be heeded, even

: when the transformation proceeds the other way around

i

That lS, 1t is 31mi1arly dlsastrous to convert onto—z

logldal assertlons of@psychologlcal fact into assertlons '

~about the. meanlng gfﬁconcepts that de31gnate those facts.'

Alston surely has the rlghL of it in protestlng the

: philosophef/oﬁfmind's tendency to construe T

ontologlcal éﬁalms as belng conceptual He notes that :

undouytédly arlses in part from a commltment to thL
dogma of "llngulstlc ana1y51s whlch asserts that f'

‘.égllosophlcal questlons about the nature of phenomena

Ry

-4

° ;m;_or use of the terms whlch prlma facle are thought to

: deslgnate such phenomena.lsjl For example, ‘this would 'b
appear to be Ryle s tack when he proqeeds to conclude,;_

- that certaln psychmloglcal states are not occurrent

-

1nsufflcrbnt attentlon ‘to these two orders of dlscourseb'

effectlvely reduce solely to questlons about the meanlnq‘:

50



propertles after shOW1ng that:concepts whlch ghrportedly“'

des;gnate those states are non—occurrent or dlSpOSl—~ RIS

\

ftlonai notlons.»3 But as Alston comments, Ryle s; fi*“h-i

;_undertaklng lS essentlally mlstaken.j_ For, even if'weA
" s . o

[T
[4

‘:,concede that certélﬁ of our mental concepts are. o ;

: corractly thought of as solely dlSpOSltlanal' 1t dbésrf%::'”'

;not follow that the referents for these concepts aré'hot;V>
o, . o
*actual states or occurrences.;f It hard&y needs statlng

,.'

'Tthat,_as a. methodologlcal recommendatlon, the dogma of
idllngulstlc ana¥y51s would, lf 1mplemented have ﬁhe
: G

7f_effect of ellmlnatlng s01ent1f1c psydhology 1n favor of

'.an a Erlorl ratlonallstlc alternatlve._ For, under thls

dlrectlve we" can cancel attempts to establlsh truthful '_',5c

s-'

4ontolog1cal assertlons about the emp1r1ca1 nature of the R

'mental states 1n questlon, needlng instead only to

freflect upon the meananB of our (often mlstaken) f:_ ‘

fcphilosophers of mlnd regardlngbquest-ons of psycho-'
1oglcal fact, can our bellef in the importance of a’
iconceptual/ontologicai d1v1de be held only ‘at the '
”expense of denylng the analytlcity of pr1nc1ples?;i
'frelatlng mental states to behavior,\ as- Alston seems to'e
thlnk? h‘Whlle,a majorlty of opln;on would concur w1th‘{ﬂ
2uAlston, presumably on the grounds that statements judged;

analytlc need not, and indeed would not be Judged

\."

. iemplrlcally true a; some. 1ater date, ‘I belleve 1t would |
. S



: lbe a consensus in- the wrong. T thrnk that statements)'“

e 2l

'~11nking mental states and behav1or can rlghtly be

’ regarded as analytlc and yet be about genulne facttal o

f'ex13tents, the subsequent emplrlcal 1nvestlgatlon of

”,”as theoretlcal those sc1ent1f1c terms whlch 11e out51de \

-whlch may see the status of such claims be assessed as
fsynthetlc. ’ My argument for thls posxtlon w1ll trade
;upon the analytlc character of theoretlcal expre351ons,;
’,Rozeboom £ case for Wthh can profltably be adopted.i
Theoretlcal analyt1c1ty is a startllng semantlcal
tcconsequence Whlch stems from the eplstemologlcal V
:rcharacter of theoret1cal clalms and can perhaps be most‘
_fclearly .seen through a loglcal emp1r1c1st analysrs of

.

fsc1ent1f1c theorles. Following Rozeboom we may regard

d‘_of the sc1ence s data language, and derlvatlvely, a i

_'SClentlflC theory is tﬁken to be the conjunctlon of all ;\“

: accepted statements that contaln-g

-zfthecretlcal term, -'”Then a.sc1ent1f1c theory may be Cw

"ywrltten as a (presumably complex) sentence, 'T(r ,...,‘fff,' d\
tn) ,\1n Wthh the"riffare theoretlcal terms and the

"sententlal matrlx 'T(,...,)' contalns only terms in the:3

1observatlon language. i Accordlngly an - accepted theory
' may be regarded as an ascrlptlon of the observatlonal .

.ypredlcatev T(¢l,...,¢ )" to a set. of Otherwlse unlden-"f'
.tlfled entltles de81gnated bY the'theoretlcal terms o
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w :

zkﬁhned by the obServational predlcate T(¢l,...,¢ )'

deflnltlonal lnterpretatlon the,!fi' are held synonymous

} w1th what under thelr 1mp11c1t definltlon ls regarded

as thelr observatlon predlcate, and take as the;r

z

o referents only those entltles whlch are desrgnated by

| the observatlon predicate._' ‘But thls posrt1v1st1c move

"ls qulte unsatlsfactory." For one’ thlng the 'Tl ‘and

thelr correspondlng 'T(¢i,...,¢ )' cannot be regarded

",as synonymous for they are of dlfferent loglcal types

- 1f 'T(¢l,...,¢ )' is Eredlcated of the then ;t E
cannot be equated w1th them. , Furthermore, lf the

referents for the 'TiF must c01nc1de w1th the observa—

> tion predicate de51gnat10n, as 1t must under exp11c1t

K~ .
de@}ﬁitlon, then a theory whlch contalns_‘ri' 'is. not

permitted to extend its referentlal reach. ~>Howeﬁer,u”

‘ an 1mp11c1t deflnltlon of the."'rl overcomes both of s

o ‘_'v-,

these llmltatlons 1ncurred by the exp11c1t deflnltlon

: approach. N For, the meanlngs glven to ‘the ’Tl ;by,@

1mpllc1t deflnitlon are exhausted entlrely by the __‘i

tlate, even though the Fti‘ purport to and indeed may

desrgnate unobse<Yed entltles t . Thus for example,

es 'habit strength' (" "') to;ﬁ;.Af

state of the organlsm grows as a

refer'to;Whateye

Y

Yo T . R . S . v o . .

v

‘ -rather thgg gglrcrtly deflned by it. Under an exp1101t

R '; observatlonal predlcate 'T(¢1,,..,¢ ) whlch they 1nstan—""h



A'U," R
&‘1,‘

m the probablllty of Rvmesﬂb&ﬁlng to S"'lad
But 1f the desxgnate t—entlties we need not
'”.1nqu1re further as to whether or not 'T(Tl,...,t )'

‘the case before assertlng the truth of T(ﬁl,...,¢ )'v

ol T
for the ~Ti”'_ For 1t is in the ‘mean 1ng of the 11

Y '-‘l

_that any entltles they purport to de51gnate satlsfy
' *f'T(¢1,...,¢ )"f ~An impllc;t or theoretlcal deflnltlon"

‘of any i' is thus analytlcally true,'lf true at all,» ;

'where thlS theoretlcal analytlcity 1s condltlonal upon_-

-_.the ex1stence cla;m about the t-entltles, whlle one may‘o

A-

"7.'doubt that t~ent1t1es do in. fact exlst it makes llttle ’f

] sense ‘to. hold that the 'T actually desrgnate t-"f

' entltles and at the same tlme be unw1lllng to admlt that, N

. those entitles exhlblt ¢—propert1es.« Such a denlal 1s,

s as Rozeboom has noted akln to belng in doubt about the ;

o

marltal status of, bachelors.

