Ryle’s conceptions of emotional behaviour
(i)  Outline
Although Ryle avows admiration for Jane Austen’s treatment of our emotional life, his own work on emotion in The Concept of Mind is somewhat primitive.  He talks about pangs, glows, flutters, and throbs on the one hand.  And he considers character traits like vanity, patriotism and indolence as well as commitments, like interest in symbolic logic, on the other hand.  But what of things like glowing with pride that one’s daughter has won a prize, feeling angry with one’s friend for betraying a confidence, being terrified of a librarian’s disapproval, being overwhelmed by a wave of adoration for a person or being covered with embarrassment having been discovered having fast asleep at a seminar?  While Jane Austen valued emotional restraint and mocked overly expressive displays of emotion, she never underplayed the significance of passionate emotional responses. 
Within Ryle’s painstaking categorisation of our talk of emotions what he calls ‘agitations’ may come closest to capturing these cases (Ryle, 1949, 93).  Agitations, for Ryle, are states we are in when our motives are frustrated.  They result in feelings (twinges, glows, throbs, etc.) and aimless disturbed behaviour.  But they are not themselves motives for such behaviour.  Emotionally expressive behaviour, on Ryle’s view, turns out to be merely symptomatic of emotional agitation, and in no way a realization of it.

Ryle is no eliminativist or reductionist about the mental or any aspect of the mental.  If his work in the philosophy of mind is to count for anything it must be part of a resistance to both these tendencies, tendencies he thinks philosophers have been prey to through misunderstanding how the language of the mental functions.  But I will argue that Ryle’s approach to emotions fails to do justice to the real phenomena, that he has made a mistake here, and one that he could have avoided.  His conception of agitations does not properly accommodate emotion within the concept of mind.  So, while he does not deny the existence of passionate emotions, he does not show why they belong to the mind.  And his conception of the relationship between agitations and the behaviour they explain does not account for how emotionally expressive behaviour can be an aspect of human rational agency.  I will suggest that the mistake may be avoided by acknowledging that agitations are motives, and that emotionally disturbed behaviour, while often not being goal-directed is nevertheless not best described as aimless.  It is motivated behaviour, capable of being intelligent or unintelligent, appropriate or inappropriate. 
I will proceed by describing the significance of Ryle’s distinction between dispositions and occurrences and then by explaining his account of how emotions fit into this distinction.  I will try to show how unsatisfactory this account is and defend briefly the alternative view that agitated emotions are motives for emotionally expressive behaviour. 

(ii)  Significance of the distinction between occurrences and dispositions
Now, perhaps Ryle is not trying to provide a philosophically satisfying account of emotions at all.  His stated motive for discussing emotion is to deal with another manifestation of the pervasive tendency towards thinking of the mind as a ghost in the machine.  He describes the target he is attacking as follows:

Emotions are internal or private experiences.  Emotions are described as turbulences in the stream of consciousness, the owner of which cannot help directly registering them; to external witnesses they are, in consequence, necessarily occult.  They are occurrences which take place not in the public, physical world but in your or my secret, mental world.  (83)

So the target would be the view that embarrassment, say, was an occurrence within consciousness – a ‘feeling’ – and thus immediately known by the subject, but which also causes certain outward signs, like blushing and flustered behaviour, which the external observer may be aware of and from which they may try to infer the existence of the feeling.  The crucial aspect of this picture is that the feeling is a real occurrence but it is not out there in the world of observable occurrences.
Ryle’s first move against this picture is to say that in describing such aspects of the mind we are not describing occurrences at all, but dispositions – dispositions of the subject to behave in certain ways.
  The significance of this distinction for Ryle is that occurrences and dispositions explain behaviour in radically different ways.  And corresponding to these different types of explanation are two different conceptions of the relationship between someone’s mind and the behaviour that is explained by their mind.  It seems that for Ryle it is only if we explain behaviour in terms of mental occurrences that we risk bringing in the ghost in the machine.

