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CHAFTER 1.

PROBLEMS

Quegtiona revolving around the possibility and justi-
Tiability of reductive analyses of the concept 'act!, lic at
the heart of many of tho problems in the philozophical inter—
protation of aot-doscriptions:®  TIn this thesis, T wish to show,
by discussing various problems in the logic of act-descriptions,

that,; and why, reductive analyses must be unsatisfactory.

In this chapter, I hopc to raise a fow basic problcms

that must be faccd in analysing the logic of ac¢t~descriptions.
i1 *

It will often be found that descriptions of the
grammatical form, "agent-act-objcet!, c}gé hI atc the food',
"He returncd the book to the shelf', can be ahalysed, or
"unpacked!, into a comple* 1list or =eries of descriptions of
the samc grammatical structurc. I'or oxomple, the description,
"I ate the food', can, at least , be unpacked into the descrip*ions.

'T opened my mouth', and, 'I moved my Jjaw in such-and-such a way'.

There are two problems agsoclated with this:
(i) Will we arrive at & point at whioh further analysing or
'unmpacking' of the original description into descriptions of the

Tzgent—act—-ohjoct! form will be imposgible?

(ii) ¥ust we say that the firut cet-—description consists of more
than one othe= ~ct-dczirintinn? Or must we 72y bthat the original
act—Ar~reription is single, in the sensc that it cannot consist of

a multitude of act—descriptions?

Any answer that is givon to the above gquestions must
hn governcd by the following considerations: Because the
pubsidiary desgcriptions aro derived from one act-—degoription, we
will have to show how thesc other descriptions arc related to the
original descriptiona If we think of the subsidiary descriptions

Jas a list v

1. By 'roductive analysis" is mecant any analysis which rcduces act-
dogcriptiong . to parte consisting of descriptions of( ( non-purposive )
bodily movemehits, and/or descriptiong of mental or physioclogical
~ventde
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Therc are, however, difficulties associated with this
notion of a "tecrminating point". If tlhe relation of agbyc to d is
hat of parts tc the whole, then we can say that (a.b.c)e  d,
end that @ » (a.b.c. ) We rhould bec able to say, then, that
the descripticn of Thc Act ~ P"He is chorging the dinner" o '"He
iz moving lLis hand. Ie ig writing bis namo. He is si-ming the
bill®. If, therefore, wz are to usc the noticn of a "terminating
point'' in such a way that it includes the notion ol the parts/ﬁhole
relation, then we should hec able to say that generally the conjunction
of .the subsidiary descriptions cntails the description of
“Yhe Act. But this we cannot doe. The men, e.fFey N2y b2 noving
his hand, writing his name, signing th:.bill, in order to give his
autozraph to the waitcr. The Act will, then, propzrly be described
by, "He is giving his autograph to the waitar". We shovld, therce-
fore, spy that the complex description, '"He is moving his hand.
IIle is writing Lis names He ig signinzg the 1hill", "terminates"”

in the description, "H: is giving his autograph to the waiter."

If these same subsidiary descriptions can '"terminate"
in at least two diffcrent act-descriptions of diffecrent kinds, how
can we continuc to spaak of the relation of the subsidiary
descriptions to the description of The Act, as that of parts to
the whole? The notion of the "terminating pcint" must, then, be
reintcrpreted. Dut 2 morc important peint is involved. The idea that
the subsidiary degeriptions rafer to parts is dependent upon the
notion that these parts sre not scparately ldentifiable purposive
elements, but '"movements', c.f. muscle-movencnts, which are

essential for tho successfuvl performance of The Act.

If, now, thesc same "wovencnts', described by the
subsidiary descrintions, can be constitucnts of different kinds
of acts, then these "movements'" carmot simply be non-purposive.
point', or say that the subsidiary deseriptions de refer to purposive
behaviour. "Circumstences" cannot be used here to refer to
sone additiconal, n-m-purposive, factor involved in the description
of the hbhehaviovr, as this will simply push our problem one step
further back, without solving it. "Circumstances" must clearly
invelve the '"bockground" or "scene' of the behaviour, which in turn
involves the physical environment, plus the nections, interests,
and desires; of the agent of the act, and of a2 describer of the
&Che The concept of "purpose' must, then, be invelved in the
notion of "circumstances of an act',

/We are therefore, sae
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We are, therefore, it scens, forced to say that
"parts" of the deseription of The Act uust be purpecsive glements.
Are we alsc compelled to say tiat the subsidiary descriptions
arc descriptions of acts, which are identifiable apart from The
Act? I we dc admit this, we will have already reduced the
first enswer to guestions (i) and (ii) to the sccond possible

CHISWET .

It can, however, be arguced that the list of descriptions,
into whicl the description of The hct unpacks, does refer to
purpesive elencnts,; but not te acts soparate from The Act. These
rurposive elements can be called "collateral acts'. 4 A
collateral act is on esscntial part of The Act, and is not
segparate or distinct from Tie ‘ct. Collateral acts and The
~ct are the sane acte So, eess, the signing of the bill must
bo purpeosive, but as it is o collatcral act, it is not sceparatc
fron The Act. There would, therefore, be no sensc in sajing

hat 'He signed the hill', and "He charged the dinner”; are
altermative descripticns of the same behaviaur, The descrip—
tion, "HIe charged the dinner" is a description of The Act, and
" sijned the bill?, iz a description of the same act via a
collateral act,. Thare will still, therefore, be cnly one true
descriptich of any oct. Tuc descriptions, into which the
original act-degcription coculd unpock,; will be descriptionsg of

essenticl constitucnts of The Act - movements and/or collateral acts.

Tle difficulty with this will be that we nust still
give some content to the notion of the "terminating peint" of a
list of desocripticns. Tlhicre are at lecast four ways in which a
list of degcriptions of collateral acts and/or noveents cculd

terninate" in the description of The Acti

() 1o ™t (b) LY %
2. e "2 N \
The Act!
3. UL up@ o -
4, '"Mhe Act® e %
man ) ) (d) NP
MR ) "collateral ot"l), "2
) mn3e ) g *22" ”collatwral
(c - act,
"1 ) ) "The Act'l.
') Yeollateral act',) mo
H3M ) ) N N )
"sollateral )
act," )

4. cf Shwayder, locs cit., p 133~141.
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It srae said thot o possible sclution to tiese two
gucstions would b2 to orpguc thot the subsidiary descrintions into
whickh n act—description can "unpoek! must themselveos be act-
descriptions. T.ese nct-deoscrinticns cannct, then, be related
to the original act-description, in tlhe sonsc of a parts/wholo
relations So, on this basis, wve could acceount for tle
uarclatedicss of the origirel "ligt" of descripticas, fer, as coch
deseription ig itself o act-deseripticiy, these desceriptions uust
refer to separcotely identifichle itzis of behaviour. But, as
was indicated carlicr, the problen will tlen be to account for the
relatcdness of the list - i.e. to show how thesc subsidiary act—

descriptions are "involved” in the original act-descripticn.

This solution, howeover, clcarly undernincs the tlcsis
that there can be onz and only onc true deserigstion of any act,
and thet for each act—degeription tirre is o list of duoscriptions
of charccteristic moverents and/or colleterzl ccts, which "comstitute!
tie act drscribed. If on act—descripticon ma- be unpocked into a
Migt" of act—dcsériptions, then the notion of o deseriptive list cof
novenents and/er ccllatoral wets, wideh (i) is indifferout o center”

and (ii) terminates in o description of he Act, will fall away.

Congider the fellowing cexanple: A sleriff hias plonned
the exceuticn of an imnocent negro, in order te prevent the
indiseri..inate lynohing of four other nerrocs. The question now
ariscs: et is the description of the sheriff's aet? It
could be the description just =ziven, but twelve other condidates

moy be nenticneds

1) "He tonsed Lis ferefinszr.”

2) "Hc presscd a picce of retal.”
3) My relzased o spring."

4) "He pulled tic trigoor of a sune”
5; "He fired a gun.'

6 "o fircd a bullet."

T) "He shet a bullet at a nan."

3) "o shot o bullet torords ¢ nan'.
9)  "He shot ato moa'.
10) "He killed o man.
11}  "He conitted judicial murder.”
12) "He savcd four lives."

Mow, as was sceny the notion of & "torminating point of
o list", whatever ncaning ie piven te this, presupposes that the
ligt will romein uncltercd cven i1f thie notions, interests, desires,

/of any describsT ...
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of rny desgcriber saoculd vary. Or in = weockor seonse, this implics
that, ot least, the descripiions contoiunced in the list are =11

made frow tlie soame point of view by the scrie describer.

This implies that the guestion, "That did the sheriff do?", can

bc answersd in onc cnd cnl;” one Wy, independenrt of any specialised

interests, for onc and onl;” cnc of tlhec twelve listed doscriptions

~ccording to the theory thot wo ore now congidering,
becavse en act-description may unpack into subsidiary act-
descriptions, guustions of the rorm, "What did x do?", necd not
be answercd in one ond only ono woy.s Thus 2 person introduced to
Tircarns for the first tine, and hoving lcarnt te load, cock and
point o pgun, nmay, after wotel.iny the sieriff cock and point the

¢ do?" The questionzr

-

gurr and shoot the negro, ask, "Wliot dida l
nay be wanting to know whot the sleriff did, i.c. wlat his act was,

rser pointingy otey the juns In tais contcxt, thwe descripticn,

(1) "o tensed his forefingerY, ia; be ti.c nest appropriate
AILSWOT o A student of ballisties, on ti. ot wer hond, nay kuow
that the hammer of o Jun cxplodes o cartridye, and thoat bullsts
arc ariven by gasgces guddenly relceascd by cxploding cartridoes.
But he may net kinow Liow the sheriff mado the hamaer have sucl an
inpact. The question, '"hat did he do?", would then, in thig
context, bc most apprepriately demcribed by, (3) "He rolsnsed a

apring. "

The specialised interests of the agent, and net necessarily
just the describer, nay also load to differcnt act-descriptions
being appropriste. Thurce people, Ay, B and €, ray be verforming
the saﬂq/ggﬁitbut beecause of their different intontions, or interests,
otc.y; it may be truc to soy of A that e is x—iny, of B that he is
y=ing, and of C that lLe is z-—ing. deur poecple nogry fer o sipmi-
ficant periocd, be abstoining fror food. One person may hoe dietinag,
another hunger—strilting, anosther fasting, and ancther conducting
cxpcriments on the nutritionsl needs of the human bedy. But it

will be false to say, c.fe, thot the lmngor striker is dietinge

By inplying thoat 1) -~ 12) could, in differ:snt centexts

Jor circumstances ...

s e e —— —_— -

5 The iist nmust not be tihcught of on the. model of o judre
pifting tic covidence of different wiitncsscs, but rather on the uodel
of o single (reliable) witness.
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or circuwastances,. oll be aunswers to tlhe question, "What did e
do?"y and hence that oll those descriptions could be
descriptions of soparately identifiebl: acts, we are further
implyin, that. o roductive aunzlysis, such cs thot cutlined in

tlic previous ssction will not work.

Altlouzh this new theory does contradict the rsductive
theory outlined sarlicr, o serious ohjection may be raised
azaingt it If any dcsceription of any doing can, depending on
context and occasion, he an act~dcscription, we will be defining "pur-
posc' in terms of Ycircumstances®, which must include the notions,
interasts, etc. of both atent and describer. M act-degcription
will, then, bc diefincd in terms of circumstances, in the above
senge of this torm. From this 1t follows that, *ocausc the
interests, ¢tcs., of an arent and a describer and thoss of
different, describers nay differ, incompatibl: act~descriptions
could be valid descripticns of the same act. For the implication
is thet any description will do g the act-description of the act

in guestiona

It further follows that, if any act-discription will do,
there can te no cne tru. decscription of an act. But & new
difficulty is involved in this. If there can be no onz true
act-description; how can w. gpeak ahout a list of act-~degeriptions

involvad in ong act-description? Tor cacl of tlesc subsidiory

descriptions nay, in certain circumstaonces, do as th: description
of the act. ilow then, can we ducilde wihether a given description

is o mzaber of the ligt, or an indepondent act-descripfion?
B A i il B

In order to angwer Tthe abeve questions, we must attenpt
to revise the theory thot act--descriptions con only be unpacked into
subgidiary act-descriptions in such a way that we remove the
implicetion that any desgription will do.
Congider, therefore, this example: 7
A man ig punpin~ water into a cistern supplying the

/drinking water ...

T. of Anscombe, G.E.HI., Intention, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957.
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drinking water of a housoy The water supply has been
systenoticoll;” poisoned with o poigon, the effects of which
comot be imnediatsly noticed. The housc is regularly used by
the cliefu of o ruliag partj, whicl. ig plannin< the
cxtermination of the Jows, aad 2 world woar.  All this is

revealed to thi punper.

It Las boen orgued so fow that we nust cither soy that
tliere can b. only onc truc description of what the pumper is

doing, ond that this description mey thon be unpocked into
5

duscriptions of nen-acts; ox that therce can be no one true
act—description, o~z ony acl-description moy be unpacked into -
gubsidicry act-degceripiions, wiich el then thomsélvoé, in.certain
circuustanoes, scrve og dezoriptions of the same act. The
qucstion now is: Can we speak about one iruc act-description,

whicl cail e unpacked into subsidiery act=dcescriptions?

It con be argued that if we wisl: to detormince thg descrip-
ticn of the pumperts belavicur, wo must narrow the ronge of
possible descripticng, by cliding the description of the goal
of ony oct into the first act-deecrinticn. Thig 2lisdn =477
result in o aew act-desgcription, connected with a new goal-
descriptions T:is sonl-descrintion could thi:n be clided into

tlis now cot—descriptions

The peint at wlich such an elisici will no longer he
possible, will Jive us tle descripticn cl ilc Act. Other
act~descriptions whicl. have successively arisen through tlhis
cligion of pocl-descriptions inte act-descriptions, can be tiocugh
of as the subsidiary descriptizas, into wlichk the act—descripticn
unprcks, Theme subsidinr, act-deseriptions will be M"involwved"
in the act—description, in this soase of being elisions of

successive goal-—deseripiionss

We moy wdertalzo this preocess of narrowing dewn the
range of possible aci-descriptionsg, Wy askiags the question
Ty, of any single discription of, cege,; tlic pumper's

~
bohﬁviour;u For cxomple, J2 may ask  the following guestion,
and noy receive the fellowing replies:

(1) "Wy are you movineg yeour ornm up and cewnf?!

/"o work the eees

e

0. cf. Anscombe, lecs. cit.



"o work the punp,.”

(2) "y arc you working thc pump?”
"o £ill tle cistern with woatcer."

(3) "Wy ar: you filling the cistern with weoter?"
"To peiscn the porty chicfs.