Revertlng to our prevxous example, lf by the

| »theoretlcal term 'hablt-strength' we: mean 'that state of* :

- .the organlsm that grows as a functlon of relnforcement
J;;} etch then such a stateme t 1s analytlcally true.
.-cThat is, lt 1s true by deflnltlon, if it 1s true at all,*

".‘although such a deflnltlon w1ll be 1mp11c1t,_not |
;exp11c1t.‘_ If hablt strength is not as 1t is deflned
:sthen 63: proffered deflnltlon w111 81mply be false./l« 3
| It is 1mportant to reallze that our conception of hablt

‘ ,strength s relatlon to observables is analytlc, even

‘ though thls 1ntraorganlsm1c state is actually thought toyk.

’
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'L.ex1st ontlcally dlstlnct from them- tthe analyticityTo£7 .
r-thls conceptlon is entlrely compatlble w1th 1ts'$

:subsequent establlshment as a synthetlc or emplrlcal

itruth. f Furthermore, the content of an a fi?lj-‘-

n‘,‘

A statement of the type exempllfled through our hablt-

'_strength example can, where approprlate, be modlfled by .
;the counterfactual claim,that the theoretxcal entlty is
no longer to ‘be concelved as 1t was orlglnally.‘ ;That |
'1s, whlle our 1n1t1al conceptlon of the theoretlcal
ventlty stems from the obsﬂgiatlonal predlcate ascrlbed
5 to. lt, we: should not 1n51st that our conceptlon of that
:entrty need retaln 1t. Indeed as our conceptlon of ’
: the theoretical entlty evolves we. w111 want to modlfy ”2
1ts observatlonal predlcate,’ for w1th such progress our
;lnltlal stlmulus/response cowarlatlon crlterla w111 be

reflned and/or replaced by those crlterla that are more

"‘usefully dlagnostlc of the entltles to whlch they

'ftpertaln.’ The p01nt can. be put more succlnctly by
”saylng that theoret1ca1 statements, whlle analytlc, can
p81gn1fy loglcally contlngent facts, whereas the

',tradltlonal v1ew of analyt1c1ty would ﬁ%ve such

'_'statements signlfylng loglcally necessarz states of s'
viaffalrs. : g } v “ :

| —‘ Thls 1ast polnt brlngs us néturally to the questlon

vc,Vof just what can we say about the analyt1c1ty of a’ ;

theoretlcal expressxon as. 1t evolves? ' In partlcular,

_"does a theoretlcal expre331on remaln analytlc as

<



) about thei:ntlt 1t sﬁ R
= _’emplrlcﬁl teyldence 15 requl&‘ﬂ _' ‘_ re "v’i

"that a statement of form‘ A theorethalfi

lnvolved here.

. . . 4 R 7 o AU
additlonal oéier atlonﬁ crlterla e" "ch:,‘our ‘knowledge .-

,,!-.v‘\ “X% ) d ‘-As

‘Vfrespon51b1e for 1ts own observatlonal crlterlon

.

'~vsynthet1cally true? 7 ;d?boom s suggestlon is that

”}.. a sentence 5 analyt1c1ty may not be an all—or-none

,affalr, but a matter of. degree, 5urn1ng upon the extent

a and manner 1n whlch what it predlcates of 1ts subject is

a crlterlon for the referent of the subject term” 19'

‘~;If thlS is the case, then it follows that our concep-

2

tion of a theoretlcal entlty obtalned from 1ts sole -

'replaced by more approprlate crlterla, our 1n1t1a1 ,:
‘statements of that entlty may Stlll remaln mlnlmally
s»analytlc. ' The analyt1c1ty of theoretlcal expre5510ns,'

uthen, is" con81derably more sophlsticated than the.

¢

‘*tradltlonal all—or-mone analyt1c1ty of the«‘Bachelors
" are unmarried adult males paradlgmatlc examples,

_vsuggestlng that a dlfferent type of analyt1c1ty 1s

. ,:Vr',- .
o

. crlterlon w1ll 1ndeed be analytlc.. But even. “when 1t 1s o

Now in the case of a dlsp051tlonal construal of the

B

term want'* for example, we may say ‘tHat, by this térm,
,we mean 'that entlty whlch lB typlcally responsxble for
,such and such a partlcular lnput/output covarlation

" On thls view our meanlng of 'want' 1s, if. true,

- C

'analytically so; that 1s, 1t is: true by (1mpll¢lt)

LR
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'th‘pQSSibility of subsequently establishing the empirical

definition.
Granted the analyticity of such statements relatlng,ﬂ_;. 7p@f
| S

S ‘o . ; .
'vbehav1or to mental evepts, what are we to say about the_‘-

i‘or synthetlc truth of these statements in partlcular :
.1nstances? | The traditlonal and still—received view
"has it that a: statement 1s either analytlc or synthetic,.',wn
J,either 1t 1s true by v1rtue of the meaning of its '{. .f?
constltuent words, or it 1s empirically true as

ﬂ revealed by expergmental test. ;-PhllOSOphers of mind ;‘

f.almost to a one have fashloned their versxons of the ﬁa R

.loglcal connection argument on»a hard and fast

Vi

'\'analytic/synthetic distinction ‘"Thus, in- addition to

.the Taylor quotation above, we flnd Stoutland declaring .

'"If the causal theory held that we distinguish |

1ntentions 1n terms of thelr p0531b1e effects ..:rthen:u

S it would not be contingent that a given intentlon result

'1n a given event .f.";zq ' Similarly, Abelson accepts

qua alternatives Ayer s options for kn%ring what 7
psychological state a person is 1n,vv1z.. " the |

f.relation between a;state S and 1ts criterion C as either 3
' the law-like but contingent relation etween two | y.-;“’

‘ yregularly associated facts (e g. feVer and bacterial

| 1nfection), or as the analytic relation between a’

1.‘concept and . its defining properties (e qg. being ‘a
'.bachelor and being unmarrled) 2;‘J But, the philosophers

of mind are not alone in this respect. 8 We have ‘seen N



- that Alston 1s prepared to. deny the analyt1c1ty of ‘
vfstatements relatlng behavxor ho mental states 1n order
to ensure theli synthetlc 51gn1flcance. l As an opponent
: of the phllosophy of mlnd positlon Gean'prov1des a }’
':”partlcularly clear 1llustratlon of hlS thlnklng on the
"analytle/synthetlc dlstinctlon when he wrlteS'f; any

'statement of .‘a connecthn [between a person s'u

-:wantlng and d01ng7 will be, lf true, only contlngently A}:

so w22 .
L Lo _ .
However, on Rozeboom s v1ew, statements relatlng

' mental stéﬁes and hehavxor are analytlcally true, 1f .

true at all, ‘even though they are about entltles that do

,1n fact exlst. - And lt 1s of cruc1a1 1mportance for the
_purpose of the.present ana1y51s to reallze Ghat the

' analyt1c1ty of theoretlcal expre351ons proposed here ln

«,[no‘way.precludes thelr_subsequent establlshment as’

(fmplrlcal truths. Thus, our analytlc conceptlon of

J

'want" as revealed through ltS approprlate lnput/output

7.cr1terlon, may - eventually glve way to the emplrlcal
ddlscovery of knowledge about the entlty so designated
_that is far more spec1f1cally informatlve than the
relatlonal wants are those entltles responSLble for
.such and such behav1or locutlons,l If the: above fd

A account 1s essentlallycéorrect, and I thlnk 1t 1s,vthen

it shows that Alston\s strategy of remov1ng the'
T o

1‘apr10rlsm of the phllosophers of mlnd by denylng the

'analyt1c1ty of‘dlsp031tlonal deflnltlons ls somewhat too

N



severe; _ We need not be alarmed by admlttlng the

phllosopher of mlnd's Iogical behavzorist‘clalm for the}“\" ;

'tanalyt1c1ty of statements connectlng wants w;th
- behav1or, for such a- state of affalrs 18 entlrely

3g¢compat1ble w;th the emp1r1cal lnvestlgatlon of wants.'