The first way of understanding the relationship between mind and behaviour is that the mind, by means of a mental occurrence, provides a causal impetus to a process that results in the behaviour.  This is the Cartesian picture.  The second is that describing the mind is just describing how people behave and are disposed to behave.  This is to characterize at the most general level the process that results in their behaviour.  The first way of explaining behaviour – what Ryle calls causal explanation – is like explaining why the glass broke because a stone hit it.  The second way – which Ryle describes as subsumption under a law-like proposition – is like explaining why the glass broke because it was fragile (88-90). 
Ryle claims that motives (including emotions when they are motives) explain behaviour in this second way not the first.  So such motives are not prior occurrences, but dispositions.  I will adopt Fred Drestke’s terminology by describing the former as triggering causes and the latter as structuring causes.
  Ryle does not call dispositions ‘causes’ at all, but this is just to make clear that dispositions are not triggering causes.  He has no principled objection to using the word ‘causal’ in these contexts (122).  So Ryle rejects the idea that a motive is a prior mental occurrence initiating or triggering a causal process resulting in an action in the way that striking the glass initiates a causal process resulting in its fracturing.
Thinking of motives as occurrences would make it natural, according to Ryle, to think of them as occult.  I take it that this is because such prior occurrences would have to be thought of as independent entities with their own mental nature.  A prior occurrence is what it is independently of what it causes.  And if it is a mental occurrence it owes this status to something other than its role in leading to behaviour.  It must owe this status to its special mental nature – something Cartesian and occult.  
Ryle did not at this time have functionalism about the mind in view as a possible position.  Functionalism evades the argument I have just outlined by allowing that mental events do have their status as mental in virtue of what they cause.  Such events have a dual nature.  One aspect of their nature is independent of their causal roles; this is their physical nature.  Another aspect of their nature is determined entirely by their causal roles; this is their mental nature.  Neither needs to be thought of as particularly spooky.  But even functionalists have to accept that mental occurrences take place not in the observable behaviour of the agent but in some unobservable place - say the mind or the brain – hidden behind the behaviour (though visible somehow to the agent).  For Ryle, this may be enough to merit the label ‘occult’.

Thinking of motives as dispositions rather than as initiating events avoids this risk, according to Ryle.  Such dispositions are dispositions of people to behave in certain ways.  Behavioural dispositions do not need to be thought of as having their own mental nature. 
Why not?  One possible answer is to say that dispositions are not real states of the agent but that disposition statements are just generalisations about what has happened.  This answer is supported by several things Ryle says.
  In particular in unpacking the disposition statements of someone being vain or indolent Ryle suggests the following: “‘Whenever situations of certain sorts have arisen, he has always or usually tried to make himself prominent’ or ‘Whenever he was faced by an option between doing something difficult and not doing it, he shirked doing the difficult thing’.” (85)   Explaining someone’s behaviour by appeal to such a disposition is doing nothing more than describing the behaviour as typical of what has gone before.  That, of course, is no explanation at all.  No occult cause is posited, but no explanation is offered either.
 

But this is just a first approximation for Ryle.  His actual conception of dispositions, developed more fully in chapter 5 of The Concept of Mind, is incompatible with the idea that disposition statements just describe what has happened.  The fact that someone is always eating fried eggs when they hear the chimes of Big Ben does not mean that they are disposed to eat fried eggs when they hear the chimes of Big Ben.  It does not entitle one to infer that the next time they hear the chimes they will be eating fried eggs, nor would it explain this if it transpired.  In talking about dispositions we are talking about “what can be relied upon to happen” (116), not what is or has been happening.  Disposition statements do not report matters of fact.  Rather they entitle one to make inferences.  Their linguistic role is not that of description but that of inference ticket (121).  
This raises a question which Ryle does little to address: what entitles us to make these inferences?  For Ryle the process of discovering people’s motives is the process of discovering such entitlements, and Ryle says that this “is or is like an inductive process” (90).  It involves testing hypotheses (92).  So Ryle does not think we have bare entitlements to make inferences about behaviour.  We derive these entitlements from investigation and inference.  Does this mean that what we discover in this process is something about the agent that grounds these entitlements?  And, if so, shouldn’t we identify what the disposition statement is describing with this thing, whatever it is?  This is certainly what David Armstrong does in his response to behaviourism (1968, 54 ff.), a response which introduces the functionalist approach to the mind.