(4) "Wy cre you peisordin_ the party clhiefs?"
"To save tha Jows."

(5) "Wy do you went tc save the Jows?!
T institute the Kin/dom of Hdeaven on cartl.m”

The amswer to caclt gquestion gives thy pe~l-dnscription
to wiich cocl act~description is linked. But in eacl. succcgsive
qucation the mool=description is treated 2s o possible descripticn
ci Tlc Act. . In this woy, cacl. _oal-dcscription is clided into
o act-doscripticn. But it ic o¢vident thet question (5) indicates
o breok in th: sirics cf questions cnd onswers. The answer given
is cn answer, not to a quegtion of the formy, 'Why arc you doing
that?"y; but roatlhier cne of the form, "For whot reason ore cu doing
t1ot?t The answer to this question, "Instituting the Kingdon
of IHeaven cu cortl.” will not zive a further putative description
of The ict, but rotlher the reason fory or the point of Tho Act,

which in this casc is soving the Jowse

In general, it con bLe =said tlat iy suchk a serics of dues-
ticns and ansverg is continucd long onou:ly, o break, guch s
the one in the ehbove exanpl:,; must cccur. The point at whicl the
breo': cccurs must indicrte both L. description of The fct, and
the reescn for Tlo ct. iny ctlor guestions and answers nust

cintoin subsidiery act-descripticns, wiich arc involved in tlc

degeription of The Act in the sonse indicated oloves
e B s L i 3

This answer sceng to depend upcu the ocesunption that
ti~ wricess of sligion of peval~dcsceriptions into act-~descripticns
will be "teopic ncutral'. That is, it appears thot if we arc to
avoid tlhe conszquonce that ny” act-description will do os a
description of an act, we must cssuuc that circumstaonces, in the
schnec used eorlier, do net deteriine wiet goal-descripticn ocan
be linkod with whnt act-Cescription, Therefore, given any
act—degeription, we should be abl: te indicate vhat act~descrivnticr~
are gubsidiary to this act-—deseripiion, in such o way that the same

/ooal~doscTintion 4.

— LT TR ' JE T Vo RPTR PR B R T S e T o ST PR S

9+  cof Anscombe, locy cite, pe 38-9.
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(2) What ie involvod in doseribing behaviour os
an ~et? How can we distinguish betwoen acts and other

(3) Thder what oircunstonces can human belinviour be
described as non-purpogive?  Can all humon belhnwviour ho
choracteriscd as non-purpcsive?

Pt

The disoussion of tlese threce points will constitute the

subject matter of the next three cliapters of tlhs thesis. Dut

they will be discussed in such a way that the moin bearing will always

bo en  the guestions Iz o reductive onalysis of the concept

Yact" poosilble?
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A further vital factor nmust be presupposcd: it must be presupposgzd
that zeds tcke the uttering of % ; in these conditions, to be
sufficient for fulfilling the function of lzgeping watch for cnomieg.

In thig, thereforc, mon-telcelosical geuaeral lawe cannot
cxplein thr fael that an cvent of 1.2 ¥ hre occurrcd for the stoted
funciici.

In tihiz croe, thar pattern of explanation inte which BI
fits, differs logically f.om those in which D2 fits, But, if this
is 80, the type of cxplenation cppliceble to D1 and D2 will very with
resard to the aggumptisn or the noture of zedg, and in such a woy
that the sam: pattern is nect alwors applicable to both D1 and
Lz, An exironeous assumption decs, therefore, dectermine the logic

of ecxplanation inteo which D1 and D2 Loy fit.
v

In order to ansver whe qucestion, "Can all explanations of
behaviour bo reduced %o onc type of cxplenation; i.es non-purposive
(causal) cxplanntion?", we have, in the provisional argument
outlined above, discinguished three types of logic of explanction:

(a) Covowring Lew Explanction.

(b) Teleoclosical cxplanation that is logically
gecondary to Coverin, Law Mxplanation.

(c) Tileolopical explenction that is not logically

secondary to Covering Low Hxplanotion.

Thig attenpt te distinguish three types of legic
of cxplanation, meent that we had to postulate thnt there -ust be
three kinds of zed.

(i) laclincs.

(1i) Organiems which ar: sclf-corrocting systems.
(iii) Agents.
This sho.ss that it wos conceiveble that more thon one logic of
cxplanction of behavicur could apply.

It mny, however, be ol jected thot this atfenmpt to distinguish
conceivable types of cxplanction, hinmes on assumin , that there ars
different kinds of zed, which is precisely the point at issuc.
1t wos simply assumed that net all human bhehoviocur can bz reduccd
to ¢ sin_le causal type of explanaction. This assumption must new
itself Lo subjected to investigrtion by considering, in mere detail,

the hypotheticanl distinction between "logics' of cxplanction.

-~

PR "B S
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v
Beforce discussing the zbove onssumption, let us draw
together the threads of the problems that hove =zo far arisen.
The mein prebhlem with which we are concerned in this chapter is:

Con all hum.n behaviocur be characteriscd as non-purposive?

To answer this guestion, we et up an example of two
sats of descriptions of beloviour of zeds,; wiose nature was left
. bndetermined. The guestion then arose, Are these two sets of

deucriptions. (D1 and D2) logically differcnt, or logically the

If zeds are mechanical toys, then D1 and D2 could be
fitted into a pattern of Covering Law kixplanation. But the
problen would be: Does the logic of explanation involved in

D1 and D2 zhow prima facie differunces when zeds are human?
To answer thig, it war assumed that zedz are human:

It was seen thot beth D1 and D2 could be fitted into a
teleslogical paticern of explanation. The gquestion then arose:
Does an extrancous assumption -~ thot the zeds are human - detormine

the logic of explanation into which D1 and D2 can be fitted?

A crovigional answer To this guestion was outlined.
But this lcd to further difficulties, It could b= said that in
this provisional argument, the attempt to distinguish differcnt
types cf explcnotion, hinges on the assumpticn that there are

different kinds of zeds, which is preccisely the point ot issue.

Thig aggumption will now have to be investigated, by
censidering further the problem of distinguishing diff:rent

"logics" of explanaticn.
Rl o = o o TSI R SR S A

If the ~rgument outlined in section IIT is wrong, it
would follow that either these suppocedly conceivable types of
behaviour canneot be conceived, or, if they can, that they must
5till be reduceble tc one single type of explanation, nanely, a
Covering Law typc cof explanation. In both cases 1t would follow
that the behoviour of zeds can alwaye be explained solely with
reference to causal antecedents, and Covering Laws, and that the

behaviour of zeds can always be explained in a non-—teleoleogical ways

/The main  ~stion ees
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The explenation of o particular occurrence of «  will,

therefore, takc the form:

rl.r?2 3 7r3.T4 » T3.rd D o
& rl.r?2 ore the casc
'

Therefore,

Cn thig supposition, zed bchoviour (still agguming
that they are humen) will be lugically no different from the
reoctions or "behaviour' of machins @ Let us imagine, tlerefore,
that it is poscible to comstrucst a machine, which rescts in all
regpects and circuwstances, in the way thet zeds arc suvposcd
to bohaves Whenover lwopards pass near the wachine, or are
simply near tae nechine, rl and rZ causgoe rogctions in the machine,

9

which in turn cause X to be emitted by the machine. Thie
cxplanation of -« will me dependunt on the complex general laws

rl.TZ 3 Ta.rb. TasTlu D =

So the explanaticn of a parfticulor ococurrence oFf ur 3

will hove the same form as the explanctiion piven above.

&. We cannot frame this presuppositio.n as the question, "Can &
mechanical zed be constructed, which could imitate all aspects of
a2 zedts behavicur?! This question implies tlat the mechine's
reactiong could be pinpoeive, and our present presupyositicn is
thiat zoed behaviour connot be described purposively.

AL, Turing ("Computiny Nachines ond Intelligence, Find, 1950)
asserts thaot it is conceivable that a machine; imitating 21l as~
pccts of human belhaviour could be constructed. Although the machine
may not look like o human being, its bohaviour would be indistinguish-
ocble from human behaviour.

If we accepted a theosis such as this, we would be able to say
that a machine could '"take Tlhe place of" & zed in any circumstances.
For it could bte ccastructed in guch a woy that its behavicur is
indistinguishable from zed bchoviour.

If the machine'!s behaviour were indistinguishable from zcds,
ih all ccnditicns, than we weuld not know whether or not to call
geds machines, or the mochines a new type of organisme We lays
("Can linchines Think?" ; Philosowmby, 1952) scys, "If o machine
could perform this or that human function it would not be what we
now mean by o 'machinet. Ite meoning has been stretched to such
an oxtent that we might scriously contemplate calling it a faew
kind of organism!'."

Cf also IMiH. George, "Could ilachines be madz to thinkT",
Philosophy, 1956.

. Purcly causal descriptions of, "Whencver a leopard passcs ..
nve to be given. He cannot, ee.gey, 82y, "Whenever a lcopord
passes within ronge of the machine, it utters <« ", for this
implies thot the machine has picked out a leopard, This usc of
"pick out' imputcs intentionclity te the machince

2
h
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Imacine nerv thot mochines which react te X can be
constructed. Thea, ond only woen, << is uttered either by the
first machine, or by zeds, this machine roves out of the cleoring,
cand up the cliff with the rencining zeds. Tiis reaction of tie

sccond macliine can bz cxpleinad in the followiug wroy:

o 2 rc.rd . rc.fu. » re (re and rd baing chemical
& o and/or pheical reoctions.
. : rc belngs the phycical
e re rei.ction of moving out of
the clearinsg and up the
cliff,10

How ¢s all zcd belaviour is to be explainzd in non-
tcleslogical termgy; thce beh-wiour of other zeds aft.r the cxy <,

must be cxplained irn the some woy 28 the recction of the second

machine, That in, we must have an explonation guch ag:
x5 15,6 .  15.16 > re (r5.1r6 being chemical
and o~ and/or whysiclo-ical
- reacticns couscd by cries
" of wovelcngth.
Thereiore, IO - 2 )

There cre. howevery, difficultiss involved in assguming
that a Coverin, Low nodel of explonnticn ic alwoys apolicable
11
to the bihoviour of zeds. Thege aifficulties aprear if we try

Fiy

to reduce the tymo of cxplanation ,iven in (2) to tle type o

cxplenation ~iven irn (1)

{1) «  Thecause ri.rl
(2) x in order to'U"

Bxplonations of type (1) will gencrnlly be of the
Covering Law sort. Weow 1T on, explanation cf this type 1s to o
volid, it must be such that it can be sywmbolised in torms of tha
oyllogism Borbora in Ficure I, ¢r uwy a hypothetical argument in
which th. antcced~nt is affirmcd. The ferm of o Cevering Lew

cxpl-pation, that is, is:

5
o

g’
U

ftel

o, P

e
0

=
=

5]

Therefore, Sa P Therofore, q

That is to be eaxplained appecars a5 the conclusicon of o
velid dadneti- | ‘rrnrcnt;l2 Bo if we are cxzplaining 5
/he would ess.

O . S

10s T3 is an odd reaction. It must T2 described as & “plygical
reaction ——", as if we say that re can be described Wy "Tie machino
moving cul ~——-", we cculd still be implyins thot this reaction is
intontional. We could be implyingy eezes that the machines

want to e--

11, I do not prepose to discuss the normal eriticisms of a
Coverinz Law model of cxplanation, such oz thene given by W. Dray,
Laws epnd Explangtions in Ilistory, Oxford University Fress, 1957.
Droy's arpgument that an historical event is unique and so could
not be an instance of n law reveals the implicit weaknesses in
/this mode of ia.

12. SEE OVDRLEAT.
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we would, say, following the Coverins Law model-
All crics having rl aad r2 os antccedents are ¢—-1like cries

This porticulor cry has rl ond r2 ac antecedents

Therefore, Thig particuloar cry is an = -like cry.
If 1 ond r2, then an = -like cry

& rl and r2 arc thc case

Therefore, an =« —like crye
The question now iz whether (2) - = in order to & -
can be reformuleted in the form of a deductive acrgument. It may

be argucd thot we may soy:

(3) = iu order *o ¢ , bLucausc rl ond r2, 13
and that the validity oi +iis osxwlanation depenus on the general
stateront:

rl.T2 > % in order to G

A deductive ~rgument having this oz major premiss coan
be fremulated ia the sollorinz wa s

If rl.r2 arc tu: cose, thon = =like c¢rics ik order to &
& rl.T2 arc t.z casc.

Thurefore, an x -=like ory in order to G-
' /Althouén (2)eean

11 comtd. this mede of explanation. A full digcussion of thesce
ipsues will not be relevont te the probloms that T am discussing.

12, The explanation is, ther.fore, its own Justification, as by
ghowin_ that So P is tle conclusion of o wvalid syllogistic ar ument,
we ale cxplaining Sa P Thot Sa T appears 28 the conclusicn of a
valid gyllogism is o sufficient justificotion of th: explanation.

13. In o goneral statencnt we gonerally want te zstablish an
[ [ ] o
entailment rolation betwcen (sny) the vacious cvents roferr:zd to
in the statement. Fow, ' = in ordex to & ', ig not cquivalent

tu ¢ither "a > e ", or, "&ox',"  The reascns Tor this are the
Tollowinz:

(1) 6, on the one hoand, nced not refor t¢ an event separate
from = « It conuot, therefore, be said that tiere is on
entailment relation (in the sense of & ecauscl rclation) between

x anc ¢,

(2) If; on the ctaer hond, G Ques refer to an evint
scporate from =, therc vill 2tili be nc ncecd to express the
relaticn between X and & ; as an entailment, z.Z., the
gtatenent, "le croscod the road to buy cigarettes', will not
ngcessarily be folsified if he did not buy cigrrettes. It can,
tierafore, be said that ia this cxplanction; we ore not assciting
that an enteilment relation holds betwoen the descoriptions, '"le
crossed the road", and, "o is buying (or bought) ciporettes.

But any atteupt to express an entoilment botweoen o gnd €
in fact assumes that, " = in order to ¢ ", is o proposition
and not an cxplenation.
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Althougi (2) — = ia order to 6 - does, in the above

arrunent, ap :or as part of a Covering Law exuplanation,; it hnos not

been reduccd to this secrt of explanatici. On closer cxanidnctioa
vz will Jind that i (3) ~ " e in ordor to &, because rl

LG 2ty there are two divfoeremt types of cxrlonation, a2ad not

onc, ac o Covezring Lew theorist would want to suppocc.