But, 1t shOuld be obv1ous %nough, also, that thls sense.“

’

H-of 'loglcal connectlon does not constltute an

- effectlve argument agalnst a sc1ent1f1c psychology

"lntent on establlshlng causal relatlons between mental

»

stateS'and~behav1or,




wa

-

v

o tfor a causal model of human action, and, therefore, no
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, CHAPTER FIVE
AGENCY, DISPOS TIONALI‘I‘Y, AND CAUSAL EXPLANATION
BN - .. B % . ) . s

Agent and D15posxtlon

»
i

-In the lmmed}ately precedlng three chapters I have

?{*l»'attempted to unpack the amblguity of the phrase-‘

i'loglcal connectlon and show that in 1ts varfous
'fsenses, ‘the loglcal connectlon argument does not

constltute an effectlve rebuttal of a causal construal“

;vof mental state explanatlons.' It remalns, therefore,‘h.

ito consrder a second and major set of objectlons ralsed

- v;z. that mental states cannot be
‘_vconstrued_dlsposltionally as theoret1ca1 propertles but
mlnstead are to be v1ewed as overt behav1oral tendenc1es.

However, before attendlng to the spec1f1c objec-",

= ‘R’% ‘:b' ‘ ,,‘, [

A ons p se, ;t would seem approprlate to con81der the

j';ﬂ
L ?@ff%g of a\clarm made by Melden for the 1ne11minab111ty

&of reference to agbnts when talklng about mental state

': r’ ' -~
£ explanatlons.' As Melden sees lt, 1nattent10n to thls

P

-

: - : ERr AL |
»fjriess in: thy emplr1c1st Egﬁgramme of formulatlng mental

state concepts 6139051tiona1ly,;. He puts lt ln hls own'~

”;Twords as follows.

>

‘Qﬂtfar encountered.... arise~from the basxc fallure to

all bf the problems we have 50';[L‘

'_hclalm 18 the fundamental flaw 1n the standard arguments : ;f

"l;recognlze the context w1thin wireh‘alone our dlscourse f‘}':

N

. : . R ‘tl . o . g z
;. AR R P .
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g usually proposed as the “reai cause of my act, such as

-’obJect. Now when it is realized that the content or

RO o A RPN

1
\

about de51res makes sense..ﬁ}, [A/ reference to the

agent seems to be lnelrmlnable 1n our appllcation of the »ff'

z-_ term "cause to de51res' we,speak ndt of a desire'

act._ The reference to personsa- to agents - ls no -

llnguastic acc1dent but the key to the understandlng of

l

the crucial concepts of de51re, cause,eand ;.. actlon

A - R
1tself. Rlchard Taylor,.too, notes that act !j'
descraptlons“must necessarrly m&ke reference to an agent.

Of thls ‘he. says,. ,., it does seem odd that philosophers

Ishould constﬁge thlS natpral way of expre551ng the

iy
matter as really meanlng, not that I but rather some

event, process, or state not 1dentical w1th myself ,flnx;:'

should be the cause of that whlch is represented as my |
act.. It 1s plaln that,'whatever I am, I am never

1dent1cal w1th any such eVent, process, or state as 1s

.
\

3

T

some lntentlon or state of wxlling.ﬁ

BOth Melden and Taylor seem; to be suggestlng here i"

that agents, rather‘than the mental states they possess,

most dlrectly relate to the actlons they brlng about~

: more prec1sely, 1t 1s s Jects,_or partlculars, and not '

the attrlbutes they possess that 1mmediate1y relate to

Q-

“itfféiifr

'causrng an actlon, but rather of" 1t cau31ng a person to ﬁi;s'fff

thelr actlons.- But Ln chapter three We ‘saw that 1t was [“;,=

: Yo
a person s content, and not the possessor of that

L content that most dlrectly intended or signrfled an e§<'




L

"

meanlng df h cognltlon 1s the attrlbute 1tself it'can,

"readlly be apprecxated that lt is the mental state, and
'not that to whlch 1t 1s predlcated that stands most
1mmed1ately in a causal relatlon to lts actlonu'< That;

the more efficac1ous formulatlon rs to regard an’

'lnd1v1dual s attrlbutes, and ‘not’ the individual qu ua

'partlcular, to be an’ 1mmed1ate relatum in elther an oo

1aboutness or-causal relatlonshlp recelves llngulstlc
support whlch 1s apparent when we take everyday
’;tran51t1ve expreSSLOns and recast them into a more »b,;éf
: preC1se counterpart.4 : Thus, for example, the common .
1tran51t1ve 1ocut10n 'x de51res Yy 'convqgts to somazsuch
Llocutlon as 'x has a de51re for v" The former
Aexpression, like so many ordlnary language expre551ons, s
':I take to be an e111p515 {or 1ts amended equlvalent - it
makes as though the de51r1ng relatlon holds most

:dlrectly between the agent and that whlch 1s de51red,'or

;vln a cﬁusal context between the agent and the actlon

oY

fwhlch satlsfles the de51re, whlle the amended S

g

Aexpre531on 1s senfltlve to the conceptual revelatlon
.that ‘the’ agent ‘intends an object, or. act, only by v1rtue
vof hlS pOSS&SSlng that de51re. Whlle everyday speech .

"hablts are frequently, and for “their purpose, usefully

. of condensed form, it would be a gross blunder to take

'the manlfest grammar of such speech forms ‘as our sole ,
3 .

resource: for fashlonlng responslble conceptlons of human'

behavior., Such a proposal would, 1f taken Serlously,

62
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o matters 1nto thelr more detalled constructlons is a

S e

r e

"essentlally unanalyZable}— 1tgsubm1ts to analysls bnly
- as agent.r. But the cognltlve (and non—cognltlve) lnner f
“.worklngs of an organlsm are more eff1cac10usly regarded-
‘as theoretlcal entltles (mote'preclsely attrlbutes) of
that organlsm. Indeed 1t 4is’ precxsely because '
ordlnary language glosses over such v1tal’dlst1nc lons
_lthat webneed to go beyond the grossness of 1ts fo:kula—f

1t10ns. Castlng common sense tgék'about psychologlcal

-llngulstlc maneuver tHat helps place us 1n a conceptual

ip051t10n, the adoptlon of whlch would appear eSSential to

dprogness in the study of an onganlsm s characterlstlcs.
!fyI have constructed What Ilbelleve to be a more: ,3.,ﬁ
‘sens1t1ve translatlon of the condensed express1on, the
1man1fest(grammar oﬁ‘whlch suggests an entlrely dlfferent
| onceptﬁal'plcture / from that suggested by the grammaxr of'
Vfthe condcnsed v1eJ _ Even if the translatlon was not
Judged unlversally acceptable, 1t would surely be.
endorsed by some. Such dlssent would only serve to s L
relnforce the claln ‘that" grammatlcal form alone 1s not "il -
ca rellable foundatlon upon which to bulld our under- l 7;»‘f
“standlng of human behav1or. '.j o f;’;Q' | o : _W"f;‘":f;

Whlle Taylor clearly draws. the dlstlnctlon between

© . an agent and the state an - agent possesses, he neverthe—

"less concelves of explanatlons of mental phenomena as.