Ryle rejects this.  One should not identify an entitlement with the ground of that entitlement.  In explaining something by reference to a motive or a disposition one is not positing a “third, unobserved entity” (123).  There is no mental entity with its own unknown nature explaining the behaviour.  Ryle is no proto-functionalist.  But this does not mean that he must be an anti-realist about dispositions.  Although he does not quite say that when we discover someone’s motives we discover something about them that grounds our entitlements to make inferences about their behaviour, this thought is not out of bounds for him.  What he is explicit about is that, even if there is something about the agent that grounds our entitlements to make inferences about their behaviour, that is not what we are describing when we attribute a motive to them.  The motive is not itself some third unobserved entity.
Something makes a glass fragile – perhaps some feature of its molecular structure.  In discovering that a glass is fragile one is discovering that there is something that grounds our entitlement to infer that it will break if struck sharply enough.  But in describing the glass as fragile one is not describing that feature of the glass that grounds that entitlement.  One is describing its fragility and that is quite different from describing its molecular structure.  

In explaining someone’s behaviour by appeal to their motives one is not explaining it by reference to something lurking behind their behaviour, even if the explanation only works if there is something underlying their behaviour – a ground of the disposition.  The ghost in the machine is only a threat if we take some mental entity – e.g. a motive – to be something that is itself what is lurking behind behaviour, as we may do if it is taken to be an initiating or triggering cause.  It is not a threat just because there must be something else in or behind behaviour if we are to have motives.
(iii)  Ryle’s theory of agitations
The trouble Ryle faces when it comes to emotions is that emotions involve feelings and feelings seem to be conscious occurrences, not dispositional states.  Not all our emotional behaviour can be explained by appeal to motives understood as dispositions, according to Ryle.  Sometimes we act on the basis of feelings.  And if emotional behaviour is causally explained by feelings it looks as if feelings must be construed as mental entities with their own mental nature, hiding behind observable behaviour like a ghost in the machine.
Ryle’s strategy with respect to feelings is to downgrade their status to that of emotional side-effects.  It is noteworthy that in an article entitled “Feelings”, in which Ryle lists seven different ways we talk about feelings he acknowledges that he has not included “feeling pleased, soothed, relieved, triumphant or exhilarated” (1951, 197).  And in The Concept of Mind, Ryle assimilates feelings to agitated bodily reactions.  Squirming feelings and bodily squirmings are treated alike as manifestations of emotional disturbance (106).  Indeed Ryle is happy to accept something like William James’ account of feelings as sensations of bodily reactions.

James boldly identified feelings with bodily sensations, but for our purposes it is enough to show that we talk of feelings very much as we talk of bodily sensations, though it is possible that there is a tinge of metaphor in our talk of the former which is absent from our talk of the latter. (84)

So Ryle, like James, treats feelings as emotional effects not as emotional causes.  Moreover they are not to be explained as realizations of inclinations or motives, but only as the signs or symptoms of emotional agitations.  Ryle describes those emotional states that involve feelings as agitations and claims that they are after all turbulences (or as he puts it ‘eddies’), though not, of course, in the stream of consciousness (93).  And he treats them as triggering causes and not as structuring causes, despite their being dispositions.   They initiate causal processes that result in emotionally disturbed behaviour and feelings.  So, having worked out a conception of states of mind that one should avoid in order to avoid the ghost in the machine, he then applies some of the main features of that very conception to emotionally disturbed states of mind.  
What I take to be the central mistake in Ryle’s treatment of emotions is the distinction he draws between inclinations or motives (Ryle speaks interchangeably of them here) on the one hand and agitations on the other.  Ryle argues that when we talk about emotional dispositions we might mean either of these things but that they are in fact quite different (93).   Inclinations or motives are dispositions to act intentionally in various ways (97).  Such actions are done for reasons (106) and done more or less intelligently (111).  But agitations are dispositions that manifest themselves in various disturbed ways of behaving.  This behaviour is ‘aimless’ (97), and not intelligent or done for reasons.  So agitations for Ryle are not inclinations or motives.
Ryle introduces inclinations and motives using as examples being vain, considerate, avaricious, patriotic, indolent (85) or interested in symbolic logic (87).  But it is very odd to think that these character traits and interests exemplify emotions.  So suspicions are likely to be raised already.  Ryle introduces agitations using the examples of being anxious, startled, shocked, excited convulsed, flabbergasted, in suspense, flurried, irritated or perplexed (97).  While these examples certainly get us closer to the world of emotions they do not encourage much more confidence that the complex world of human emotion is being treated seriously here.  However Ryle also takes many emotions words to be ambiguous, sometimes standing for inclination and sometimes standing for agitations.  These include ‘love’, ‘want’, ‘desire’, ‘proud’, ‘eager’ and many others (98).  These are certainly more central examples of emotion words.  I will argue that such dispositions are both agitations and motives – that agitations are motives – whereas Ryle insists that the words are sometimes used to pick out motives and sometimes used to pick out agitations but never both at once.