Tplicit in (3) are wwo answers to two diflcrent
guostions, each onswcr being itsclf an cxplonation. The question
ond enswer i.plicit in (3) are "Why = 7, thc answer being the
cxplonation, " 2 in ordar to & M, ' (3) its21T is =i answer to
th: gquostion, "Why does = have the function & 7" the answer

being "Boecouse of rl and r2.v

It followys, thercfore, thot teleclopical expleonaticn

14

canniot be reducced to Covering Low ~xplanotion. Dozs 1t
Purther follow that teliolegical explonaticon is not deprandent on
Covering Law cxplanation?

e ek et b b

I-t ug now reframe the guestion, Is teleoclogical
cxplanation wholly dependent on nen-icl, oleogical cxplanction or
goeneral laws?, as the further problom: Docs the valid application
of teleolericel cxplanation to zeds indicate that zeds must be of
a  sul peneris nature in rclction; say, to physical occurrences

snd machines?

It mey be objected that this is not the case. As was
soen ¢arlier, it is possible to arguc that on ecxplanaticn of the
form, " = in order to & ", is applicable to the r.oaction of
mnachines. A mechanical system noy be zet up in such a way that
the function of the first machinc is to set tho mccond in motions
A zed mochine may be so desirmed, e.ge, thet it moves off with the
other zcds, whenover the cry o ia uttercd. A gyetem of two
mzchines is thercfere ai exemplo of o felucglogicel physical
systeme So, that teleolowgical explanaticns can be validly )
applied to zed behaoviour does not indicate that zmeds! noture 1is

15

sui generis, with respcet to wochinzs ete.

J/A11l, therefore,.:.

14. It con be claimed, as Teoylor (OQ; cite p 13 £f) has pointed
out, that a tellological cxplanation can be "traznslated-out~of-
cxistonce! into a non-tecliologicel account. T. Nogel (Teleolegical
Explanations and Teleological Systoms", Feigh, L.y ond Brodbeck, H,,
(eds), Roadings in the Philomophy of Science, New York: Appleton-—
century~ Crofts, 1953) and Braithwaitc (op. cit.) arguc that this
reduction is porsible, But Breithwaite's argunent, especially, is
made mere plausible by his assumption that interntions are causes.
Without thia assumption,; his axgument is not so plousibla.

15, cf Taylor, loc. cite.;, pe 54-5.
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All, tlhereforc, that hos really been decided so fer
is that tlere zore two types of cxplanation, logically different,
which are applicable to hotl machines and zeds.  Muestions
about ti:z dependence of onz type of explanation on any other caonnot

N I

thercfore; be solved in tiis woy.

It ig inportaont to rcuind oursalves -ikat is involvad in
thiz. Since the natnre of zeds hae not yet been determined,
the main problea under discussion is this: Coan z2ll forms of
"behaviour" be reduced to thot form of "behavicur" wlidcl is
appropriatc in tuc casc of machines? :;Hc Love scen thot two types
of ecxplonotion arz anplicable te the behaviour of botu zeds and
machines, i.ec. to gil forms of behoviour. How if 2ll forms of
behaviour can be rzduced to machin. benaviour, tuen presumably,
tlcse two types ol uxplanation will be sufficient in 2ll coscs,
and also equolly appropricte i all coses, but alwayzs in suel a wey
that telecological explanation iz dependent on non-tcléological
explonations If we sey thot tue behaviecur of zads can, logically,
be no different fro.. the reactions of mechines, then we will have
say that'in all explanations of behoviour, non-teleological cxpla—

naticn is logicelly prior to telcolosical erplanatioi.

Consider what ic involved in this last stotoment,.
If T say thot the function of %X ig to set the sccond machine in
notion, I am sgying thot « is tho mecans to an end. But thc
truth of tiiig explanaticn will derpsud upon the general statzments:

(1) % 2 rc . xrd
(2) rc . rd 2 %

It theme two stoterents were not true, then the teleological

explonation could not be truc.

Although the relation betieon =« and rc is causal, thc
relation between the general statements (1) and (2) above is
"centingent", in o sense other than that in which all cnusal
rclations are not logically unccossarys It iz contingent in the
gense that therc need not be wiy purpogive conuectiion hetween
(1) and {2)s  This meang that it could simply be a matter of
cliance that the first machine sets the sccend in motion, o
one may hove intended that = should cause this reaction in

the second machine.

We must, therefore, distinsuish.betwzen twoe senscs of

"function' which arc relatzd to this sense of Ycontingent'.

(1) A machine may have o function in thot sense in
which it is said that the reaction of a szcond machine to a

/fj.I‘St 18 seae
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first is sinply a "watter of chance', or "cuntingent'. It
cannot, then, be said, e.fs, thot the function of © = 18
to got tue second machine in meotion.
(ii) A machinc mny alsc have o function in the sonse
in which it ig said that it so hapy ns that, unintenticnrally, the

machine "functiong"” in this or that ways

Theot the tio gencrel laws (1) oand (2) nust bo valid,
is not, tuerofore, o sulficicnt condition fer thr volidity of
the exloncotion " = in order to re'", in thoge cas.s vherae tho
relation of a nachine to its function is neon-contingent, in the
sense outlincd. Althougrl thuge two geunral lawvs are necessary
conditions for o nacline intenticually to hove a function,; this
kind of function can only he explained by introducin, the notion,
not covered by gon.ral lows, ol someone intending thie second machine

te be sct in motion Wy = .

Thon, therofore, I say in future that thz function of
o first mochine ig to set o sccond in motion, I shall iwmply that
Rt

Loon po dosiqmed o.o constructed tuat, given

this machine hac
cerloin antoucedont conditions, it will sct a second moeazine in moticne
In %the specific cranple I hoave boea using, 1, tuerefore, imply

that the sccond machine Las besn so designed or corslizsled, thet of

roaclkts to o particuler sound being endtbed by the first maclhinc,

It should be cleor new that, strictly speclking, the
neticn ol o ”tolaologigﬁiysdatom” will entor our doscription of
racctionsg of machj“!Q/ il we sg, that it was the purpose or
intention of some designer thet ther ~revld hoye that function;l
I+ should be clear, that is to gy, thot the aprlicability of a
teleological e~vplr-nation to the reactionz of the machines, depsads

on tio conditionce

{a) Scme non~telerlocical seneral statements must be trues

(b) It must have besn the intention or purpose of sone
opcrator or degigner that tuey should bave this
functicne . - -

* /Ve can, therofore ...
16. It is possible to imagine a situation in which an outsider
could, after obeerving the reactions of some wmachines, say that
the machines have such-and-such a function. If, however, this

outsider later luarns thot the moachines were randomly placed, and
Bo were not intended to cong'litute a system, he could gither:

(a) say that they could have that functicn, or
(b cleim that for his purposes they do now have a functions

But again, it will only be because of his desires, or
intentions, etcs., that the machines can be said to have a
functicn.
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We can, therefere, say that non-tclcological cxplanation
of machine reaction is logic:illy prior to teleolo_ical explanation,
in thot the notion of o "machine™™ prosupposcs tuaat certain reactions
will follow, givoen crritaln conditions. Invention is based upon

an application of .stablished Covoring Lows to o specific situction.

e B R T o S TS

Tow wiile it hos becn astoblisled tnat hoth types of
cxplonation, telecolo ical cind ncen-telceological, ars applicable to
that behaviour of zeds which lLiag Lzen doescribed as, "Uttering the
ory = in order tc & ", thc guustion is now whother these two

types of explonation must in principle bo applicable in the game

1

way to the uttering of such cries by zcds; as to machine behaviocur.
I thesge two dypes of cxplanation are in prineciple applicatle in
the same woay, tioan teleoloricnl cxrmlanation must always be

dopendent on non-telesolosical explonaticn.

A first guestion tc be augwered mny be put in this wer:
Must the conditions which are to be satisfied, 1f telgological
cxplanation is to apply, be The same for zeds as for moohines?
In short, im iY possible for o zed to anve a naturc, which is such
that (a) both non-telcological and teleolozical explenation apply
to its belioviour, but where (Db) the conditions fer the applicability
of tuleoloyical explanation to its behaviour differ sigmificantly

from those established in the vase of machines?

Once woy of attempting to arswer This question is 1o
assume once ogain that all zed behaviour can alwoys be reduced
to "machine behaviour!, If no cdifficulties arise from this
hypothesis, iaics if this Lypothesis leads to appropriste and
sufficient cxplanations of behaviour in all cascs, the hypotheseis
might be regarded as establisheds If thig connot be dene, however,
then we mey assume that zods moy conceivably differ in principle
frapm orhives.

T O e

VI
Let us once again draw togetler the threads of the

argumende.

The main gquestion of this chapter has at this stage
been reduced %o this one: Are 211 types of explanation of
behaviour such that they sither (a)} can be reduced to, or
{b) must he logically secondary %o Covering Law explanation?
It has been argued that iteleological exrplanation cannct be

/reduced to sas
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reduccd to Covering Lew cxplan~tion,  Alternmntive (b) was then

scoa te be the inpertant possibility.

IT zoeds ore cssumed to be mechaniczl tuys, c¢r machines,
cny teleologicnl explonction i any item of thioir "belaviour®
must depoend in part on the contition 3ot certnin nen—-tolocleogical
guneral lows must boe true. This is, however, not o sufiricicnt
cendition. o must cssunc thet it wos the intention of the
dosigner cr operator ¢f neclinnic2l zeods ot thoat boloviour sgheould

hove the stated function.

Those twe conditions »re sucl: tlat in th. casc of

tho neclonicel zeds nen-teie:leogicnl ouplon~ticn of their uchovicur
will be lepicnlly pricr e any teleelegical explanction; and
toleologicnl cxplonsticon wily we dependent tn nen-teleologicol
cxplon~ticn. Thc question thon beconvs this: Is it pugsille

to conccive of zmeds Lhoving such o natrre thoet (a) both teleolopical
~nd non-teleoleical cxplonction arc applicable to thoir bohovicur,
but where (b)) the conditions for tle applicability of teleclogical
cxplon~tion of thedir belovicur ciffur frow thosce established in tho

cnsw of mochines?

We crn new soy thot if ~11 bunen wehavicur is to bo
chor~ncterisced os non-parp sive, thien the conditions for the
applicability of tcleologicnl explonation e 2ll zed behovicur (ieca
includin: thosc onscs where zoeds arc not machines ) must bo the samc
a8 tho conditions cetoblis'.cd in ulic cose of teleologicol explanction
of reactions ¢f mochines. if it is found thnt the conditions
guverning tlhe npplicobility of toleclogicnl cxplonntion te ot least
scriy zad bokovicur commot boe the some os tlase operative in telcoo-
logical explanaticn of machine '"bihaviour", then we can corclude

thot all humon bhehovicur coannot be characterised aop nen~purpesive.
¥or it will follow from shis thot non-teleclogical cxplonaticn need
nrt be lopgically prior te some teleologicol explonation, and this
telecoloricnl cxplrnaticn need ncet be dependent on non~toleological

explnnotion.

To discuss this, wo assumlic agnin thot oll zed behaviour
con be reduced to nochine behavicur. This means thnt we ore assuming
oncc more that oll zed behaviour can Lo explained by referecnce to

cnusal antecedents.

i i S S SR SR S

To SCL;Y/ [)
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We have here o conjunction of laws, which, if treated

17

as an argument, will be a tautology’ It is partly becouse

this argument is o tautolo~y, that we conr argue that the
"function" of zeds' perspiring is to prevent heat stroke. The
justification of the fcleological explanation will, therefore,
lic in the relation betwoen these non-tclelogical lagses If
these lews arc not velid, then the tcleological cxplenation will

not be vaglid,.

Could wo now orpoue thot the some conditions for tha
application of cxplination — the came relation betwcon teleo-
lorical ond non—teleological laws — hold in the casc of the
perspiring of zeds, as in the case of uttering a cry o 7
Is it not possible +that cven though =~ can be cxplained
teloologically without refeorence to an operator or dosigt;r,
that neverthcless the behaviour of a zed uttering « i not,
in principle, differcnt from the perspiring of zeds, and, in
that scnse, of the recctions of machines? Could the teleo—~
logical explanation of x he justificd in the same way as the

tcleological explanction of the perspiring of zeds?

To answer thesc gquesiions it is necessary, first of
ally, to pay scme attention fo the sense in which the conjunction
of cousal laws, on which a telcological cxplanation of the
perspiring of zeds is dependont, is a tautology. These laws,
by themsclves, are ncoessory and not sufficient conditions
for the truth of the teleoclosical explanation. To agsert
that % occurs "for the sake of" i< , i.c. prosupposcs more
thon simply & serice of causal statzments formuilated as the
tautological truth funcition:

L Cragy . Coomad 1o €romi)

It prosupposcs the conditicnal statement that heat stroke is
somcthing that can be avoided. fiven ceortoin causal conditions,
which would lead to P , otlhier causal conditions comec into
operation, such that ~¢ This happens normally, but not
invariably. The conjunction of laws is thercforc, tautologous,
if it is accepted that heat stroke can be aveoided, or can fail to
be aveided. The tautologous statement in cffect postulates that
if such-and~such conditions, defining hecat stroke, are aveided,

nen heat streoke will not occcur,. The impertant point is, however,

/%hat the conjunction «.=

17 Locr=q). Crona ) J o Crony) is the lecgical form of
this arguncnt, which is a tautology.
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that the conjunction of causal laws, justifies a telcological

explanation, which is nct deduccd from this conjunction.

It is nocessory now to state more clearly what further
condition ig involved, if the above statement is to count as
a tautologous jugtification of teleclosiczl explanation on

this lcvele This condition is indicated b, thc notion of

Yaveiding®. Congider the followinge: That © causes ~¢ may
simply bo contingent, in the scnse outlined earlier. 1f,

however, it was said that p, g and r could occur in one perscn
or machine, then the pegsibility of contingency is excluded,

IT th2 relation between p, g, and r is consistent, then, because
they ccould cccur in any one person or machine, we can say

that fthere is more than Jjust a contingont causal I1ink between

Py g and Ts Lut if this additiomal information, that p, g, and
r, could cccur iu any onc person or machine, is not gilven, then

we cannot ceaclude that the function or » is to prevent ps

This proviso that p, ¢, and r con occur in oneg person,
and the conditional that p can be aveided, indicates that the
noticen of a Ysystem", is o nccessary condition for the
applicability of the teleclcgical cxplanation. The cpplicability
of the telecological cxplanation,; "Zeds pergpire in crder to
prcevent heoat stroke' depends, therefoere, on the conditicnse

(i) Certain non-taluclogicnl general laws nust be valid.
(ii)  Thess laws must apply to a self-correcting system.