. »
. .
:4 4

,
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¥ular and action.s But
. ' LT H - N

‘holdlng between agent-as-p-ﬁ

for Melden the posrtlon appears 1ess clear. | From’thejf S

above quotatlon it would seem that for him the .
-1ne11m1nab1e reference to agents is captured by
*'replac1ng statements of ‘the form 'desrres cause actlons

- by those of form Fdesrres cause persons to act' ’;;The‘

”former locutlon holds the de51re as-attrlbute to be the :

cause of an actlon, and for Melden thls is objectlon—g

: ble presumably on the grounds that there . is no

expreSSLOn that makes dlrect reference to an agent.- s,-"'

However, phrases of the form"de51res cause actlons
vemerge as a natural consequence of focu551ng upon the
'psychologlcal attrlbutes of an organlsm that are of -

“pa;tlcular ooncern- 1t would seem absurd to suggest

that an analy51s of such features leads to a denlal of g

.an organlsm g__ partlcular,vfor we do attrlbute these
*'features to the s Ject whlch possesses them. : Now,"
it may well be" that for Melden, 'desrres cause :‘
ipersons to act' can be read as persons by v1rtue of \

_thelr posseSSLng d951res brlng about actlons s whereby

the latter expre551on conveys the notlon that it is the‘

de51res t at are dlrectly re3pon51ble for the actlonsj
-that arei rought about.,’ If this is the case then»

Melden, c ntrary to hlS professed 1ntentlon, ends up

.

o sxdlng wilth a natural sc1ence construal of mental

e & Cen
’states. Elther way, the argument.for the 1ne11m1n—7"

: ablllty,of refen&pce to agents as’ presented by Meldenp
| G



hdoes not;bonstltute anythlng llke a dec131ve objectlon
:'to a natural 501ence construal of mental state explana—'
.L_tlons.f It does not, as he supposes, lead to a denial T
'vof the organlsm as partlcular, nor does it reveal as~ |
e_lncoherent the natural 501ence deplctlon of mental

. states ‘as causal attrlbutes.
) . [« b

. ) : ‘ N L C -l

Melden and Ryle on Dlsp051tlons

Followrng the publlcatlon of Ryle s xmportant book

The concept of mlnd, numerous phllosophers of mlnd have

:readlly adopted hls general argument that reasons and
‘the llke oannot causally expia;n the actlons they are_
’thought to produce.r. in hléyown words,l"Métlves are not
yhappenlngs,'and are.not thegffore of.the rlght type to
: be causes.‘ The éxpansroh ofva motlve express1on 1s a

,‘\,, e

law—llke sentence andsnot a report of am event._5 } More~-7"'

'?Fhrtlcularly% Ryle Has argued.that the categorlcal
.
;dlspos1tlonal asc%rptron of a mental‘state to an

»

~1nd1v1dua1 ls not to say‘that th"mental state is an _f

"_merely to say that under

.unobserved attrlbute,{ 4

fsult le condltlons the 1nd1v1dua1 w1ll respond in an®

Thus, 1f motlve expr9551ons dQ not

'-de51gnate unobserved occurrences,.then they cannot be,

.

Vfabout causes.
For Ryle, then, the satlsfactory expllcatlon of
categorlcal d159051t10na1 statements reveals them to be

B

v'fof hypothetrcal_formf : Just as f.bﬂ [to/ be brlttle 1s'

" ."‘. . : ) - o » ‘ v . “,v .. . . o .
o a . R ’ . . Loy L . L



u“

Just taﬂbe bound or 11kely to fly into fragments in such

' and such condltlons S0 also "., to be a smoker 1s

166?%

just to be bound or llkely “to flll llght and draw on a:

1n such and such condltlons

- o

"t .Zﬁeah'lnference—tlcket e whlch llcenses 1ts

.

possessors to move from assertlng factual statements to

assertlng other factual statements.;

' them to prov1de explanatlons of-glven f;”(

for Ryle such explanations are not causal theoretlc,

statements about partlcular events are subsumed under,

' "rather, they are explanatlons 1n the sense that

'

%y

or covered by, natural regularlty statements. '-Ry1e-

- e
vy T,
VI T 4

In each case the

“:fl{cal is a law—llke statement whlch serves as

It also llcenses

1on f a. thlVE for a partlcular actlon is-

not*a causal‘inference to an unw1tnessed event but the

¥

VA e

'_prop051tLQn.

Now, if we can show that'Ry1e's analysis of

categorlcal dlsp051t10nal assertlons 1nto condltlonal

expressxons of observed behav1or tendenc1es should

properly be replaced by an expre551on form that

de51gnates unobserved propertles, then we may falrly

éonclude that his argument from: dlSpOSltlons does not

- support the cla1m that motlves and other mental

Q

ascrlptlons cannot flgure in causal explanatlons of

actl ons. .

| subsumptlon of an eplsode prop051tlon under a law-llke'

It 1s to thlS task that I. shall now- irrn. 1"

DN Y3

"/:’p)).‘
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Con31der, flrst, Ryle S handllng of those oft- il\

'adlscussed dlSpOSltlona terms, solublllty and

I'brlttleness = For~h1n""[to7 say that [glass/ is

brittle lS to say that 1f lt ever 1s, or ever had béen,

,t struck or stralned, 1t would fly; or have flown 1nto

7fragments. ) To say that sugar 1s soluble 1s to say that

1t would dlssolve, rvwou1d~have dlssolved, if 1mmersed .“ :

- in water; ? ) On these examples, as with spec1f1cally _‘y

human dlsp051t10ns, a categorlcal dlSpOSltlonal

'ascrlptlon is exhaustlvely analyzed by unpacklng the

yhypothet;cal propositlon that is 1mp11c1tly contalned

w1th1n 1t. Thus ﬁpr Ryle 1t would appear that a

proper expllcatlon of a categorlcal dlspos1tlonal ;J

%

assertlon should 1nstance the follow1ng general scheme

- . . Lo : . - -

(1) 'x is gable' = ,__'if x is-yd, then x @s’

a0
o
L

~ where &land ¢’are-the treatment andfoutcome conditions

,

'respectlvely for object x,'and the condltlonal 1s given
"7>other than an exten31onal or: truth functlonal Lnter—

_pretatlon., Wﬁlle there 1s room for dlsagreement over

®

"}an expl1cat10n of the meanlng of If...., then....';:"

'.the general consensus of oplnlon is that thlS expre551on S

is acceptable whenever it is- glven a subjunctlve or. - . ',{fﬂ .
counterfactual 1nterpretatlon, whereupon it reads
were v then would ...', Now from~an examlnatlon

of a burgeonlng phllOSOpth llterature on the problems

kR : TN,



Vfof subjunctlve/counterfactual condrtlonaLSg 1b 1s '
o ev1dent that they are generally assumed to'be declara~5ﬁ
'tlve assertlons, and thus can be sard to be elthéf txue" ”;'g

A

¥ 7.

r..,

‘Rozeboomlz have proposed that the functlon df sugh 4*
’condltlonal 1f/thens 1s not to make declaratlve ‘;Qf4ff

assertlons, but to parse arguments._ﬁﬁ

'thls role, Rozeboom has termed the. sv,
5
n2§§,.' is a condltlonal argument, and not an 1nd1cat1ve.
--assertlon. As such 1t functlons to partltlon an
2 argument 1nto premlses and’ conclu51on. e Furthﬂfhor
-cldse analy51s reveals ‘such- cond1t10na1 arguments to be
r:of condensed or lncompleteiformr/— In partlcular,‘l“”::‘
'u'Were A then would ;.."13 an enthymeme, the mlsSLng
"'premlse of whlch has to be supplled by context.‘ |
u'Were-..., then would...._ils elllptlcal for somethlng
like " 'Were Y then because of the truth of the
unstated premlse, would ',

;; Now ‘as Rozeboom notes, the meanlng equlvalence that
f_ls commonly assumed to hold between a categorlcal
“'deflnlendum and a dlalectlcal deflnlens cannot be d
"malntalned Ny In order to be judged synonymous,

illngulstlc unlts must be 1nterchangeable whlle

i rpreserv1ng the same truth value.‘v But it does not make

i good sense to talk about the. truthryalue of an argument.
o ol anN ’

false. But, more recently, Mack;e,a‘*wdlters¢ ,and *vf

§ iy
JET L
:‘ébognit;onfof-‘,'f
unctlve/counter— e

.‘{gfctual 1f/then "dlalectlcal" ;"Were cher then would o

»Thus a categorlcal Statement cangot properly be sald to :“



{"be synonymous w1th a condltlonal argument. 3’Thisg.