Ryle assimilates the distinction between inclinations or motives and agitations to Hume’s distinction between calm and violent passions, but argues that Hume was wrong to treat the distinction as one of degree rather than one of kind.  ‘In fact, inclinations and agitations are things of different kinds.  Agitations can be violent or mild, inclinations cannot be either.  Inclinations can be relatively strong or relatively weak, but this difference is not a difference of degree of upsettingness; it is a difference of degree of operativeness.’ (94)
Ryle explains this with a little theory of agitations, which is that agitations are dispositions that result from having motives or inclinations that are interfered with or frustrated – either by other inclinations or by the hard facts of the world.  Grief is affection blocked by death; suspense is hope interfered with by fear.  (94)  Patriotism and ambition coming up against one another lead to the emotional agitation of being torn.  When an inclination comes up against an obstacle, eddies and agitations are generated.
Robert Wolff accuses Ryle here of illegitimate hypostatization.  He considers Ryle’s idea that someone who is both patriotic and cowardly will, as a result of the conflict between these two motives, be in an agitated emotional state of being torn
.

As soon as we speak of these two motives, or inclinations, as opposing and interfering with one another, we get into trouble.  For “patriotic” and “cowardly” are descriptions of the man’s behaviour, and therefore, the description of what he would do when confronted by conflicting interests must necessarily be a part of that self-same pattern.  (1954, 240)

So if someone is a patriotic coward this should mean that they are disposed to behave in a cowardly patriotic way – a way which might involve them in running away from danger even when patriotism by itself would have meant they would accept the danger in the interest of their country.  Why would agitation be part of such a disposition?  According to Wolff’s argument, it only makes sense to think of agitation as the result of such conflicting or frustrated inclinations if the inclinations are things that exist as entities – causally potent even when frustrated or conflicted.  And this is precisely what he thinks Ryle denies.  If inclinations are just inert patterns of behaviour, then it makes no sense to talk of conflicted or frustrated inclinations.  There can be no such thing as a pair of conflicting patterns resulting in agitations and eddies.  This is because the ideas of conflicting or frustrating or blocking are themselves causal ideas; all we can get with two incompatible patterns is a new pattern.

My response to this argument is not to reject the idea of conflicting inclinations or motives, since after all we seem to be able to make very good sense of this idea.  It is to reject the conception of inclinations as merely patterns of behaviour – patterns with no independent causal potency.  As I said earlier, it may be a mistake to attribute to Ryle the view that dispositions are just inert patterns.  It is a more charitable interpretation to allow Ryle the picture of dispositions as Aristotelian potentialities, although he himself does not embrace this idea.  Such potentialities are presumably grounded in something, but what is crucial to Ryle’s picture is that it is not the subject’s state of mind that grounds such dispositions. As I said, we can reject the idea that the mind lurks behind behavioural dispositions without insisting that nothing underpins behavioural dispositions.

When the potentiality of a body to continue in a straight line at a constant velocity comes up against a brick wall there is something else generated – a more or less violent agitation.  This agitation lasts just for a split second while the potentiality continues to exist (i.e. while there is still some momentum in the body) but while its realisation is frustrated.  The potentiality does not disappear at the moment when it cannot be realised.  

Now this is precisely to hypostatize such dispositions – to think of them as something like forces.
  In this way, a behavioural disposition involves more than just the pattern that is its realisation but also requires something that generates that pattern and which may generate some chaotic agitation even when that pattern cannot be realised.  This agitation is the aimless manifestation of an inclination that cannot be exercised properly.  If the inclination were exercised properly it would be manifested in intelligent intentional behaviour.

So Wolff’s criticism can be taken to be further reason for attributing to Ryle a conception of a behavioural disposition that is not that of an inert pattern of behaviour.  Behaviour should be understood as the realisation of a potentiality not as a segment of a pattern.
  A blocked or conflicted potentiality makes sense in the way that a blocked or conflicted pattern does not.  