Once agnin it me, be argued theat a sclf--correcting system
could be ~3it...x» a mnachine, or on orgunic syetem, and that apart
from the fact thai machines presuppose designers, or inventors,
no gerious differcnce in logic cxists betweon orpanic systems
and machines, with regard to the explanation of particular self-
correcting activities, i.c. activities maintaining the "balance"
of the systems’™ Tor at least onc condition in both cases is
that there ghould be o tountologous relation between the none~
telecological laws in the systome Therefore, although the
conditiong for applicability of telcological explanation to
gsome Zed behaviour are not the same as those applying to
tcleclogical explanation of all machine "behaviour', teleological
explonation in this casc.mupt still be logically secondary to
non—teleological cxplanationes So once again our guestion must
bo altercd, Instead of asking whether the conditions for the
applicability of tclcological cxplanation to all zed behaviour
arc the scme as thosc operative in teleological explanation of
nachine "behaviour", we now must determine whether the conditions
aro the same as those for the teleclogical explanaticn of a self-

correcting systen.
/If thesc conditions e.e
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It is cloar, therofore, that in this instance of

zed behaviour, ncither of the two conditions so far estob-—

liphod for telecolopgical cxplanatien is applicable. As neither
of these two cenditions is applicoble, importont conscguonces

for our argument will follow.

It is cvident from our description of zed behaviour

(DL1) that « Dhrs a function in relntion to obther zZeds, both
wien we acsunc thet zeds aore nachings,; and when we assune that
zecds arc human. But it will not be sufficicnt, on either
asgunption, to sinply state that = has a function. In the
casc of machines, wc must presuproge o desizner or operator.
Dzcause we camnot presuppose this, or the notion cof a self-
correcting systen, in the telecological cxplanation cof =«
where zeds aro humnon, ths only reomoir that can be piven, is thet

“ has o function because redg take the uttering of = , in
oecrtain conditions, te be sufficient for fulfilling the function

of keuping wateh for cneomies.

Once it ig soid that zeds take =« to have a function
(cege worning them of the aprroacl: of enemics), then the pre-

suppogition that all zed behavicur can bz explained with refercence

to causal nnteccedents; breaks down. For it is now c¢laimcd that
=« plays a part in o linpuistic systems If = hasg o

function only becouse zoeds toke = to have that function,

it follows that the uttering of = nust have certain contextual
requircnents. There will be definite situntions in which =
will be appropriate, and tlz uttering of = will carry a
cerftain neaning to zeds. So > must be a sign that is

uscd by zeds to indicate to, or to warn, other zuds of th-

approach of an creny. Because = is uscd by zeds, and is
scen by tham  to be a warning sign, it must be & linguistic
device, tlic nganing of which is something like, "There is
danger', This means thot the system to be presuppesed in
this particulor instance of explanation is not logically

isomorphic with the two systewns mentioncd earlicr,

Conesider one important feature of the two systems,
which were found te be ncceossary conditiong for telcological
explanation of machine behaviour, and of perspiring. These
two systems werce introduced to bridge the gap between a nerc
conjunction of causal laws and the claim that these laws
have some point or purpose and hence are tautologous. But
the basis or "hard-core! of thesc two systeme must still be

/this conjunction ..
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Now if deseriptions of purposive behaviour, and cspociallys
act—~dcscriptions, arc logically &ifferent from duscriptions of natural
cvents, thc logical diffcercnce should appear if we try to apply these
gymbolisations of @oscriptions of cvents to forms of description of
purposive bohaviour. Uomparcy ce3sy Gescriptions of the boiling of a
kottle to dcscriptioné of murders A kottle holling may be described
in terns of o change in state, such that it is tru. to say that the
kettle Es not boiling at tl, but falsc to soy that it is not boiling
at t2. The form of tho descrintion of this ovent will Be: ~+ PTDs
SimilarIy an . act of murder can o describod in terms of a chango
in stotey; such that Jokn is alive; to ono such that it is a fact that
John ig not alives Or it mey bhe daescribed in terms of a change in stote,
such thot it is a fact that Peter did not kill John, to a statc such
that Peter did kill John. The form of the description of this ovent
will #lso bo s ~ pTp.

A conmplicotion now ariscs. Consider the tweo descriptions:
"He boiled the kettle", and "Afiter gomu time the kettle boiled". DBoth

thesc. ducariptions heote the form, ~ pTpe In hotk cases the boiling of

-

the kottle wos brought about threugh the agency of electric pewex!
cxplaining T, therefore, usc may be nade of typical cmpiricist methods
for determining constont or differing faetor: in thce description of
weoClfing ond subscquent states of affairse In the coso of tho descrip-
tion, "He DLoiled the kottle', lLowever, such coxplanation con only bo
regarded as particles The form of the description docs not, v.ge, T,
cover the question, "Jh,- did Lo beil the kettle?" In this casc, on
additional +type of foector must be introduccl into the form of the 7.
cuplination for T in PTps Lot us symbolise this factor by the
constant, d&d. Tho form of description d( N pr) will indicate that events
described by descriptions of tliis frrm arc not to bz explalnced nersly
in" torrs oi nen~humen ogencics. d, thoercforc, indicatces that types of

question applicable in on¢ ocse arc not applicoble in the others
o I L B s

Lot us now concentrate on descriptions of purnosi+~ behryisim.
which are also descriptions of actsas Corresponding to the four
clementary types of description ol vwiwee Froue will Le four types of
act~lczerintion,

(1) a(pTp)
Since in this type of description the feoture of the world

described by any proposition;p, rcmeins constant over a stretch of
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time, this will be the form of the description of the act of prescrving,
or mainteining, whatever is roferred to by pe It may be prosupposcd
that without this et  tho situation degcribed by p would othorwisc

hrve chongoeda

(11) a{pT ~p)

Thiz form of description applies to those cosus where 1t
ig stoted thet, throush some nct, whatuvsr is referrced to by p is no
lenper tlie cosc.

(1i1) a( ~pTp)
" This form of doscription applics to those casces where it is
gtated thot, througlh soue octs whotever is referrcd to by p is now
the cascs
(iv) a ( ~ 9T ~p)

- Thig form of description applics to thosc casve where ik is
stated thot, through some act, the statc of affairs referrced to by p

did not hold over o stretch of timc.

If d ig to be of ony logical significonco,it must be " more

. - . . . T
than a mere symbol indicating a particular class of notural evemnt. “he
nein question of this chapter cen,thercfore, be reformulated as this

quegtion: Hor is the d-cxpression in ar act~dogeription te be analysed?
ITT

Congider first o reductive analysis of d: On a rcductive
thoory, an 2ct-dcscription of the formy csges d(pTp), should unpack
irto ot loast two descriptions, which must be contingently rclated,
and whoge rofzrents must be contingcntly(cxtornally) relatode Sgch ar
analysis secms to be suggested by the symbolism that has been uscd. By
gymbolising the difference betweeor descriplicrs of natural cvonts and
act—~descriptioms by the cddition of a factor,’d, it is apparcntly -
sugrested that 4 hos a referenty which is cxternally, or loosely,
related to the type of evehit described by, 3e85., ~pTp. Tt further
secms to follow that, in order ithat a description of an ovént of the
form, ~pl'pe:may be regarded as zlso possibly an act~description, or
part of an act-description, an additional factor, d,;must bo conjoined
to the first dchriptioﬁé Loosely speoking, isce, o descripticn of o |
musclc—movomcnt'ndy'beusaidtﬁb be part of an actedescription.if o .
suitoble description contoining the factor, d, (a d-expression,-or d-
description )can e added to the first degceription, whilc, neverﬁﬁ&lcss,

these two duscriptions arc not analyticelly related. Similarly, o des-
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d and  +pTp; iecey botween the doscription c¢f a desire and tlhe descrip-
tiun of o boldily movemeMt § as well as betucen the desirc and the Lodily
movement, in tliosc cascs whore thesce two constitute an act-duscription
and an act, respectively. éﬁo way of interypreting the formula, "Act =
Movement + Desirc', is to say that on item of behaviour cannot be

celled on zet if it is not cruscd by an internal cvent callcd a "desirc'.

Iaportant conscgqucnces follow from this interprototion d

g

definition of an act. Since dusircs on this interpretediin. arc seid
to be privat:, or internal, stotes of wind, or mentel cvents, overt
public beloviour cennot be reporddd. as an act. Overt behaviour can at
most be only port of an act. If, thercforc, acts arc constituted Uy
novements and desiton:, we ot identify some beho-icur as on act of a
certain kind only insofor as we can recopnisc that tids sort ol oot is
constituted by chorncteristic dasiroes, ond clinracteristic movewents.

To describc other behavicur as aets of o different sort, we must recog-
nisc that thesc otlier acty are congtituted by cither dificroent o )
charactoristic moveucnts, or by diffsroent choracteristic desires, or

by botia The samc overt bchaviour, cag., an arm cxtended at right enslos
to tlhie body, could be ropzmrded as poart of the act of signnlling o right
hand turn, or ns part of tho wet of pointing ot an objcct. This saue
overt behaviour could, thercfors, be o congtituunt of two dif.crant
actgs. In  this case, then, to distinguish Lotwoen theze two acts, we
mugt ddistinguish between at leawt two differunt desires or kinds of

desire.

ihc ¢escription, "Jolm i8 pointing ot an object', must, then,
unpack into the subsidiary descriptions:
(a) LA - o description of the movemont or John'ls arw,
/
(bl DL - o description of John'ls desirc.

a1

The deseription, "Joln is siznalling o right~hand turn", must also

unpack inte twe subsidinry descriptions:

(c) - o description of the gome arm movement.

(a) mper ~ o description of o differont desiro.

The distinction between these two kinds of act will, thorefore, lic
in the diffcront d—constitucnts of tho actsy the d-constituents in

this coasc beiny desircs.

Sone complications moy arisce in these casces where woe

distinsuish betweon two kinds of act mercly on ths grounds of
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d—constitucnts.Thus, if we csgsume thnt the acts of sirnalling o righte
hand turn, and poiantin. ot @1 object arc comstituted in port by the

gonme (qualitatively) hodily movo: B, we moy symbolice tht conditicons
whiclh muct obioin for o sucessful application of tlhe cormsyeniiiy;; oot

degeriptions in the followin: woy:

1{a) The act of pointing ot on objoct must be comstituted b cvents of
the Type D1 ond M1,

(b) Events of type D1 arc the casuscs of covonts of type M.
2(a) The act of signalling a turn nust be constituted by ' events
of type D2 ond Illa

(b) De—typc cvents ~re couscs of MI —iype cvents.

How tho stotcueont thnt a d-type cvent causes an l~typo
cvent(isce, o type of bodily movement) is o low-like statemont, and
honcz 1t moy bhe supposcd thet in these conditiong for the applicability
of the act—domcriptions in questicn,a comron typs of &ffict is stoted
to be causced by different’ 1) pes of eventss This is not, of coursc,.

a fatel owjection, Conditions 1(b) ond 2(b) nced not contodin contrre
dictory statements. Buty, if cvents of type M1 can b: cousod by cvents
two dissimi: . types, D1 ond D2, scmo specification of the circum-—
stonces in which cvents of caclh type couse the commen type of [ffoct
mist be (iven. We may,thercforc, soy:
{i) Dl-typc cvents, in cenditions %, caus! Ml-typc cvents.
(ii} D2~trpe cvents, in conditions y, causc Il-typc .vents.

hot contont should, howevery, e ~iven to x and y7 ‘re they
further dnsires, which in conjunction withh D1 and D2, arc tue couscs
of Ml—typc cvents? Or nrs they the coauses of Dl and D27 In botl thess
tvo cases 4 the critrrizn for dictinguishing acts with the srme or

. constitutiv. bodily mevimcnts , is no longer a d-constituent,
in the sense so far cgsumed, but a further factors It followsy; therwfonc,
that acts of differont kinds may have the snmey or similar, k-, ond d-
constituents. Bince o similor anclysis noy boe applied to x-~, and 3~
fagtors in determining the type cf act which is constituted by, cegu,

D1 ard ifly; it is clear thot on this type of theery , it is hord to

wcont fcor cur rccornition of acts as hein,, of a certain sort.

Thuse objceticns arc, of course, not fatal. A tleory is not
wrong boecouse 1t is complicoteds But, quitc apart from thoge diffir T4~
this analyois scems subject to a fatel generol objocticne It con be

shovn that that an I-factor connot be coused by o d-factor, i.e., that
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it makos no scnse to grar that bodily novements ar. effects of mental

svents, such as desircs.

In suncercl, if wo soy that x causcs ¥, then, iT this is to

be a significont statiement, x and y must be identificble apart from the
causal relations, which supposcdly lolds botween thoms Ve must, in
principle, be able to speciiy” criteria other thwn, " x is the couse of
y!, for tic identificaticn of x and y. So, if 1(b) and 2(L) arc to

be sigmificent cousal statemoints, the referonts of the descoriptions,
"DLY, and, "DZ2", must be identifibble apart from the supposod causal
relation botween these events and M-type cvents, The referents of- these
Jlperiiticnsimust be scperately identifiable, -ritlout refercnee to the
referents of li-type duscriptionsg i.ce, withecut roference to any bodily
rnovement with which they mey Lo conncctods We cannot, tLercfore, mer.ly
sy thot the refurent of any IDl-typ: descrinticn is that mental cvent
which ceuscs my arm movement when I point at an objecty and we cannot
uerely soy that the roferent of o D2~type doscription is that mental
cvent which causes my arm movement when I sijnal a right—hand turn. We

nust say rnore.

But can we ever soy that the reforent of Dl-type descriptions
ig this thin;,, cnd the rcforent of D2—typc descriptions that thing, in
the scnse in whkicli it is ncecssary to sceparately identify them? The
referents of Dl-type, and D2-type descriptions ore supposcaly "interior ™
or mental cvents, which must be identifi.d apart from overt bechaviocur,
It will, thercforc, in principlc, be impossibl: to ascribe public, or
ogtensive definiiif- characteristics to thgme. The point of goying that
an cvent is is wholly privatec, l.c., privatc in principle, is that
such cvents arc supposcd to be non-spatial. Private cvents are not
merely opposecd to overt bodily movements, but to 2ll bodily movements,
bhacousc any covert bedily movement may, in principle,become publice
For this reason, d-descripticn reforents, when thesc are taken to be
dssires, cannot be spatiall; icdentificds Such temporal identification
as thoese cvents may have, however, dopends on their connection with
some cvents whiclh can bo spatially identificd - in this cose bodily
novencntse But since on our hypothesis, d-deoscripion refercnts must he
identificd without ruferonce to any M-description referents, it is
hard to sce” hew such d=duscription rcefercnts can be temporally located,
iscey located at all. It scomg, thercforc,that, in principle, we connot

idve any definingt charncteristics for tic identification of d-description

o)

referonts of the type, cege, D1 and D2+ Conscquently, law-like statoments
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stotenents such as 1(b) and 2(1) will, on this analysis, be vacuc 3.
On thig ono Treis it docs not noake semsc to sy tha desires (or aor.