o : . Y

. _cr1t1c1sm can be. justly 1eve11ed agalnst Ryle, for

'7¢~'¢"for x only in conjunctlon w1th the suppressed

';vearller remarks show qulte clearly that he: hlmself -

lradvocates a. dlalectlcal v1ew of condltlonals (cf hlS

argulng /'reportlng contrast). &n formula (l)

eonditional translatlon *1f §ols yva, then.§L¢s ;s‘an

’1argdment"thusithe:latter'cannot’seryemRyle's purpose

‘as an expllc1t deflnltlon of the former.:

“~,,;‘, But ‘a m9re signlflcant poxnt noted by Rozeboom is
ﬁythat 1f'the. X'lS ¢able locutlon can be truly asserted.f‘
. of some but not all objects x then lts condltlonal

L construal must be an elllps1s, such that w"entalls

*fypremlse that 'x has 6' . That is, 1f lf x lS Wd then

'{“whlch possess property 6 and false for those objects o

hx ¢s gﬂoes not hold unlversally, there must be some

hthat we can say x is ¢able 1s true of those objects {c

ﬂtproperty of X that brlngs about x S. ¢1ng whnn wd, such

AT that do not possess such a Property - Now I want to

.‘:}fmalntain that recognitlon of thls p01nt constltutes a

-

~fser10us ar%ﬁ;ént agalnst Ryle s construal of dlSPOSl-

A'ftlonal condltzonals. 1Whlle Ryle takes such

'condltlonals to be arguments, for h1m they are clearly

'v_not condensed arguments.A_ Rather, they are merely

-

Tﬁcondltlonal expressxons of the treatment and outcome

-rcondlt;ons{respectlvelya On thls v1ew he is forced t0‘

above 5 1s ¢able, 1s a categor1cal statement, wh11e 1ts-,



Xk admt that all objects that ﬁwhen wd sat:Lsfy the ¢

'-property, but falsely predlcated of glass objects_ " |

o' L .y'

ew

”l?’¢ab111ty ascrlption - those that g qulte acc1dently of

vthelr posses51ngya~e,,as well as those that ¢ when wd 1n o

,v1rtue of thelr posse531ng a. 6 property Ryle cannot

"'dlscklmlnate those objects that acc1dently ¢ when vd,
S from those that ¢ When wd because they have an enabllng
_property 8. . By denylng that the 'is ¢ab1e predlcate

‘-de51gnates at: all he cannot say that the 1s'¢able [

predlcate 1s true of an object on account of 1t
. // ) B
-pOSSéSSlng property'e and false for an object when it

'does not. possess that property R ]f, L ﬂf!‘ \\\j'

ThlS unsatlsfactory state of affalrs can be seen
20

{qulte clearly 1f we focus upon ‘one of Ryle s own.

paradlgmatlc examples,'such as brlttleness of glass.

uWe all agree that-not’ all glass. shatters when sharplyoy

~struck V For,vpresumably there exlsts.some~actua1.

‘property ofzglaSsvthatfbrings abou%iitsjshattering at

>'impact such7thati‘is'britt1e' can bevtruiy'predicated

_‘ of glass objects that possess that brlttleness

B

lacklng that property The proffered explanation that

@

. fa giass object was struck by an ob]ect will . explaln its

shatterlng only when supplemented by the clalm that the y

:'glass object was 1n a brlttle state." The d1alect1ca1
llnterpretatlon“of the condltlonal makes prov151on for'_
’thls talk about the brlttle state by housxng a-

"suppressed premlse that predlcates that state of the



sglassi%: ~'-‘t."::-U‘nd'e'r Ry1e's~minimal:interpretation the .urp;f
"conditf; ﬂ“does not de51gnate such a. state at all. -
. Ryle is. tﬁus placed ln the awkward p051t10n of not belng
_able to glve a suff1c1ent explanatlon of. why glaSS'
svbreaks when struck Nelther w1ll his v1ew of the role‘J
4of condltlonals permit hlm to dlfferentlate those glass
': objects that break acc;dently of thelr be1n§ struck from; eli
Hf_those that break when struci/by v1rtue of berng ‘in a p»'

_brlttle state.

'

Ve have seen that, on thelr condensed argument
'1nterpretatlon, subjunctlve/counterfactual condltlonals

LN

_house a suppressed premlse whlch makes.reference to an % |

Tunobserved dlSpOSltlonal property 6 whlch in turn . '1
enables X to ¢ when wd. I want to argue{ moreover;

that contrary to Ryle s p051tlon, support for such a
_'productlv;\.ty ':lalm comes fronr a com‘mon sense analy51s of
such famlllar dlsp051tlona1 concepts as 'brlttleness

and solublllty If lndeed thlS be. the case, then on
o paln of Ryle 's. clear adm1551on of ‘the 51m11ar1ty of .
'brrttleness 'and 'solublllty to psychologlcal |
AdlSpOSltlonal concepts, he must admlt that referrlng :
expre551ons for the latter do in fact desrgnate
-ex1stent psychologlcal propertles.‘ ‘For Ryle, "Q;J

when we. say that the glass broke when struck because it
. was brlttle,vthe 'because‘ clause does not report a
happening or‘a.cause,: it states a 1aw—11ke pr0p051—
14

_tion." However, I want to.malntaln that‘common'



— .

ense gggg llcense a causal 1nterpretatlon%of 'becauser
'tThat 1s, we do 1n fact attrlbute a brlttleness property
'“to glass to explaln why it breaks when strpek w1th
Suff1c1ent force. _ Generally we. are not :ﬁ
explanatory account for whlch it sufflces 51mp1y to c1te

’ the actlvatlng event. Indeed, we w1thdraw the

- :ﬁmPutatlon of a brlttle property to. glass whlch does not'

-‘break when subjected to con51derable stress, replac1ng =

it lnstead w1th a durablllty attrlbutlon. Slmllarly,v'

a satlsfactory analy31s of a categorlcal assertlon that

- an 1nd1v1dual acts from such and sugh a motlve cannot be

accompllshed solely by appeal to tendenc1es to act in

. .

:'_sultable ways under approprlate c1rcumstances.. Rather,_

. we almost unhes1tat1ngly belleve that the stlmulatlng
events lead to the actlon under questlon only 1n virtue

of thelr actlvatlng an unobserved property whlch 'i"

‘functlons as the enabler of the actlon. . Ryle s clalm,-

then,_that motlve expre831ons do not, under thelr
’dlspos1tional 1nterpretatlon, de51gnate unebserved
causes does not appear to be partlcularly conv1nc1ng,
for we have seen that the telescoped argument v1ew of
Vidlsp051tron;l condltlonals does make provxslon for the.u
'place of actual~d15p051tlonal propertles, a conclu51on
furthermore that is qulte cons;stent w1th everyday talk
about mentallstlc concepts. | |

I now want to clalm that Melden, llke Ryle, argues

that-reasons and the llke cannot_f;gure‘augcausal,

tent w1th'an‘

e P
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: practlcal, not a theoretlcal, concept;

i .