(iv)  How best to understand Ryle’s account of agitations

I think Ryle’s account of agitations faces an intractable dilemma.  There are two ways to understand agitations that Ryle seems to be working with simultaneously.  The first is that an agitation is a propensity or disposition to behave or have one’s body react in an agitated way or to have agitated feelings.  The second is that an agitation is a conflict of inclinations.  The problem is that these two characterisations of agitations are not logically dependent on one another.  Ryle describes his goal here as follows: “I am not trying to establish a novel psychological hypothesis; I am trying to show only that it is part of the logic of our descriptions of feelings that they are signs of agitations and are not exercises of inclinations.” (104)  But it is precisely a novel psychological hypothesis that agitated bodily reactions and feelings are the consequences of conflicting inclinations.
Suppose to begin with we read Ryle as committed to the claim that an agitation is a propensity or disposition for a certain kind of disturbed, aimless, and agitated behaviour or bodily reaction and accompanying feelings.  This places Ryle’s approach to emotions in the same camp as those highly implausible behaviourist accounts given by such as the early Carnap.
  Consider Carnap’s analysis of the sentence “Mr X is excited.”  He argues that it has the same content as a sentence that asserts the existence of a physical structure characterized by a disposition of the following sort: to have a “high pulse rate and rate of breathing, which, on the application of certain stimuli, may even be made higher, by vehement and factually unsatisfactory answers to questions, by the occurrence of agitated movements on the application of certain stimuli, etc.” (Carnap, 1959, 172) Given this, an agitation is not essentially a conflict of inclinations or motives.  Ryle does class agitations as propensities (83).  He says that agitations are moods (97) and also that “to be in a particular mood is to be in the mood, among other things, to feel certain sorts of feelings in certain sorts of situations.” (103)  So this reading has some textual support.
The obvious problem with this way of understanding agitations is that such agitations would not have the intentionality that is characteristic of emotional states.  This is the standard objection to William James’s approach to emotions.  Consider grief, which is one of Ryle’s examples of an agitation.  Suppose it manifests itself in a dreadful sinking feeling in the pit of the stomach and also in various ‘aimless’ bits of behaviour – like tearing one’s hair or rolling around in one’s loved one’s clothes, to use Rosalind Hursthouse’s example (1991, 58).  Ryle insists that these manifestations of agitations are not directed or rational.  But this also means that the disposition to produce these manifestations is not directed or intentional.  Or, at any rate, we can say that if such a disposition does have intentionality, it is of a very limited nature.  So the state of grief might be said to have as its intentional content the sinking feeling in the pit of the stomach.  But the actual intentional content of grief ought to be something more like the fact that one’s loved one is gone for ever.  And the trouble is that this content is not essential to the disposition to feel and behave in these agitated ways.
This kind of criticism has been made against James’s approach to emotions by philosophers from Anthony Kenny onwards (1963, 60).  Jamesians, like Prinz (2004), try to respond by suggesting a causal theory of intentional content: the feeling of grief has as its content the fact that one’s loved one is gone for ever in virtue of its being caused by that fact (or what it corresponds to) by means of a reliable mechanism that results in such feelings in such circumstances.  Such causal accounts are difficult to defend however.  They essentially involve an attempted reduction of something normative to something merely causal.  If the content of one’s grief is that one has lost one’s loved one for ever and one discovers that one’s loved one is not lost for ever after all then the grief becomes inappropriate.  This is a normative fact and it is part of what makes the grief the state it is with the content it has.  The causal facts cannot fully account for such normative facts. 

Perhaps Ryle would not be subject to such criticism as he does at least argue that some of our talk about emotions is about motives or inclinations, where the intentionality of the state can be secured by the rational structure of the behaviour that is manifesting the disposition.  So attributing the inclination to eat some potatoes is appropriate if one is entitled to infer from the fact that someone is in a situation where there is some obvious way to eat potatoes available to them and which does not interfere with other goals the fact that they will take this way and do what is necessary to eat the potatoes.  Here the behaviour is not aimless, but is goal-directed, and one can read off from the behaviour the goal and hence the intentional content of the disposition.  In this way there should be no difficulty in thinking of an interest in symbolic logic, for instance, as being an intentional state.  But Ryle does not extend this to any state which we would naturally describe as emotional (as opposed to merely motivational) and certainly to none that are associated with feelings of any sort.  So Ryle cannot capture the intentionality of feelings this way.