¢ o hentel events ) couse bodily movements.

R E e L e e

It

It may, lhowever, bz crgued that the Tormula, 'Act = Ho acnt
+ Desire", dous not necescarily presuppose that a desire is o cu 2 ol
o wodily movemen.. It map” be said that it presupposcs no more ti.. that
an act-dcgcription can b. umpacked into at lcast two subsidiary i
criptions, which would in conjunction be equivalent to thic act-~d crip-
tionaT: act-doscripiton, "He raises i arm", chould, ce.gey be  2lys:
into tho subsidiary doscripticns:

(i) "Ie has o deeire's

(ii) "His arm ig rising".
Thet those two degseriptieons ar: cquivnlent to tho complex description,
"lic is raising his arm', and not some cousal connectlon, may be what

iz cupresscd by tho above formula.

This too is a reductive analysis, and its distinctive featurc
arc tuat in it (a) o dcescription of ~ dusdire is linked witl a deserip—
tion of o (non-purposive) bodily novement, and (b) o conjunction of two
duscripiions of this sort arc claimzd to ve equivalent to an act—
doscriptions Since, however, o description of - desi®c may be, on this
anclysis ‘cnlly "indcependent of a dascription cof any movement
tiie reletion betweemn these $imkinds of demcri m, when conjoined in
an act-descripiton, is puzzling.Whot noyr be said at the momont is this:
On this analygis the conjunction between . d= and M-descripftions’ <3
indica s o locse logical link, such that the truth -ralucs of tliesc
tve descriptions, wloen conjoincd in an agb—descripgion, must be

Azpondently determincds On tlhis y8is, thercforn, it is again
cloimed that d-vnlucs arc externally relat.d to possible valies of

desgceripions of movenents.

Such an cnalysis, it moy be objocted, implics on odd uss of
the concept "dGesirc'"s In ordinary discoursc, o conditicn for flc use
of ths concept "desir."is tlhat somc belhaviocur L 8 een identificd as
on oget, and the concert "ducire" is linked %0 the descripition of
that acts The use of "desiro"; "desiring", is only” intclligible in
the context of discriplicns of acts and doings.

-

If, howcver, o dcscription of o desirc mickes scmsc only in
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the context of an cetb-description, the truth valuepg of d-descrip~
tiocns obviously connot Lo determined indepoedently of ony act=descrip-
tion =~ o8 it must be if, as on this analysis, it is claimed that

tlic truth value of d-doscriptions is independent of the truth valuoe

of M-descripitons. For this rcason alone, the claim thats o Juscuipticn
of a desire + the deccripitcn of a non-purposive movement is

equivalent to an act-desceripiton , must be suspecct.

Lot us test the cbove claim by examining some of the logical
featurcs of the concept “desire', ond by determining wlhether it can
ha conjoincd to descriptions of non-purposive events in a way accopt-~

able to this particulor roductive thoory.

An intellipgible use of the concept "desire!" presupposes o
desire for somcthings Thet is, ony desire must have an objeet or
accusatives Ify cage, I m asked, "What do you desire?", and I reply,
"Mothing', 1 om not soying thoat I have a desire which is not yet fixed
on o desidceratume In seyins this, I deny that I have a desire at all.
It followsy thercfore, that if I le_itimately cloim to hove a desire,
'then I must be able to indicoate what it is that I am desiring. A
claim that x has a desir: must entail the claim that x has a desire

. 34

for an identifiable sometling.

Now 1f an oct~doscription must unpack into two independent
subsidiary descriptions, onc of which asscrts simply that an cgent has
a desire, it is hard sce how these inner imprcssions rcferred to by
the one description con exhibit the logical reguirenent of being uirected
ot somecthing or other. It may be argued against this objection that a
dosire for, c.ge, food no loager operates when food is obtained. Bo
a claim thet Poter desires food will be cquivelent to a clar: (a)
that Peter is empericneing some internal impression,; and (b} that this
aiternnal impression will be dissipated by azquiring, the object of
desire, iecs foods This means that the statoment, "I desire x", will
be a mixture of (1) a coteporical statement, "There is such—end-such
an internal impression, cegs, D; and (1i) o lLypothetical statement,

"Tf x, then not-D". It furtihier followg that the statement, “If D, then
net-x", will be trucs Hence it scems to follow that in at leoast one
gonsc of '"desirc', this concept does not teke on accusativee The

grommatical object, it may bc arsucd, must not be  confuscd with what

/ina -~ -

3. The argument that follows is taken largely from Melden,
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in 2 logical sonso, is to Lo ropgarded as an ohject of the concept

This objzction, however, will not dos Even if it is granted
tlint, in tLc oy pointed out, d:sir.s de. not Lhave objects, it is still
truc to gom thoat we can distinguish betvecen degirep-fon-tihis and
dusires~for-that, ond that it iz necaninglcss to speak ~bout desirus—~
for-nothing, ond desires as suche But on the anclysis we arc now
congidering, it is implicd that, concuivoauly, Petor may have a desire

for he knows not whate.

Consider the following arjumcnt: On this present anclysis
I cannot deternming what I degir: by examinins D alonc. The elaiw that
I dosire x, it was said, depends boti.. on the ocourrcnce of ) and the -
knowlcdge that, given x, D will be dissipateds Thiis knowledye con only
be bhased ¥pon the cxpericnco of past instonccs of D digappearing on
the procurcicndt of %, This implies tia. to knmow that 1 Jdesire caviar,
I must already lLave discovered that caviar satisfics one of my desires.
Tut egince the desirce for caviar nust’ ber iy douwirc—fer=cmring, the dogire
~for-caviar must hove cxistcd, presumably by virtuce of some TPlatonic
pre-—exictence of the soul, hefore I knew what caviar was, or that it
cxisteds Alternntively’ it follows tuat the first timc that I notice
that I desirc caviar, I cannot be sure that it is caviar that I desirc!
Thig new intcrncl cccurrcnce or impression could as cagily be disgipated
by raw kidneys. In that casc,my ldsifc.would not be o desirc~fore
caviar, but o degire~for-raw kidneys. Iy claim to dugire coviar would,
thorefore, be mistaken. It would cgqually be impossible for a child tc
goy thot it desired the moone For until it actually discoverecd that
its internel twitch would be dissipoted by the obtoining of flc moon,

it crimot tiuly soy that it desiross the moone

The difficulty wita this solution, in short, is that tle .
connecection botween the fecling of desir. and the objeet desired is
srid to be cousal ~ the desircd oujeet is said to dissivate the "inner
feceling"s the desirs or inucer twitchs Hence this feelins or inner statc
hos no logicnl relation to any objecte Consider the familiar Humecan
argunent ¢ The relction betweon a particular cffeet and a particular
cousc is alwayo contingente. Thot, eege, & couses B connot be '"read off!
from tho description of As But it was s~id that any description of a
deslire:r must indicoete that this desire is dirzet:zd towards a particular
objects As the cvents lmked in o causal relation do not exhibit this
feature, it is mislcading to write, "I desire x", as a causal statement.

/ This logical wm—m
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Thig logical feature of the concept "dusirce™ — diesca,
et it must alwoys be comnected witlh tlhie object of desirc -

of, irithout furtler argunent, excluwe the possibility of

o o
oL
[
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it

there heing devircs,; which ars not conncetled in fact with any bodily
sovenent. It does, liowever, c.clulz thc possibility of t wrec being o
desire -rhich is logiecnlly uncomnccted with any or all hodil, moviments.
The naturce of this lozicnl counncction is not, however, cntoilmente

It ic rother on: of a conceptunl nature. That is, in the descripkien
ond hence reco_nition, of any desire as buin€ a dosirce~for-x, wmomc
indication must Lo¢ piven of the kind of bodily movenrnt which would
lead, under normcl circumstonces,to the sotisfreticid of thot dezircs
What iz exeluded is that o (csire is "mercly™ on interbal impression
thnt is looscly counceted witl o non~purposive move bnt. The argument,
which we arc now coasicering, at loawt osug csts that the concept
"legire" is morce closely comnccted with the concept '"ect', ti:an iz .

clained by the reductive theorie. tlat we have so far considercd.

Consider whot is mcant by, "o uorc intimate conceptual con-
ncotion betwlen the concepts 'desire! and 'act! e The meaning of this
coan be illustrated by o consideration of questions such as this:

Can I cloim to desirc anyvthing without therchy impliing that I want to
get 117 I may, cege, soy that I am hungry, i.c., that I desirce food,
and still Jdo nothing in fact to et it. Por this therc may be meny
reosons, I may be dicting , or I may be ticd and gogged, or the food
nay be in o shop, whilc the only way I have of cobtaining it , may be

by stcalings If I co notyceps, want to stcal food, will it Lec truc

H

to say that I do not really wont to sed food, znd henecc tia2t I do not

(rcally) desire food?

Somc reosons for cleimin, that this is the case may be
founc by trengeribing this argum.nt into the third person. Thus, if
n persen enid to me, "I want {or dusirc) a ncw car', I can ask,
“ne. do you propose Jetting it?F A pogsible answer to tlhis question
could be, "Oh, I con't rca%%¥ It?t to got it", which sug2ets that
lic doecs not also wint to [J'l:"Bﬁt if 1 did rcceive an cnswer such as
this, I cen dismiss the original statcement as ne merc than the
czpression of an idle or fonrciful wishs The person concerncd, I may
argucy is sugsecting what he misht dogirs had circumstonces beocen dif-
ferent, ~nd no{ what he is in fact desirings Bucauss he dous not  Tant
to get the cor, hi crnnot be said to desire the car at alls If he
really dosired the cor 4 Lc must wont to get ity cven though he may

ot present scc no woy of doiny so.
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ticn of a o oplus o hbn—purposivo movencnt or a dJSGfiption of
o non-purvoesive mevement, tharreforc, bess the questisn. Deconuse of
tie close liaigon®  between "degiriag" and "loin: ', wo cannot

spek about o doscription of o dasire being linked with + . des—
cription of o non-purpcsive nmovencent os logiccel ports of on act-—
deseriptizn. Similarly, it is o mistoke in principle to claoim thot
an acl-doscription con be analiyscd inte o descripticn of a desire
plug o dosgcripiion of & nen-purposiv. movenunt. It is, thus wrong
to npeak of d in ycee, d(pr) ar if it v.ore o digeription of any
Toctor exthrnel to ovementsy rnd it iz wrong te spiak cbout

d o o deseripblon at all scparaee Trom pTo,

o reductive naalysis connot, tlcrefore, give an adegunts
oengvyer to thl cuestioR, iler nre d-cipressicns to e analysed?;
and hence connot gntisfoctorily ccecunt for tho distineticon

botween” cct-dogericitons ot other lescriptions of behaviour.

m
[

The above arpument cu pests that J(pr) uust be the
form of a zingle cr unitory description — a deceripticn, i.ce, _
which crnnot be ~nrlyscd into dugocripticns which arc not themsclves
act—d3scriptions. This, however, docs not solve our problem. Ior it
docs not indicatc whot the Tunction is of d-exprescions. We must,

therefore, congidsr tho implicoatiouns of this supicstion.

It could coenceivably be ar-ucd thot descriptions of
behaviour, sucl: as deuscripticus of ce.p. tic form, d (pr), whiclh

contain, ~nlieitly or inplicitly, goiw d=twpe copression or

deseription; ary, Ter thol reason, dnencinti o ~F rule—followins
wri5' On the oilwer Land, descriptions ol bohovicur which

iz ng way contoin G-typ: cxorco.ione or descripticns are, fer thnt
roogon, descriptiv: of bohaoviour, which is nct rule~fellowing.
On such on orfuncnt, then, rulc~followin; benoavicur rill be eithor

cquivalont to acte, or will L. tro foneral speelesz, wdar which acts
8 L_. P y

resort, T cithor case, the distinguisiin: foature botucen agte
-,
and / eas
5«  This n<.ion of "rulo~following ™ is loft deliberately va us
at the mooeints The cmbicguitics in iz will t. discussca later in

thig cheptor.
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and othoers ncu-purvosive forms of belhnviowr must bo found in the
prescnce or obocnce of o fretor, wi.ick could be brou_ it under o
=ty cxpressicn.  But on sgucl: an onolysis d-type oxpres.iong no

lenger reccer to internal, psycholugicrl stitis (r impresoions.

e gonercl points sugrestod will

(i) 4 foru of belaviour may legitimatol; be described os

a form ol act, if cnd only ify; na odegurte description of thet
Loelwoviour eoxplicitly or diwplicitly involwves ti» uotion thot the acont

"

to whor the belovicur iz aceribed "follewed o zulc"

(ii) A form of bolhaviour camnct legitimat @1y hz deseribed
as o Torm of not 1f on cderunte decoripticn of 4ot Lxhoviour doos
net cxplicitly,; or ot leost i.plicitly, involwvs the nction ilat the

agent to whic!. tho behoviour is ascribed "followed o rulet

It 1% not, however, cleor wrat is iavolved in int.rpreting
the quelifying voriable, d, in this wol . Wt is so involved T

now wich to cxonino.

Aob A A A b b e

A first approach, sugpected by recent philosophicnl .
Ciscussion, is to anclysc tlhe nction of "rulis'" by conciderin. the
ncticn of ”gmmcs”.b' The question is whethor tlho cloics of pomes

25 the parcdipm-casc of rule~following is alwars cgqually helpiul,
whoenover noetions of rules or rTule~following are imyort-d. Waat
is ot digsuc, 1s the iuplicl assertion that we have in descripticn
amesy 5 usciful anclosy for on mnelysis of act-descriptions, and
thus that the moin logical featurcs ef descriptions ol goacs aro

co—oxtensive witl the mein logical Tuntures of act-ldescripiicnsa

Whethier, wnd in what swnss, '"rule-followins," ie a feoture
of gomesg, woy be wode clear by cencidering virst pames of tho kind
cxciplificd Uy chess, football, cr rTughy. dugby, ce.o» typifies
thz type of gome, which hoo codificd rad conventional rules. Thosc
rulce presceribs whet scorts of beloviour are yarmissible or non—

p:ridssible/

6. Cf. Wittoonstein's notion of loajusgo~—-,ones. Tittrenstein, L.y
Philosophical Investigations, (tr) (.4.l. fnscombe,; Oxfords
Blockwells, 1953,
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pernisegible, and vhat oupht to be done, or ou bt mot to he donao,
if one way boe gcoid to ho ploying thot particular pamc. Tho set of
rulcs thus congtitutive of o particular game, in much the sanc
woy o8 an officiel constitution; rccopted by a roup of peoplz,
congtitutes an crpanisation. It is in this scnse thot o ron moy
bu seid 1o pley the jome only in sc far as ko abides by the rulcs,
a1d accolpts tooe penaltics laid down for infringoments of one kind
cr cnothor, To.r this recasci, tocu, ths volidity of descriptions
sucit as, '"He is ploring choss", or "They ar. playing rugbhy®, will
depend on tho confornity of the participants' belhoviour to tha
codificed, proeg rsiptive rules of chess or rusbye. If the rules of
these comes are not followed, ~hatever is_ bein¢ done, connot be
degeribew og that kind of gaiz whicl is constituted y th. rulces

in . ugsticns

Thc notions of "rulug! and "rulo-following'", whichk are
coubodicd in thic kiud of rome, noy clso be exhibited by considering
the notion of "cluwating™e If, cepe, o chess-player cheats by
surrcptiously removin:s cn cpponent's piocce that hoeg not boen won
eocording o the rules, then we would say, usually in o netaphorical
~caie, that ho is "not playing the —ome's here is alss o streng
literal sensc in which it could be coid that o person whe is
cheating iz net really plagying the mame, as be is not fellowin, all
the rules of that gome. IInturnlly, there is alwerrs the possibility
that speciflic forms of chaating may, in time, becomc acceptablo.
Whot is now regordad as cheating, moy cither beco. & accepted as
how rulcs in the old,; conventicnel sct, or uoy congtitut: rules of
o new gane, similor to its porent: In beth cases,; deseriptions of

Moheating! belkoaviour, will become prescriptive in the revised; or

NCW, gOmnce.