' explanatlons of actlons\ ' To do SO I sha 1. focus upon

a dlsp051tlonal analys1s of psychologlcal concepts.

h However, whlle Ryle argues that motlve concepts do not

des1gnate ex1stent theoretlcal propertles under thel
dlsp051t10nal construal (condltlonals do not de51gnate

at all), Melden attacks the v1ew that motlve expressrons

_ refer to theoretlcal attrlbutes by denying therr

10

emp1r1c1st or theoret1ca1 1nterpretatlon, although he
does appear to grant that motlve expressrons de91gnate
observable propertles. ~ In thls regard Melden declares
of phllosophers who expllcate the concept of de31re

after the manner of natural sc1ence dlsp051tlons.v

"Such moves, I belleve, are mlsgulded, as much so as the ‘

attempt to explaln the conceptual network in whlch our’
practlcal concepts of des1re and actlon are flxed by
employlng the model of a theoretlcal formal theory,
the ba51c prop051tlons or ax1oms of whlch mpllc1tly
deflne the ba51c or prlmltlve terms of the formal
system by stlpulatlng thé conceptual structure 1n whlch
each term ‘has ' its place.‘ Our concept of de51re is a -

15 (1ta11cs ":

o

mlne) Although one cannot be certaln, I do belleve

that for Melden the 1ntended contrast here 1s observed/
unobserved.  For it 1s prec1se1y in the face of a need
to deflne theoretlcal (unobserved) terms,ythat a theory

of 1mp11c1t deflnltlon has been deve10ped.:, Also, we

have seen 1n earller chapters that Melden does

T3
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s}'characterlstlcally suppose_thai_deslres as Humean _causes

-~ ‘are. "1nterlor events or 1nternal 1mpre551ons

Presumably the afore901ng objectlons ralsed agaxnst

' Ryle s essentlally p051t1v15t v1ew of dlsp051tlons apply

lmutatls mutandls to Melden s bellef that mental states

can be observed That lS, the product1v1ty role of

desrres as-theoretlcal properthé suggested by an

counterfactual condltlonals and our coqmon sense
. expllcatlon of d15p051tlonal predlcates speaks strongly
'agalnst a p031t1v1st construal of mental states.

| Melden s unw1111ngness to. grant theoretlc status to"‘

mental propertres appears to be an 1nstance of the

w1despread 1nattentlon ontologlcal or explanatory
N

llnductlon has recelved as a fundamental form of

sc1ent1f1c 1nference.' It may be recalled that onto— -

’ loglcal 1nduct10ns from observed covarlatlons uo

underlylng sources are so frequently habltual that one
1s often unconsc1ous that theoretlcal 1nferences are
- &

actually made at all;' and that 1t is thls very

characterlstlc that may well account for the seemlng

' .paradoxxthat, although ontologlcal 1nduct10n is:ﬁidely"

: :neglected as a legltimate form of 1nference.'b In_

conv1ctlon that purported theoretlcal terms could beh

BRI

-examlnatlon of both the dlalectlcal v1ew of subjunctlve/

Sl

e oL

'practlsed in both sclence and everyday life, it has been -
_partlcular, as ROZeboom has noted “the operatlonlst o

H:expllcltly deflnedgln terms-of‘observatlon.statements}- '



’,;may well have stemmed_from thls_unawareness that

'generally accompanles low—order ontbloglcal 1nduct10ns.w

In thls reﬁard 1t ls 1mportant to reallze that the

.,’)»

- 1nduct1ve 1mmed1acy of explanatory 1nference entltles us

7

to regard ent1t1es so obtalned as genu1ne exlstents

,v‘dlstlnct from thelr presumed causal consequen&es, even

Lo~ T

‘_though they are. nevertheless theoret1Cal entltles 1n

16

. that they are unobserved T Thus, when Melden explalns

S

'}talthougﬁkhe cal

tproperty._ .j;f_.‘z o dd:""a

-an actlon by:

qulte entltle%} ojthat mental state as a fact

,_Qs,he is wont to do, legltlmately‘\
pdinihs e
,conclude that such a state is not a theoretlcal

« -
o~

5can be const ued  as low—order theoretlcal atg{ributes,

_then- contrary to Melden s ‘own V1ew in the ‘abdve

<ghotatlon, the terms that de51gnate these states‘are‘_:

IQU1te approprlately deflned 1mp11c1tly _ Bﬁt.fhig-'°

”’assertlon requlres elaboratlon. : Flrst, 1t should be

f_noted that the development of ‘a theory of 1mp11c1t

deflnltlon brlngs us face to face w1th a loglcal

emp1r1c15t analy51s of theoretlcal concepts, for 1t has

‘~been phllosophers of ‘this persuaSLQn who have moot

ol

. clearly recognlzed the limltatlons of the p051t1v1st
3 attempts to. reduce theoretical terms to an’ observatloniv

'-ylanguage, and who have %ought.to replace such a '

restrlctlve scheme by admlttlng the 1mp11c1t deflnltion

' approprlate mental state, he 1s .

If as}z;early seems to be the'case,»mental’States :
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of theoretlcal terms.j . As a‘recent statement of a ’
log;cal emp1r1c1st theory of lmpllclt deflnltlon Roze-"

' boom notes‘";;\]a theoretlcal term 't'.1ntroduced by the

theory (“nomologlcal net") 'P(t)' derlves 1ts meagang

'9dfrom predlcate eP( P but de51gnates somethlng whlch

"-satlsflgs the latter so. long as there 1s any such

"entlty. g Thus if Hulllan theory were correct

&,52

S R
would refer to whatever state of the organlsm grows as: _ v;7~}

a: functlon of relnforcement for d01ng R in the presence ;
4 " N

of S and 1nteracts w1th deprlvatlon condltlons to R

determlne the pro a 111ty of R-respondlng to S. w7

Slmllarly me'tal tate terms may be 1mp11c1tly deflned
N -
undeﬁ@%pelr dlSpOSltLon—theoretlc 1nterpretatlon ‘as

/ )
ltles—w%eeh—brlngsabout~parteeuiar—act1ons_1_h“ZQ o
under Certaln c1rcumstaﬁces. g»And, even though .under

thls formulatihp their eanlngs dre const;tuted solely

by the observatlohal predlcate whlch théy 1nstant1ate,

such terms desighate unobseraed entlt#EQ» if they éfh ‘l; .A{ |
deSLgnate at all In genenal terns then, a theoryﬂofjﬂ-" -
1mp11c1t definltyon turns on. the 1mportant loglcal FQZAT.IQQQ“
" emplrgblst dlstlnctlon between the ev1dent1al ba51s and :xffy /A
factual reference oﬁ know}edge\clalms 18 Wlth respectj -;

hlmself appears wontnto do, 15 to fall v1ct1m of the

to dlSpOSltlonal copcepts an emp1r1c1st eplstemology‘
regards the 1nput/output covarlatlons to be causally

produced by- the unobserved entftles for Wthh they serve

9_. Sy :
as ev1dence.‘. To conflate thls dlstlnctlon, as Melden
t

6 R

v . o JO 2é
. 7 - - o

AAY
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o

‘ cannot be observed then it cannot correctly be sald to

_exlst. . o "_ IR

'numerous hypothetlcals.

l‘

o

-4

strlctures of the p051t1v1st programme that lf somethlng

A more spec1f1c objectlon to a natural sc1ence
dlSpOSltlonal construal of migfal states is taken by
Melden when he observes that de51res, etc.,.unllke

solublllty and brlttleness propertles, are complex
dlSpOSltlonS” the proper expllcatlon of whlch requlres
\ v

Melden puts the POlntrhlS own

way thus. [a/ deSLre lS not an 1solated dlSpOSl-

tlon, Wthh can be: explalned'by Ynly one hypothetlcal
prop051tlon,'.1t is 1nstead a complex of dlsp051t10ns,
the force oflwhlch can, only be expres:ed by the
comb;nlng of a relatlvely large number of hypothetlca17;

prop031tlons. 19

Now, dt mlght be saldNthat thlS llne
oﬁ reasonlng appears to recelve some suppont from Ryle s

own analy51s of dlsp051t10nal cOhcepts. For, in The

' concept\of mlnd Ryle notes that brLttleness and the ‘ {"

'are, 1n general 'not 51ngle track dlSpOSltlons, but« -

smoking hablt R aré'slmple, 51nglehtrack dlSposx-’rﬂ

;,'

tlons,*the actualxsatlons of Whlch aré nearly unlfoﬁm"-‘

whlle " the&hi grade dlSpOSltlonS of people-:.;

disp051tlons the exer01ses of whlch are 1ndef1n1tely
hetefogeneous
cautlonlng us . agalnst the v1ew that all dlSpOSltlonS

have unlform exerc1ses, he clearly does not w1sh to

v

dlfferentlate natural sc1ence and psychologlcal

fBut whlle R&le seems intent upon ';t

-

¢

77
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|

isp051t10ns on the ba51s of the complexlty of thelr

_exercrses.,- Indeed lt 1s Ryle s express purpose to showr-

L that psycholog1ca1 predlcates can properl 1ven a
dlSpOSltlonal 1nterpretat10n in tge same way t Fis

vbrlttle and 'is soluble can, 1rrespect1ve1y of the o

‘complex1ty of the analy31s.