It certainly seems very odd, and indeed must be wrong, to align Ryle with Carnap and James here.  So instead we should assume that Ryle takes agitations to be essentially conflicts between inclinations and only incidentally result in agitated behaviour, bodily changes and feelings.  On this view, the feelings and other agitated manifestations are not the realisations of agitations but their causal effects.  There is rather more evidence for taking Ryle in this way.  For example he writes: “What feelings do causally belong to are agitations; they are the signs of agitations in the same sort of way as stomach-aches are signs of indigestion.” (106)  Indigestion presumably is not the disposition to have things like stomach-aches; it is not realized in stomach aches.  It is a condition with its own nature that causes stomach-aches and of which stomach-aches are a sign or symptom.  
Identifying agitations with conflicted inclinations does at least secure their intentionality.  If grief is affection blocked by death, as Ryle claims, and affection is essentially an intentional state – it is affection for someone – then the state of blocked affection for someone has the same intentional object – namely the person you are grieving for.  
But this conception of an agitation as a blocked or conflicted inclination has implications for the relationship between the agitation and the agitated behaviour.  Agitations must be taken to be causes of the emotional behaviour not in the sense of structuring causes but only as triggering causes.  On this view we cannot think of the agitated behaviour or feeling as being part of the exercise or realisation of an emotional disposition.  It is instead part of the exercise of some other causal potentiality triggered by the subject’s being in a conflicted state.  
Consider, for example, shaking with fury.  For Ryle the fury is an agitation consisting perhaps of anger blocked by the lack of suitable means to vent it.  This blocked disposition triggers a process resulting in various disturbed aimless gestures, internal bodily events and feelings.  The furious person is not shaking out of fury as someone might act out of malice, pride or an interest in symbolic logic.  Rather they are shaking as a result of their fury.  Or consider anguish.  “A woman wrings her hands in anguish, but we do not say that anguish is the motive from which she wrings her hands.” (97)
This distinction between behaviour being a venting of emotion and behaviour being a sign or symptom of emotion was developed at length by Austin just three years before the publication of The Concept of Mind (Austin, 1946).  He argued that when anger is suppressed it might reveal itself in mere signs and symptoms – e.g. tremor in the voice, pallor of skin, etc. (1946, 179).  But when the anger is not suppressed but expressed, say in a violent tirade or a blow in the face, these are not signs or symptoms of the anger, but rather the anger venting itself.
This looks very much like Ryle’s distinction between inclinations or motives being structuring causes of behaviour that realises these dispositions on the one hand and conflicted inclinations or motives – i.e. agitations – being triggering causes of aimless behaviour that is merely a sign or symptom of these agitations on the other hand.  But Ryle puts all emotionally expressive behaviour into the category of aimless behaviour – signs and symptoms of agitation – and limits the emotionally motivated behaviour to distinctively dry examples like manifesting an interest in symbolic logic.  He lacks the category of emotionally expressive, passionate behaviour that is motivated by feeling.
Austin’s concern in that paper was with the problem of knowing other minds, arguing that such knowledge cannot be understood on the model of inferring the existence and nature of other minds from mere signs or symptoms.  We see other people’s states of mind in their behaviour.  Ryle cannot make this sort of claim about agitations; they are not perceived directly but inferred from what is perceived directly – the signs and symptoms.  This certainly cuts against common sense, which suggests we can see someone’s agitated state of mind in their distressed behaviour just as much as we can see their intentions in their goal-directed behaviour.  But it does not in itself lead to the more serious problems of scepticism about other minds.  If we can see someone’s motives and inclinations in the way they behave then we know what it is for them to have such motives and inclinations.  This solves what Anita Avramides has called the conceptual problem of other minds
.  And if we know what it is for someone else to have a motive or an inclination then we also know what it is for them to have a conflicted or blocked motive or inclination.  
The same goes for the so-called epistemological problem of other minds.  For Ryle there is no difficulty in knowing that someone else has a certain motive or inclination; one just sees it in the way they are disposed to behave.  Given this there should be no difficulty in knowing that they have a blocked or conflicted motive or inclination.  Although one cannot see it in the way they are disposed to behave, one can work it out from the way they would be disposed to behave and from the signs and symptoms of conflict.
It is difficult too to accuse Ryle of having put agitations back into the realm of the occult.  The problem with thinking of mental things as triggering causes is that this means they must have some nature independent of the behaviour they trigger, and this nature is going to be spooky.  Ryle is very keen to avoid the idea of anything having a mental nature.  Agitations are triggering causes, despite being states and not occurrences, but if they are essentially blocked or conflicted inclinations then their nature is that of the inclinations – namely of behavioural dispositions.  If there is nothing occult about an inclination then there is nothing occult about a blocked inclination.