ThLe importent featur:is of gancs such as chess and ru, by
arc, thercfore:
(a) They arc cemstituted by codificd rulcs, which arc
:2dy or agreed upon, by porticipants in a game of that

sS0Tt . .

~—
'

(b) Any behaviour con validly be described as, g fffﬁﬁqfs‘\
"Playing chess", or "Playing rugby", only if it is presupposed ;'W¥V£f8ﬂ?1
that these rules oar: boing followed by the participents, LfQHAﬁ¥_¢T
_—
"Rule-followin ", in this sensc¢, thereforc, mcans an
implicit agraement thot porticipante in a game will repulate their
behaviour cccerding to a sct of codificd on. conventional rulcs,

which/ 44









- 54 -

Te hove s tucrefore, distinguishced two woys in whiclh the
notion of "rulc-following" moy be said to e = logleal footure
of .amcs. "Tulo~following" con ncon:

(1) an iuplicd ajreoenment that porticipants in o pamce
will resulete thcir belinvicur according to o s.t ol codified
rules, which arc token ag lmowng and clsce thot the participants
will sbid: by thz prescribed p .oneltice in th-y wo not abide Ly these
rulce

vnbolise, tirou, . t;pical acts:

—~
ne
~—
ct
o]

LCJ

() that rno's behoriour must not bo taken at
face wvalucs

(b) that it must be token as, or interproted in
torms of o comcoptuil rulc, vhich is

ordinerily not applicable at 2ll.

If genmes are to L: congmider.d the paradi matic model for
the cnnlysis of act—descriptions, cnd lLoncae are te give the clue
to tho onolyris of deswpressions; onc me, axbect tlhot act-deccriptions
will digpla; stron, logical agrecment with those tire notionsg of

‘rule- Tollering".

I shell now croue that o canc-analoy;” forr deternmining the
logic of act-descriptions will .uave imwortant; if unfortunatce
CONnLoQUlNCUS.

- Rt O S B s

fn iupertont consequence of the two netions or "rule—

followrin," in gemes, which we hove boen considerin, is this: Once
(W) L) 9 L
it 1 presuw.>d thot ceortain rules arc bein, Yollowed by an apont

in Liis behavicur, tlhers con bo cue ond only one truc descripiion of

his bchaviour.

Migc moy sccen opar to inmredints obhisction. Thus it may
be eremcl Wl oven if it o is crdicent thoet thi: belovicur of 31
paople on a rretomrular field is such that they obviansly ~pe folll.ive
he rules of ru_by, it is still pessible to dosoribe thlir
bohaviour in many alternativae forms. 2 noy say of the same
behaviour, cepes "Hz rughoed blindly into o doefenderts crms™, 'He
tricd in voin to evads o tackle.! But thiz i¢ net disputsds  That
is being osscrted here is rather this: any descripticn of the
behavicur of these 31 peoplu, nust, in principle, fall within the

overzall constitutive rules of ru_ by. "Tumning with the belln,

"Kicking/ ¢1
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"Kickin * the ball', etoe, must be knowa to bo "Flaying rugbye”

Thege subsidiary doscriptions ore uot, ol coursc,
necessarily only subsidicry Jdescrip.long of the deseription,

¢ deacriptions crc part of the description

o]
4N

"Tloying rushy e Bt th
of the cone, ond uoy be soid to refer to "the souc holaviour', only
if it is lnown thet the fonernl description , '"They arc playing
ru;by", applics. These (subsidiary ) descriptions, it may be said,
rcfer to th- same uvehovicur only vio the description of tlo [ onc,
yhiclhi in turn is conditioned by o sct oi consiitutive rules. It nmoy

be argucd thot 211 this cpplics nutatis mutondis to cot-—descriptions,

~nd btliot it mop be cggertod; therefore, that tlere ooull be only

ons trus degewription of any ccte In the same way, o2s tlo only

truc descrivtion of 2 Toru of beheviecur mi bt be, "They cre ploaying
ru by", it »way be said that Jeccriptions of The Acts are unambi _uous,
in contrast to duscription: of the same bilwvicur in terms of

subgidiary ccta.

It, chaercfore, Followzs also that desc.ipticuis of The .ict
can be onalysed inte subsidicry descripticns, such that tlcesc
descriptions will refer to acty oid doingg, wihich are involved ing

a1d caconticl for o successful performonce of The lets In this

cagse, toc, subsgidicry doscriptions noy bhe soaid te refor to the sanc
bchaviour onl, vic o description of Thoe Act, cnd will thus be
degeriptions of collateral acts,

Use of o gamc-analeopy” in attempting to determine the logic
of act-descriptions, thereforzc, scoms to lend wol; bé to raductive
oanealyscs of octs and act~descripticns. The main logicel funtures of

Come~descriptions arce, or scem te be, cocxtensive with the main
logical Teoturcs of act—descriptions oc thieee arc coustrued in

redustive analyses of TThe Actts

T T e o e R T s

If the game—onclegy for an analysisg of cct-degceriptions
ig correcot, tho logical kind cof rule consiitutive of, or oparative
in, games nust a2lso be congtitutive of, or operative ing other

acts. The lopiical type of rule, waich is said te Le follewed in

games, must clsc be said to be followed in acts.

he notion of "rule! is, however, not unambijuous. e
have alrcady mecen that the typo of rule iellowed in ru by, is not
the some losical tipe as thot followed in playin: bears, iesce in

- ' .

- ' ’ *






only rules operative in nets mugt be constitutive and ennbling, or
congtitutive end restrictive, In both sersos of "rule-followring" in
carce, th: rules in gquestion arc deofinitive of ti» particular act-
ivity that they govern, cnd permit ne alternatives. It is implicit
in the sonsce of 'rule-follering' in _nies with codificd conventicnal
rules tlnt one an'. only oue sot of rules constitute these pomes, and
thet this set of rules io definitive of Le OmC . Somz rulce in

tho cet, Lorev 1T, will he enabling ond sows restirictives Thot i

6]

2
gome rules licemce or purait zoms practicos, ond otlcrs restpjict
other practices. oy o~ the osswuipticn in the pome~cnology is that
the notion of "rule—-Tfolluowrin,'" is logic~lly isonorphic, l.ce, 1is
logically the sane in all nets, we will hove to s:  that in those

//{%ugﬁicl porticipants ars soid te Lo pretonding, the rules tiat are
followed; i.c., the kaiowm liaioons,  marke, ctc, of the concept "xV,
L.st Do ac comstitutive os the rulss cvorotive in [ anes such as

cliwcgs and ru;,by.

It con no be argucd that this inplicatien — tact the rulos
oporative in oll acts must be constitutive and enrblin, , or cunstitu-
tive ond restrictive -~ ;,ives o ni~leading znd inadequate account

ol th. logic of net—Cesceriphions. Thot this iz so appears from the

Tollowin ; congi.lor :tiono:

(1) The segt of rulus 1a a game, oz has Dbeen scen, nust
he constitutive evens though individwal monlers of this sct may be
cnnbling or rostrictivao. But the rulzs govarning o specific
aovenent of any ployer, whilc not inconpatible with thosce permissive
ctnd restrictive rulcg, ar: novertheless not cguivalent te them. Thus,
in describing, movemcents of ployers onn o ru by fiell, or cf o noan
protendin, to bec a bear, we wygr sry thot cuch movements are  con-

stituteld on poves in o came of ployin:, ruguy or ploying boars,; -v

o s¢t of rules constitutive of the guus.  DBut the movementis
e not constituted By thic or cuy otlicr get of rulcs.
At the mogt we must soy thnt tho rulcs govorning tlie movencnts in
& porticular move must noet e incompatible with ony of the unabling

Lk

or regtrictive rulcs found in the congtitutive weots T2 rules

1

povernin,, the bohavicur dhgeribed as, cegey, "Takin_ o gap", nuct,

then, be in part the coastitutive zet of rulos of ru,by« However,

beoouse there is no one netunl sci of movements dofinitive of
ckingd o {.pys0-ys0y, of taliing bear-~like stcps, 4if theore are to

be males governing thoese moviurents, the rules must be nou-con-

/stitutivo E—
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At the monont it is not arpued tiot''rule—following' can
in no circunstonces be regarded os o leobure distin uigning act-
degeriptions from descripticns of otlier bLelnvi urs I an mercly
arguing that the notion of "rule-following™ ig amnbisuous, and that &
ponular  interpretation in terms  of games will not do the partds
cular job assirned to ity i.¢., giving o eatisfactory anclysin of
thic Tunction of d-cxpressions in act—dcseripticns of the form,

Gal ey a(pmp);

R e e o

g8 3

We have so for ceen that reductive theories connot (ive

o potisfoctory ~nolysis of A-nxpressicns. Qur conclusion has Deen

- EProsgions connot o o
thoat/be degeriptions thint are loogely conjoined to descriptions
of bolily moverents. Nor con they be indicatiing thoat T is the .-
result of lhumon cctivity consdorming to rules thrt ore onelogous to
rulcs in galcss Qur problem his,y theraforc, not bsen sclveds We
mazt 8 411l give on onalysis of d—zxpressicns  that will encble us
tc distinguigh boetireon cct—descriptions , and desceriptions of other

bahoviour,
o e S TR o R T S e A A

Sucl an ardlysis noy be beopun by roconsidering ome of our
corli-r discussiolls As vne scen in Chapteor 2, acts arc a form of
purposive bohavicur, which ncons thot cots may be exploincd
teleologically. But otler forus of behavicur, which arc not acis,
noy olso be exploined teleologicnllys oo o chmet identify o
putotive act, ar act-descripiion, wpiuply Ty datormining whether the
behovicur referred to con be cxplained teleologically , or wihether
the belavicour—-description can be fitted inte o tolcolo-icnl patsern
of cxplenntion. hig peint 13y be further clorifi.d in tlhe fol-
lowing: woy s The iorm of o tcleolopical ciplonation ie, x in
order to Ge Fow "x in orcaor to G" moy T treastced as a prope-—

sitionnel function, ond the symbols, x and G, ns _2p signs. The

two duscriptions, i) He is raising his arm"
ii) . " His arm is riging"

which obvicusly scem te be an act-descripticn and o degeription
of o non=purposive movement, rospectively, may be ireated as possible
crpuncnts ol this propositional function. Talues of the function

for cach of these argunents will be:

/ (a) " Ho —-
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description is, then, the peint toat the Jjustizication of o t-lco-
logical explomaticn of the belbovicur refurred te nust ot least
prosupooce an cet, but in such a wop that it is implicd thot the
orisinal behoviour cronnot be -n act. The some connot be said ol
tlie tcleological cxplanation of the belinvicur rcforred to by the
description 1).  Th: guestion, " Uhy is he roising his ara?l,
obvivur 1y cannot be appropriatcl; ansirerced by, "Becausc he wonts it
to™  For this nuct imply theat t.o Luliaviour desecrived by” 1)
cannot Ge on oct, ound thnt tiais Lehkowvieur is tho recult of some

net  or doing. This would in turn imply thot the justificoticn

of & tolcological cxplonntion of the bdiavicur dzscribed o 1)

nust be the some oo tiot for tie brhaviour describel %.2). This
71ll result in on obvicus contralicticn of cur enrlicr conclusions,
The iwplicntion of 1l conclusi ns of Clhepter 2 woe tlot humon
behnviour con be chorzcet. roied o nen-octs only iy it is cloor

thet o teleolorical ciplonction of such behoviocur must be dependent
on o conjunction of cous~l laws,thot are "ade” toutolosous ag o
roesult of the procupposition thnt these cre cither rcactions in o
sclf—correcting systcm, or arc causal recctions , which somc outsider
teelded should hove o spoecific functien,. Beonuse neltloor of tle
chova condaitions a.o cbvicusly oparctive in the ingtonce of the
bolavicur described by 1), this will have to be called a descripiien

of o Going, ~nd hwence wm oct~descripticn,

Thig noy be furtheor subgtontinted in the this way: liow
while "He wonto it te'" is not an appropricte angarer te the question,
" Why is he raiging his arm?", the .otatement, "Betoause he wants to',
would Dbe cppropricte, if perinps ~ bit chrupt. Our discusgicn
corlier in this cuapter hos shiown tliat concepts cuch os '"desire"

and ™ron®" are only intellipible in the contoxt of Macting ™ and

/ "C‘.Oing” ————

— e i 4 ¢ % M e w iR SArP wmmr memi choct it e e b om A mas s

10+ (contd)

. . . e
wonts it to's o aninel noy be performing o particular triocl,thot
nay -« be called an nete  This, however, is similor to saring,

+

"Mhat soldicr is bohoaving in such-ond-such a woy, bechusc his

sargeant wonts him tos'  Here we arc stoting that the soldier is
acting on ordcrs. It ie clear, thercforc, that "it" is usged in

the eninnl oxemple, as o personal pronoun, rhiclh does nat rofor o
the sonc gcrgon o the proncun "he'.This ic not truc in tho okamrle
of the rising nrm. Tha scnsc of "Wants it to' must, s o v ¢
consagquence, Aiffer in these cxonploss
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"doing", This mecans thot any usc of the concept "wont' conceptually
involves certoin deoingse So the use of "rant" in the explonation,
"Me ig roising hie arm, bscius: hz Wants to', rmust prosuppose tlot
gonc bohuviour Les becn identificd oe on acts Thig behnnvicur.
can only be the behaviour that is being cxplaincd, as t'e .ront
rcferred to is thot of the agent of iggﬁ_bthViour; Thisg inplies
dnt in thesc circuustances, the bohoaviour duscribed must be an act.
Tho act identificd comnot, thacrefore, be souw bohavicur otlier thon

the behoviour described by 1)
bbb bbb

The discussion sme for lwws inlicated son: goneril;ipoits in
the anelysis of d-cipressions. W, have scoen that one important
condition that must be setisfiod before a d-expressicn oy be us:d
in the Torm of the descripuion of any behoviour is this ¢ The descrip—
tion must fit dinto a t.leological p-ttern of explanation but subject
to the conmdition that the tecleolesical cxplonction of the belovicur
rcferrcd to must not nccessarily presupiosce citler the perlornonce
of on cct of o kind ather tlhan the behoviour to which referchnce is
being mode, or tho coistence of a sclf-cerrecting supstom.