R

=g,

fi:ness and solublllty -can be satlsfactorlly anaZyzed

by srngle condltlonals. However, I belleve 'hat this
LV1ew is open to serious doubt. ) Rozeboom,z; for»one,'

o

' has drawn our attentlon to the dlfflculty 1nvolved in

,‘,prOV1d1ng famlllar d139051t10n.tefhs with prec1se '

; iianalysant1a§, wlth regard to our two dlSpOSltlonal

predicates"brlttle and soluble-, he notes that the

X
_releVant»outcome event§ (bréakmng, dlssolvlng) can be

‘given w1th 11ttle dlfflcul%y. | Rozeboom goes on to -

note, héwever, that it 1s almost 1mp0351bLe to. specrfy
‘-[\& P
: ‘|
xhaustlver the necess&ry and suff1c1ent condltlons
. £ ! L
_hthat anstltutl/u such that an 3b}ect approprlately 35

-

when,wd.~' It’ 1s ﬁotEd»that, for ‘solublirty"7°whrch

-'wfnbe is- 1mmersed-1n llquld' slmpiy wlll not do.ﬂ . ':)

'dneed to Spe01fy the type, quantlty, and temperature of
the llquld along w1th a detalllng of the 1nterface .

between llquld and tested objéét, and so.on. . Y

S

Simllarly, Hempel obServes "o magnetlﬁatlon of an- 1ron

. bar can' manlfest 1tse1f by the fact that -iron flllngsv

¢
. 2

. P
B2

7y V‘u
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In any case Melden, llke Ryle, holds that 'brlttle-‘

. Py

~"‘-be the ‘best. contender 1n thlt rkgard takvmg #,' /

v o
S
» e



- fact t

. descrlbed for the wholg bar."” © and Ryle hlmself

w1ll cling to 1ts ends, - but also:by.the fact"thatfone

of its ends w111 attract the north pole, the other one
hg

“the sopth pole of a compass needle, and no 1ess by the
03\

t 1f the bar is broken in two, each of the parts

4

will dlsplay the two klnds of dlsp051t10n Just
w22 23.

.notes the multltude of hypothetlcals to be{ﬁnpacked when _'

we descrlbe an’ object as hard V'Melden s dlstlnctlon

! )

»between natural sc1ence dlSpOSltlons and mental states

“p'drsp051tlons of an- obv1ously natural 301ence flavour,

7’Causal Explanatlon

R

:1V1ew that mental state\sxplanatlons can be causal-

.1nclud1ng.9ne of Melden S test cases, ‘do not serlously

admlt of a "51ngle*track" 1nterpretat10n.

5wy

ﬁn the final sectlon of thls coucludlng chapter I

: k4
want to cpn51der a frequent%y-v01ced obgectlon to the

Al

»the&retlc.k, In general terﬁs thlS objectlen centers'?*'“’

»n
- T

~';f‘ around the fact that statements that purport +6 be of

causal explanatlons make reference tp mental states in

N I

a non-spec1f1c way, whereby the obllquenessfof\such

[ -

-,.hexpre351ons prevents them from belng causally lnforma—

lzaftlve._ Melden, for example, eXhlbltS clearly hlS S

_ndlssatlsfactlon w1th the obllfdz descrlptlon of

gtheoretlcal entltles when he asserts fx.. we. know well

[ 23N
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o VT enough how to descrrbe'. [the mental state of - depres—
31on/ w1thout belng reduced to saylng that 1t is the
state\that causes those who are in that state to act in "

\ * "~ T
such and—such ways..24 Further, the objectlon to- the

lack of spec1f1c1ty of descrlptlon of ent;tles whach arei'x'“

Y
a7
A’

A characterlzed in terms‘of th;lr 1nput/output covarla-.'nf”

”35 T tlons, coupled as 1t is w1th‘the manlfest c1rcu1ar1ty ofv
K-":‘_ ; assumlng that the 1nput together w1th the entlty _J
| causally explaln the output whlLe u51ng the 1nput/output-
covarlatlon as the ev1dent1al ba31s for that lnference,
;».', . seems to be part of the reason for the near- unlversal

5 ":“’ endorsement of Molle\e s judgement as-a. pseudo—

explanatlon the attempt to explaln the drows1ness of

' 25 i - S

. . . - o

:Ai;wf;_ o those who take oplum 1n terms of 1ts "sleep-1nduc1ng or
soporlflc power.

I Jfbelleve, however, that such w1despread accep—.
o ) B ?/ o . ki e e b Lo
<’f5' ;’ tancéi\s a cogsensus in the wrong, and that it. fal;q§to B

P
-

e e *
%'}.3q,apprec1ate an 1mportant natural consequence of an

s

,,,hi' —_ emplr1c1st eplstemology of theoretlcaL entltles - namely

il ,z.\-.' ok
L TR that reference to such entlties ds non—spec1fic‘ W‘{u~ 8

LT Obquue, or relatlonal‘*' Thls ﬁeature of the reallst

;:ﬂ;:l’"_,l“ v1ew~of theoretlcai gntltles has beem&expressed by aqf

fv,; »;1>'1f number of writers. ' Armstrong, for 1nstance, notes ",;.,

S T ’ o

’ ‘g."- to speak of an object hav1ng a dlsp051tlonal property

entalls that the object . has some property w«. which

.

1s respon51ble for the ob]ect manlfestang certain

behavmor 1n~certa1n c1rcumstances. T oees It is true

S
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that we may notsknow anythlng of . the nature of the non-

C H = . - ' . 242
] . ' : B : , ’ .

Al

dlsp051tlonal Ltate._i ;;gi Ignorance of the nature of

the state does not affect the 1ssue. 26“> In a 51m11ar

-

' veln Harre wrltes "Toﬁascrrbe a power to a thlng or ‘
s . N

3

‘W:atlon of drowsy behav1or by
e power“’of oplum, "The virtus
dormltlva of oplum 1s why people who take 1t, unllke

=3

" most other substances, become drowsy. . Of course, by

» power s na%%re, but learnlng of 1ts ex1stence and how to

- . PR

e dlagnose its presence/absence ln partlcular .cases 1s a

: e 5
. necessary prellmlnary to pursult of that knowledge."28

e
4
A,\ 4,

Q::'Q' ? It ‘is lmportant to reallze that although we ‘are

14
B

Lot

-
LT

L
(N

frequently 1gnorant of the "1ntr1nslc or actual nature
- ' of 1nternat causal condltlons, that fact shsuld not

preclude our supposlng that such condltlons do ex1st,

’

,i% ;f;and that they have an dmportant role to play 1ﬁ the

L e

causal productmon of behaV1or. Melden s objectlon to
. a relataonal construal of mental states is that Wg,a-,

v .. . Vo

T these characterlzatlons 1nform us, not of the presumed

R 1ntr1n51c features of desxre but rather of thelr f

relatlon to other matters ...",29,@‘A relatxonal

wconstrual s hardly a351sts us 1n determlnlng the' o o

'character of the thlng that per51sts or recurs 30-.&It;

.o
' : : . N .
R . . ' S . : : : :
O o Lo } - . . . . . T " - . .
. - , N . 2 ' : . ‘ ) L
: L. . B ) [ . ~ .
’ P M A . Ca e . . . R - . . . S
.o % o P : o : . . - ;
. . -7 : o . LR . L Lo v A