This condition noy be sumnmed up in the folluwing speocific
test: If o behoviour-degeripticn, p, can be an arpument of the
propositisnal function, "x in order to GY, without presupposing cither
on act of kind ctiwr thrn the putotive oot wcscribed by py or tlhe
cxistonce of a sclf-corsccting systomy then p 7ill be an act—dcscrip-
tions Conversely, if o uchavicur—descripticn, q, connot be on ar_umcent
of the propositional function, 'x incorder to GV; without prosuppos—
i1 either an act of o kind other tlon thz putntive act describzd
by a, cr the cxzistence c¢f a scli-coriccting system, thcn g cannot

be on oct-dascriptiona
e o s Tty S O B T e

Fron thiis certain gpecific points concorning d—cxpressicns
wiil follow. We hnve scen thot the descripticn l) " He.is raising
hig orn'y ~otisiics the above conditicn, and so nay be syubolisced

Ty Celéy a(pl ~ p). Thet the cbove condition hnos heon sotisficd
indicates that this descripticen ney it into a telcole ical paticrn

1

of cxpionotion’ sinpl; tecnuse the agent of tho behoviour trkoes the

/ belaviocur --—
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Tho approeprivts descripticn and cplonation would, thus, be, 'He

is  seling kis arw risc(in somc sert of machine ), in ord:r to
capetite the flow of VLlood in his arm''s Thig, luwevery would ho
usntisfactory and wislendiing, os the descoripticn, "His arm is

risingy vithaout further information being [iven, connot imply

thot this tehaviecur is the result of ~n act on the port of thoe
peoson refermed to by the subject of tihe descriptions. In this

manple *re calmot asswas thot the person roforred to by the sulject

&

-

of tle descripticua could be following o rulc, Thig desgorinticn

~

crnnot, tihsrelora, be o osoct-description, and lLance nust L of tlo

forn, pT +P, and not (pT- p)
R e o

This discuscici hag incicotoed oicc nere thot d=-_xpressions
connot refer to focters such os intorior cvents or seots of rulcsm
wiich arce scpercis fro.. "nere" Lodily movononts, Tn. usc of @ in
the form os o descripticon indicotes, a3 hos boon scen, thet o given
d_gcription fits into o "conceptunl fro: cwork', which diff.re fror
The "coaceptusl froancroyk' into wihicl: descripticns of otlhwer forns
of bchaviour oy fit. So when d is used in tle Jorm of a
wesicription of hehnviour, we arce ciplicitly @ implyin: that certein
logical tym:@:s of guesticn and answer 7ill be appropriste, ond
cthere inonpropricto. The wo, of distinguishing "etroon act—
Gescriptiong and degcripticns of other forms of bmhavi.ur will tl.:s
be tc determic. vhethor the Jescription ocan £it iate the conceptu:l
fromcrork of #he concept M"act', which lac Doon d.termin- 4 , cnd
illugtrated, by cur discuszica ia Chapter 2 and in tlis gres.nt

chnptcr.

Howover, it can be soid that an inpoertont part  of
this concepiucl frowcverk of acts ¢ and hunce d-cxpressiviis,
ig diaployed by the Jonurnl points invelved in th. "rule-
following™ criterion, ii they arc altercd to oxclude the
gome-anclosy intcrpretotiona The wnd regult of such on

1 -
D58

alteration will
(i) L fern of bolwwviour noy legitinately be
described as o form of net, if rnd only if, =2u cdequats descriptiou
of thot behnviour oxplioitly or implicitly invelves the ncotien
thot the agent to whom the behoviour i ascribed could hinve
been folleowing: o rulc.
(ii) A forn of bohoviour connot bz lepitimately
bo described as os o forn of act if on adequeote description of
that wvcloviour does noi cxplieitly . or ot lcast implicitly,
inveolve th: notion that the agent , to whom thz belinvvicur is

ascribed could hove followed a rulc.















Tl

Iy it ig soid tlet B is o boeis cf acre.n.nt Yotweon the
ritacsues ol I, thoen B nust etill be on cct=Qauerintici. Suppose
tiot 21l o ros that 1 at loost extoncod his ari. 5 will; ther-forc,

be tho aut-docoription, ' eitondid Lis arm®. This oni L. symbolised

asy, Al o~ . T pl)i This (o .criptici met soiillow He involwcl in the

thrie act-deseripticone

(4 "Io sijnellcd o right~lond turn's ~ a( ~ qqul)
(1i) "He tr.g feeling the strongth ol the wing® - a( - rlTrl)
(iii) " Do upe copirdng o'now pipast Tigg . - a( - s, T sl)

The problem with tlis interpretaticn will boe to show just how

al -~ plﬁpl) can be wnpacked f£rom 4 ~ qqul), a( «rlTrl), and

a( ~ slTsl)Q Tho objection thot becuuse the intention involwved

in the extonding of nn orm '8 wifl . ront fron thnt of risnclling, the

dogeriptions nust e incompesibdl. s Lo algo count apainst o cloim
i § o

C
that E con be/cet=desecipbion which is not the descri
Aot.

ption of The

We Lnve, thwoerclders, tro dofinitec critoric fer E, and
hence two occowlvs af the poocoibhility of altoranative douscriptions
of actse

(n)  There is cac and only onc trus doscriptisza of on

~et which is citlicr constitutcd Dby, or incempatible -rith any otlor

actelcscriptiona We ceoamot, tlercfore, sponlt about "zlt.rnative
descriptions" of any act. Any truc description which is not the

acseripticn of The ict; must refour to The Jct, but only via the
doscripticn of Tic fct.

(b) Thare is & bosic act-doscription upon which all the
witnesscs would o,Ted . This nct—-tescripri.n will be implicit in,
reiley the descripticns of A, Dy aud C. In onc scnse these cct-
tegeripticns  could be olternotive desceriptions of, or intcrpre--

totiong of the bogic oot that is involvid in the doscripticns,

11X

Tle reductive notion thot there con be one and only
one truc degcription of ony act, could be baced upon the ascunption
that a Correcpendence Treory of Truth ofiers the only suitable
criterion for the verificatiun of zll observotion statcments, and
henee of thot clnseg of chscrvation statenment whieh we have called
"act-deoseriptions's he implications of this will be that if

P is on occte~doscription, or any othor ouscrvrticn stntiment, then

/ P COYl wmmee
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thenr p con Ws true or foloce if ~nd only i1 it cor.cesponds to

goric frct in the worlds Reforence to this fact will be the only

mooiig of verifying po If cer,ey it is o foct tlot Grohamstowm

C:Atledrel has only” one tower; thon oo and only onc statement con
-

corrigpond to this inct.d° ﬁny otier stotoment rill noet corros~

pond to this Jact, os 2 will asggoert thot tlho things in the foct

~

cre roloted in o owa, o woy in which they are actually not

3

relatads

If it is ascertod thot, cege, only ?s account of what
happened ie o truc description; th.n the problem will be to
detornine to what Mfs nccount corrcoponds, Will it be the
cxbongion of an orin and the resultant renovel of sugar from th
fin_ers?  The removal of suynr groins fron k': fingore way,
however, be fortuitous, i.c. tley way have becn blown off, so to

spuak, by accident. We comnot toll mimply by obscrvotion thot

this was part of the point or purpric of the oot. hercforc,
ag w2 are dealing with fects ond the roferring of propositions to

these facts, woe will have o goy tliot tho foet that sucar wos
blowa off Iifg Fingers must simply be deseribed as a natural ovews
of the form, ~ufiu. The fact thot an arm was cxiended could
conceivably ~lso bu o non-act. Th: exicasion of lfi's arm could,
GeGey bo the result of o nuscular spasn. If tlis is the casc, '

then it should be doescribed by a logeription of th: form, ~ vIv.

Thig will wuecon thot tle act—description of thoe form,
d(qlTJ\ql) (P¥s; Jugeripition, Ffor cxample) must corrcepond to o

fect desoribed by tue propositions of the rorny, -~ vIV o ~ uTu.
/ Ay ———
L

., o e . e . — . PO - @ ew e e T

f + _ . ;
24 Thers noy, Lowiveryue nerc thon ons gentzance which could b
uscel to ucke this stodoments For cuomple,
(2)"The Crthe rel in Grolamstown has only once towrers”

(v "Groamstowm's Cothodral Los only onc wowera ™
(c "Only cnc tower com be scon on Grohanetewn's
Cothedrola® gimilar

Altuouth thsse seutences arc (rommoticnlly’/ they c A be said to
be identiczl "statememt-nnking sentencos'. Tlis means thet only
one stotcment con be said to correspond to this factse { Cu P.F.
Strowson, Imtroducticn to Lo, dccl Thecry, Londone Iothucn, 1952)

3 Cf l.. Schlick, 'Pacts and Propositions™, M. KocDonzld( cde )y
Fhilosoply and .nolysis, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1954
















7.

culture, the description, '"There wre o snoke-—-in-tho-~sk; 'y would only

be rebutted by o consciizug of opinimi that the snclke-in-1 he—-sky wne
. . . , 1

net presuent ot toot timc. L orebuttel could not be g Thire oo

caly o ¥laslh of 1i- Ltning".

Thore would in this ex~wple be $ic some measurce of dig—
oorecnent o tuerce was in our cxeomple of the reports of the witnosoon
of tlc motor cccident: The notion of the some cvent or hapoening
being witnessed, will be as ampigucus ag it wae in our corlier
axomple of tle motor accidunte Tho alfcrnasives in this new
cxample will bo the snme oo the difcerert critoria offerced for H.
Tuere must either be onc truc descriviicn of tha cvent, or fact,
or therc must be o gingle cvent interpreted differently,
or o basis of opreement disceoverable by o neans asg yot undetoruined

e S

Lot un {irst discuss tho claim thot we ond prinitive
non arc deceribing, or interpreting Jifferently oni cvents,
This clain will have soversl immsaddate cenmoguchnccse Consider
firgt this question ¢ Con it be s2id that primitive man bosoes
him cledin to sco snokes-in-~the-sky on th: osscortion, 'This is whot
o osnolke would leck lilic i 4t wers dn the oky", or mors =imply,
"This x locks lilte o snaoke's That thile does net follow con be

. . . . . 10,
shown by on exoldnation of the use of the cencept M"iocls like's

We often sayy "It leolis like x',; wrhen we lhove reasdmn to
volicve thot the object me, not in freot be whot it looks lilic. A
sood reagen Tor aaying thoet an object looks lilie x, ratloer than
goying that it is x, may be the circumstances in sthich 1t appooru.
For exoemplo, if no onc wog ot ror, we would in all probability sny
cf a track of torpedo-like bubbles in the woter, "Tuat looks like

o torpedo",  Thz fact tha* no ouc ig at wrar would constitute a

sood reason for supposin. thoat it is net a torp:do.

The assertion, "It looks like x', depends, then, on a
cortoin degrec of similarity betweoen the object and x But such an

assertion alsc contains tha counterfactual clement, '"But not-x'".
/ Therc ig ——w

e T AR AT, LA e, S i i A R i AL Uk AW rAf Weid  mim R b mink e et v

10, CL G.N.A. Vesey, "Sceing and Seeing As'", Procecdings of the
Avistotelinn Uocioty, 1955-R6

¥+ Fleming, "Recogmising ans Sceing As', Philosophical
Review, 1957.
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locks like a snokes

%o result of this will Yo that the notion of Laving a
3D 0L%

‘or asserting tie counterfoctunl will be broust frem o cirst to
o thirl person lewvel, Tiis will ncom thnt we comot ariuc that
primivive uwon hinsclf cwn goy thet ae is intexrproting oa cvent
o o snaliey when he reports that he sces a sncke-in-tie-skys  For
this must imnply thet whoat ¥ cledinms to sse ic not wizt he roolly
feess A Turtler inplicGation rill We that tiic report, "I scc a
ciinke", ningm be eguivalent to thie statencnt, "I scc an x srhich
lcoks like o snnke'ls Thig contradicts the conclusions alrondy
reocheds  Wo hove sczn thot o "looks like'~like gtotoensnt con
never L. equivalent to o statenent of the form, "I secc xV. ir
prinitive wan g no reasos Loy suprosing  othervisce, e connet
chonge his assertion, "I sec o snake—in—tho—cky®, to "I sce an x
(iecey some ov.nt other than the snoke—in-the-eky ) as o sncke-in~

tho-sky .

Tho enbiuity of the notion o¢f the some ~wvent being
vitnessod by primitive man and by us, must now be cvident. It I
eoyy 'x looks like y', aud you say 4, "x looks likne z", then we ore
sinply aeserting that an objuet vhich we Doth con identify, iecae, xy
has featurces in coraon with both 7 ond z, Herc w2 are hoth
obv&kously referring to, or inaginstively dezeribing tlie some objects
This arelysis will not, lhowever, worlz with asscrtious such as
thoso in cur exomples I it is te work, both wi ood primitive mon
mist ainit thot we sce some cvont, which ic lile both a gcncke aud
o Tlegh of ligkining,. Hovewor, neitlhicr we ner primitive man,
noy hove reason for suppocin. tint shot we actually sce is not o

flazh of liglutning, or o snoke—-in-tic-sly.

A consequence of thig will be thot one of cur origincl
clternotives will foll awn"s Vo conunot sayfwithout further
qualification tlat we and primitive manm are describing or
interpreting differently the same, or one,cvent, usging ,."'here is
flash of lightning", ~nd, "Th rc is o snoko-in-ito-sky',
respectively. anothor -inpertant conscquonce will follow from this.
Ths cloim tlot one and only onc description of on obgcrvational
gort com b true deponds,os was scon, upon the assunpticn that
those are unanbi uously doseriptions of the sans event. But we

have scenn thot VYsome! in this context is mislerding and aphiguous.

This o o &






8l.