-

fyn '.f materlal is to say somethlng spec1f1c about what 1t w1ll'f
- br can do, but to say somethlng unspec1f1c about what it

;:27 \ And Rozebogm says,rln cr1t1c15m of the recelved

L, 1tself tha%lleaves a great deal stlll unknown about thls

81"
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seems qulte clear that Melden rejects subh obllque'
descrlptlons of mental states because he belleves that_
the dlrect descrlptxon of thelr features is p0551ble

-

In thlS regard he states, “To the questlon "what sort of ‘

S entltles are desxres that they cause persons to act as

they do in gettlng or trylng to. get the thlngs they

de51re°" our recourse should be ... to the . facts in the‘

n31

matter that stare us 1n the face But whlle Melden

categorlcally asserts that we are capable of prov1d1ng
R}

adequate dlrect descrlptlons of mental states such as

*'“'de51re and depre531on, he in no way makes good his clalm

: v

Tx_.
by g1v1ng us a sample of thelr admltted obVLous

features. But thlS 1s hardly surprlslng, for de51res

‘ belng dlSPOSltlonal propertles are in general qulte o

properly thought of as unobserved entltles, lndlrect

RN
reference to whlch is made from thelr test cond?tlon/

test result covarlatzons.gzir When $uch covarlatlons
‘flrst glve rlse to our conceptlon of thelr explanatory:
‘pource,_these very hypothe31zed entltles are descrlbeJhx-
solely-ln terms. of the covarlatlons that they serve to o
egplaln. _ When,_for example, a zapproprlate c1rcum—'

H tance/actmon covarlatlon compels us to 1nfer a Gesire:'
as an explanatory property, ltS obllque descr;ptlon»

i(that entlty Wthh produces, etc ) does ‘not provide

grounds for doubtlng elther 1ts factual referedce»or'its

' presumed causai role.-' It is lmportant to realaze that

hlle such an obllque descrlptlon leaves much unsald ’1:

1



’*fabout the spe01f1c nature of the unobserved de31re, ourrf

Thfflnst-stage enqu1ry about such an entlty lS desmgned to -

! these v1eWp01nts Rozeboom concludes that

*\I.

‘ascertain 1ts causal presence under partlcular c1rcum—l"

M

'stances.a' However,precognltlon of this. state of affairs f‘

"does not of- 1tself glve cause for . doubtlng that more"
! -
sgeclflc descrlptlons of the entlty may be forthcomlng

"at a later date. For hav1ng learned to correctly

RN i

;iilnfer the existence of- an entlty from.lts_presumed

-causal consequences under certaln condltlons, efforts

ﬂare then-: made to’ determlne the pa‘tlcular“character—

‘lstlcs of that entltya

The charactdfis@&oally non—spec1flc descrlptlons of

i,mental state propertles can be further apprec1ated by }

:brlefly con51der1ng Rozeboom s recent formulatlon of

the notion of a dlSpOSithnS “base ' Although

contemporary dlscu551ons ‘of disp051tlonal concepts-~
2 erﬂt

frequently assert that dlSpOSlthnS possess bases, in,

i

'7'V1rtue of whlch objects have thelr dlspos1t10ns, xhere

'"appears to be a dlvergence of oplnlon on’ how best to 4_'

',/,

;formulate our uhderstandlng of the base properties 8 .t

that dlspose x to @ lf wd From a conslderatlon of .f

T Our . understandr_grof nomlc (causal) determlnatlon

is Stlll profoundlz‘obscure even though some such t:

concept Wthh is not reduc1ble even to statlstlcal

probablllty much less Humean regularlty appears

3
I'd

e
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;fThus, rather than leg;j
._Av“
where (B) 1s the “enables to—b;

Jserves as the expllcated refer

21n1(l). More formally, the categorlcal assertlon

dlstlnctlon de re ex1sts, whlch he doubts), a state ‘

3

‘;_affaxig,gs I

iy

K

;- ;;essential'to the practicalkoondnct,of human -

e

late what the nature of a

dlsp051tlon s base lS 'ﬁ'b Rozeboom proposes that

‘there ex1sts a base relgglon B over attrlbute trlples

‘<2>"§ (CAE R T e

abont relation" which

+ the amended

N
'elllpSlS of the subiunctlve/coun *rfactual condltlonal

o]

(3)" 'x is gable’ L
. - 3 N S '
lslanalytically equivalent to -
](4)"838){85_.*§ﬁ3)¢n gyy A o
L S o R o
Now w1th respect to the dlSCUSSlOn at hand, it'is“
’1mportant to note that nothrng more is sald about the
{fnature of the base other than 1t stands in a B—relatlon
to w and B Thus, for Rozeboom there 1s nothlng in
'thlS "enables to—brlng—about" formulatlon that. demgnds ' ,‘_"*ﬁ;

‘the base to be actual rather than potentlal (if such a “5:

. . T S e . I
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”property rather than a process property, that it h"}

fssome partlcular mlcrostructure, or that.itéean be

$.
> 2

'~expressed categorlcally or ‘in some sense that_ls
loglcally 1ndepe§dent of statements abqut w and ¢
vHowever whlle this base relatlon account does not

.-regulre any: such commltments 1t would be qulte
'reasonable to take a stand on these partlcular 1ssues.
_For my part I would want to say, flrst that-a

'dlSpOSltlon s base is actual rather than potentlal

;MgﬁpfOperty that pers;sts over and above the occasxons of

It seems: qulte counterlntultlve to propose an ontolody

.“hiof potentlalltles, for 1t lS'dlfflcult to- 1mag1ne that

thlngs ex1st over and above what 1s actual. In

: partlcular 1t should be reallzed that,’lf wesate ;- . j_,'" o
mlndful of the semantlcal/exlstentral lelde,athen we.

:'fW1ll not succumb to the m1$taken view thatJ because a-

mental state is concelved dgspOSLtlonally, 1t w1ll not'

:'be a categorlcal property Second 1t would seem

'femlnently plau51ble to suppose that a dlspositlon s ba base

v

‘,ls generally Ln fact‘a~re1at1vely endurlng state xuwedq;f}Adw—“

1ts exer01se.\A Generally speaklng we would be qulte

ff'reluctant to restrlct our ascrlptlon of an ablllty

. .

' mpredicate to ‘an 1nd1v1dual merely to those tlme—sllces

'w1th1n Wthh the ablllty was. belng manlfest.” Thlrd
wh11e our, present llngulstlc resourccs do'not readlly
_ B CF

allow us to refer to such dlsp051t10nal propertles

solely 1n categorlcal terms or topdescrlbe these o



d

propertles 1ndependently of‘ w'-and ¢"statements,'
these moves are 1n prlnc1p1e p0531blen Flnally, 1t

may be sa1d that, whlle we are not)yet p051tloned to

(

; say what mlcrostructural Characterlstlcs a base has, 1t

C

is the very bu51ness of sc1ent1f1c psychology to reveal

the psychonomlc reallty of a dlsp051tlon s base, as

. well as. more detalled‘nomlc behavior.

From the aforeg01ng consmderatlons, then,:I=

donclude in opp051t10n to Melden (and Ryle), that
concelved as ontolog1caliy rnduced dlSpOSltlonal
propertles, mental states can falrly ‘be sald “to flqure
in causal explanatlons of behav1ors fog)whlch they ‘are
deemed responsxble even though thelr descrlptlon is not
spec1flc. The lack Of'SpelelClty,Of these state_

descrlptlons does. not render loglcally 1ncoherent

-clalms as to thelr presumed causal.an@ort. Indeed 1t

o

>

would seem~that non—spec1flc descrlptlons w1ll

necessarlly charaqterlze these unobserved entltles ‘when

o theyﬁare first thought to enter into. causal relatlons.

\
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