(2) "At time t1, in place pl, ther: was a snoake—in-tlo-
sl
Therc.cre, therc mugt be a depree of incompoeibhility between the
twro descripticis. Thiz implicc thaot in tlis cxample we cranot be
dealin:, witl einply the doseription of tro scparate things. Our
argpument so far hos shom tleore must be soms compatibility betwecen
.

these desceripticng. a8 o result the degrec of inceompatibility

comet he thot enviscged by o Correspondncce Theory of Truth.

s e Y

Mhe degree of compatibilit, and incoupatibility in this
contewt betrzon - 2 smenus, "Thore wos a rlash of lightning',
and "fhere was o snoke=inetly —gikyr", uoy be illustrated hy
consicering o new noticn - "rule of interpretavion™s This is

introduc.d as o tec'nmical tocrm to nean much the sanc as the

€3

concepteircwnstonces™s The use of this new tern nay be more

. . 12,
procisely illustrated by thc Jollowin. cxonple:

We 1oy be asked to complete the scries, 3 6 11 18 27 ——m,
by addling th: next three numbers of the scricse Normally we will,
as_o maticr of coursc,be able to complete the scries by adding,

38 51 66, By "mormnlly" I mean that it is aosguaed thot the autlor
of the first five numbers of the scrics followe.. the Tulles of
arithmetic. But we must add tlhat if the numbers werc rondomly
placed by the author, without any reference to any order, this
would not prohibit me from completing thc serics. In completeng
the scrics, I nced only prcs' gposc that the first five numbers

havs beeon written dotmn according, to a asterminate rule @ "Each
number in the serics must increasc by the proevious incrense + 2,
thus bys 35 79 11 ——" Thig rule fulfills two functions : it
nokes the serics intelligible, iece mokis thw row of numbers morce
tiat o listy and it cnables us to completc thc series, The rule,
for the constructicn of thot sceries I now cnll, "The ruls of inter—
prototion of that sericso. If th. list of numbzrs is to become
intcllipible tc us as o scri.s, we must s.c tids list in terms of

this rulc, i.ge the rulc for the interpretation of that serics.

/ In —e-

1 Cf P. Winch, The Tdca of a Socipl Science, Londons

Routledse & Kegrn Poul, 1958, p. 29-37.

Ls Wittgonetcin, Philoscpiicel Investigntisns, I @ 214-238.
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In addition to thig, 1o sften or ncrinlly couate thie rule of
interpretnticn with the ruleo usel Ty fle cuthor ~ But we need net

do thiszm,

Supposc nor thot this porticular list of nunbors was not
intencded to e 20 illustration ¢ » pothenctical serics, but is in
fact & nsssags in coda. In this instonce ths rulc of interprcta-~
tion will be empodied in the rulces or ko, of thot code, if,
therefero, the ligt ¢f nunbers iz to he intillipgible to us os a
messn o, Wwe nust intcrpret it accerding to this now rule of
interpretntion, ond muzt presupp se thot the zuthor of the list

followed tihe rule cr rules implicit in tlhe %oy of tho ccdos

Two doscripticns n~y n.w be givons

(i) "Ihis is o metheuntical scries written dowm
accordin. to such—and-gsuch & rula',

(ii) "This is o ccded mossag: writton Jown zccoerding

to sucl—-oard—guch o rulc.

If w¢ onece mere supposce thint o Correspondence Theory
uust opply to the verificntion of 211 obscrvation statemente; we
will Towe to soy thot tiae above two descripticng ors incempatibla
in the senge thot one ond only cne of them con bo trucs Qncuoy
hoever, 11 is gronted thnt the above twe deecriptions result frou
intsrpreting o porticul-r list of numbers according tc two Jiflerent

rules cf interpretoation, tlie incompatibility between thon coknot

be thet cnvisoged by the Corrcspondence Thzory. But thecre 1s still
o gsense in vhich these tire ossertirns or. incempoatible. He are

presupposing thoat the auther of thc list of numhoers wrete the
nunbers dewn according: to fhe rules of arithmetic, i.¢. g0 ore
N et

prosuppesing, thot lo intendod it to be n onthckotical series; and

S

vwe are presuppssing thot Lo vrrotoe then down nccerding to thr rulces
oy o certnin codey, i.o. we ore prosugpesing thet e dntendel it fo

[

be o coded messosLee Noverthoeless, there is o deorec ¢f compotibility

(] L

-

botween tho two Jdescripticus, i.o. Betl could L truz ot the snue
tinze Civen this particulor serics of nuubers, and o kmowledgoe of
thz codsy and of the rules of aritimetic, we cm goy that no acttor
agunt the owtier intonded thig iist te bey, it could k2 beth o
nothernoticel gerics ~nd o cosaoa hgsswbg. Scy; cege 1f tle

cuthicr of th: list hod nctunlly intoended thot this should be o coded
' it con Bo sodid thnt ot the some time it is o mothenotical

LNCSBLLL

serics,

In inpoertout ghint now scens to foullow. Once it con be

showm/ ...
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showm thot it wnlkes sensa to say thot o rule of interpretation

hes bowen usged to render intolligibl. o scemingly discrdercd scrics
¢i cvents, r things, ctes, them it can be ~rpued that we con no
longer coy it therce nust be once -nd enly once truce description of

b . ' PSS - -
tlio cvent(s ) or thing{s)s But, if our carlior cxokple is to he
0 ’ -

Taradipuntic, we will T.ave to say thot, in such circumstoncce as

legerib.d obovey thore wust Lo gons basis of oyrcenoent, le.c..

there wust, in tihw difforent descriptions, be sone common clomente.
In the obove exonmple, thoe comren clement will sinmply o the ligt

of nuubcrs whiclh ic construsd s o aerics cnd 2o eclded mossarn,
respectivelys Thot is, if there sheuld 2 controversy ovcr#his, it

BN

will howve to he ogreced thet there isy or was o list of nunbors

which is, ¢r vag, tocken to he eitler o sorics or o mersdle.

Congider now ~n opplication of this argument to cur
exonple of prindtive w-n. It vag arcucd corlicer thnot the two
descripticens, "There wos o ghnoke~in—the~sky", and "Mhore wos o
flagh of lighining!", arce not os mutunlly incompotivle as is
depanded by thn thcory tuct t.ere can be cne ~nd ¢nly on2 truc
description o¢f ~ny cvent. It wos soid then that wo coan say that
primitive mrn io toking o flosh of lightning to b o snake-in-the~
sky Theecousa we L.ove good reason for arguing thot thire connct be
suclh o sntke, anpd becousc lishtning docs, in some woys, resemble a
BNokC. By soying thnt priwnitive mon interprets lightning os o
snake-in-the-gky, wo ore inplicitly imputing 1o primitive non the
uge of o specific kind of "rule of interpretotion. That is,
vo arce inplying that prizitive mon rendors cortain notural oven ' s
intelligible throu x the use of o rule or rules, of interpretation,
rhicli rill be ovident in hig gencral attitude «f nind or nctions,
prejudices, ctc. It is, os was ocaid, these gonernl heliefs,
prcjudices, hetionsy stc, which lead primitive ron t. belicve that
Lo seus o sncko~in—the—-sky. But these genernl bolicfs aore such,
thot primitive mon himeelf woy bove no renson for supposing thot
whot he scee ig net 2 snoku-in-the~sky, Althou_h primitive men
hingelf may be uncworce of his prejudices, otce. ond hence of his
porticular rules of interpretotion, ke must ot lcost be able to say
that he idcntifiecs, or classifics such-cni-such cvents {i.c.
the a~ppearonce of o nementary object of such-and-such o hue =2nd
shape) o8 snokos—in~-the-sky. He con enly render such evente
int~11igible by clogsifying then as oppecrances of snales-in—-the-sky.
In the sanc woy, we, toe, nust be able to sorr thot we classify the

sane scrt of ovenis as flashes of lijhtning, In cur stotement

thot we sec a flash of lightning thorc noy to evident 2ttitudes of

nind and heneco « Tules ¢f interprotaticn, which ore

different/ eae
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differcent fron thosoe of primitive wend It is, hevover, cvident
thot thore is implicit in wvur descripticon, 2nrd primiiivo aon's; o
bawsis of cgreencnt, which noy bs said to be o deseription of the
porticuler event cr events which we are rendering intellipible; or
in other worde, cre Lringin: under goeneral cuncapts, acccrding to

diferent rules cf interprototion,

The conpatibility between th. tio descriptiens, "Thot is
o snoke~in—the-sky®, ~nd "Tuct is o flosh of 1ichtnin ™ rust lic,
therefore, in the assusption shot siven twe differcat ocneral
sttitudesn of mind, or in our new sgense; two difforent ruleg cf inter-

pretoticon, o porticulnr Lsvent or serins of svents, ccould be

reidercd intellisible in two differ.:it woyse e coin, thus, once

nor. cnelule 7ot Loth dosceriptions roy e trus ot the same tino.

L i o o S S S S

Tl guneral peints so far considered in this Chapter cre

theeo:

The reductive cloin thet there con be ono and enly onc
truc dcscription of mn met, sceas te dopend upon the acssumption
nt only o Corruspendence Theory con give o goatisfactory
gecount of the verificotion of 21l cbservation statements, ond henc:

nll act-lescripticns.

The Ccrruspenience Theory iwplies thnt supposcedly
incenpntible descriptions must refer te the soume cvent (in the scnse
nlrendy cstablished), ond henec thot on vvent con bo separately
identifi¢d aport fron conflicting descripticns. (ur discussiocun has

showm thw% th- %gtﬁgntﬂ: E“t §Same cvent is anbisuwous, and thot

wiot is 1escr1bed is often depondent upsn the poenernl attitude of

nind of ~ deccriber. Ag this is deniecd by o Corrcupondence

Theory, it inmcdintely follows thot this scrt of theoory cof truth
connet give o satisfactory cccount o the veriiication of gll
ohgervatien stotenents. This ampears te iiply thot the reductive
thicory under considerction ic mistoken. But it was then argued that
we crnnot simply ossuc thoo goue act-descriptions will fall into

the class of observeticn stotcuents, to whiclh vorification o
Corrcspencence flucery comnot cpply. It wos then seon that 18 the
nction of "rule of imtorpretoticn® could apply in ony context in
whicli obgervation stotemcnte are uscd then ot lzast sorme of these
obgervotion riotements will %o of the specics to which o Jorruspondence
Thcory conno. opply. "o can, ther:fore so,- thet if we can spezk of
rules of interprototion boin- inplicit in ot loost sow. act-descriptions,
tlion o Correspondence Theory connot apply to tlesc act—dcscriptionsl

It will follow from this thnat $he. reductive netion thot thwerc
must/
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one_truc descripbivn oi tho acls Jor cxamples as L was driving

cxtending his

-

wis cory Lowoulu be justificzcd in toking M'z act of

ar 1 throush the cor window to bo o sirmols. Tor in ko circumstonc:s
in whick fTuig cct was perlomcd, i.c. in trafific, wo may justifichly

progsupnus. thot the ogent is folloriag the rulss of the road, no

neotter woes o nctually Lo hove intended Joing. So oven thougi

T gutenwed hig arw intoending mercly; tu romeve gu—or Jgraing froil his

firngers, L could voalidly interpret t.dis oo o gi nal.

There ars, thoersiors, ot 1.ast threc wvalid doscriptions

of i's nct: Mo wos gignellin, o riglht-hand turn™
"II T STIOVICLS @ P T Yo f £, It
W TTD rencving sugor srains from hisz fingors

e cxtended :lp orm vut of th: car window'.

3

14

¢ cpeal. obout "zltcrnotiv.

It docg, thercrore, wolte sense

descripticns™ of -1 octe Wi, e rodveti-e agacriion t!at there

cril be cne nad cnly on. trus descripticn of cny oot aust be false.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSTON,

It was said at the cutset of this thogis that thure are
two important reloted problens in the logic of act-descriptioné:
These problems arise from an obvious feature of act-descriptions -
same act—degcriptions moy be unpacked intc a2 complex 1ist or =scrics
of degcripticons of the sone prammatical structure as th. original act-

descripticne. . This gove rige to the fellowin, gucrics:

{i) Will we orrive at r point at which further analysing
cr unpackin, of th- originnl description inte descriptions cf the

Tact—opent—obhject! form will be impoggible?

(ii) Iust we say thot the Jirst cct-description consists
of more tuon one othaer act-description? Or must we say that the
criginal pet—-degceription is singley; in the scnse thot it cannot

2

.

consist of o multituds of cct—descriptions

Atenpted answers to these twvo sets of gquestiong hod to

be governcd by the following conmiderations:

(a) 4s the subsidicry descriptions arc uverived frouw ong
!

act deascripticn, aun attenpted answer must shew hoew the subsidiary

descripticns cr: reloted to the original aci-descriptions

(b) BEven though the subsidicry descriptions are derived
freown one actwﬁescrigtion, they must, iy the list is to b2 o proper
0

Rmpackinz?, refer/éoparatcly identifieble itcms of boliavicur.

Ag the main object of thie thesip was to dctermine the
viaebility of reductiv. snel,sces of thr conecopt '"=mct", the twe
solutions to (i) and (ii) outlin-¢ were, firgtly, o reductive theory,
and sccondly o deniol of tihis reductive thecry. In the feductive

theory it wos arpred:

(1) That in describin_ ~ny behaviour as an act of o
certoin kind, our description must alwaye be of o ginslc nct, of a
single kind.

{2) @hat, therefore, the original act—descrirtion camnot
be said to congist of 2 multitude of zct-descriptions.

(3) The subsidiary descriptiont intc which an act-
description moy unpack must be degcriptions of essenticl parts or

congtituents of The Acte.

(4) Thesc descriptions must, thus, be descriptions oither
cf non-puryp. give movenerntc, or of collateral acte, whicl are not itcms

of behavicur identifisbls apart froun The Act.

(5) The relation of the subsidiery descriptiocns to/

[
L
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the sphere of cet~descriptions. The identificzation of ~n ~ct could,
thug, be depondent on the joaeral attisude of wind, otee, of o describer
or c¢bacrver. This aet, hovever, vill b on net roferrsd to by on

clided pocl-~desciipiion. Tacre nust still bz o usosurce of 2oriemeant —
o bogic oct--deseription, tlo rofercnt of which is tnlken 1o be

gufiicicnt for ciffsront pools: Ls these different _onl-descriptions
no b clided inte th  criginal nct—description; ito forn noew octh-

Gegsceriptions, 1t will mnke scasce to spzot: ahout altzraneive

decerintions of on acte

£11 the daportonl iaplicoticns of reductive (heorics
hove thuo boeen rofuted b, the discussions in the various Clapicrs

of this tlegise The enercl conclusgicn of this thesis noss, Lhorcforo

be thoe ~uy” reductive oanalysis of the conenpt Moot is a misicke

.aJ-i

i principlo.

=00 Qe
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