(v) The challenge for Ryle’s account of agitations

But even though Ryle has not obviously laid himself open to these threats (the threat of the problems of other minds and the threat of the ghost in the machine), I think that in his approach to agitations he does lay himself open to something similar.  There are two ways to frame this new threat.  The first is to ask why we should take the concept of mind to apply to agitations.  What is it that makes it right on Ryle’s view to describe a conflicted state of mind as itself a state of mind?
  The second way to frame the threat that Ryle’s account of agitations presents is to ask why we should attribute the signs and symptoms of an agitation to a person’s agency.  What makes it right to describe this aimless behaviour and these bodily changes as belonging to an agent at all?  Ryle’s response might be that it is not right to do so; but I will challenge this.
I’ll try to make these threats a bit more precise.  Ryle treats the mental as a multifarious category.  But he does acknowledge that there are ways we talk about people that make it appropriate to bring in the concept of the mind.  The central characteristic of such talk is that it be dispositional.
To talk of a person’s mind is not to talk of a repository which is permitted to have objects that something called ‘the physical world’ is forbidden to have; it is to talk of the person’s abilities, liabilities and inclinations to do and undergo certain sorts of things, and of the doing and undergoing of those things in the ordinary world.  (179)

But of course, not every disposition or even behavioural disposition is described using the language of the mental.  Ryle is reluctant to commit himself on precisely what sorts of dispositions are being described when we talk of a person’s mind.  But at least one context in which such language is appropriate is when the disposition is a disposition to behave in ways that are more or less intelligent – exercises of knowing how.  
The statement ‘the mind in its own place’, as theorists might construe it, is not true, for the mind is not even a metaphorical ‘place’.  On the contrary, the chessboard, the platform, the scholar’s desk, the judge’s bench, the lorry-driver’s seat, the studio and the football field are among its places.  These are where people work and play stupidly or intelligently.  (51)

Ryle rejects the ‘intellectualist legend’ according to which such behaviour is caused by some mental thing- some intelligence happening in the mind and then manifesting itself in the behaviour.  Rather the behaviour is intelligent in as much as it is the exercise of a disposition that results in different behaviour depending on what makes best sense.  So Ryle is working, albeit rather vaguely, with something like a Kantian model in which manifestations of agency are such in virtue of their sensitivity to reason.
For Ryle, the signs and symptoms of agitations are not sensitive to reason.  They are not manifestations of intelligence.  They are merely the disturbances in a human organism whose motivated behaviour is being frustrated.  So it is unclear why they should be taken to be aspects of human agency at all.  Suppose I am motivated to pick up a stone and I try but am frustrated by the extreme weight of the stone.  My muscles go into spasm, my face turns red, and sweat breaks out on my brow.  These are the signs and symptoms of my frustrated attempt.  There is nothing mental about any of them.  For Ryle this is the same when my anger is frustrated by a concern not to hurt someone and I bang my fist into a door or feel my gorge rising within me.
But Ryle is quite wrong about this.  Such manifestation of frustration are real aspects of agency; they are not merely signs of blocked or conflicted agency.  What Ryle takes to be the aimless symptoms of agitations are really the stuff of human conduct.  Rosalind Hursthouse presents a series of nice examples of emotionally expressive behaviour.  Here is a selection: riffling your child’s hair in passing, kissing a photograph, violently destroying the chair one’s treacherous lover used to sit in, shouting at a tin opener, jumping up and down in excitement, leaping up to grasp some leaves from the lower branch of a tree, tearing one’s hair in grief, rolling around in one’s dead wife’s clothes, covering one’s face with shame (even in the dark), posturing in front of a mirror. (1981, 58)
Hursthouse takes these actions to be intentional actions.  While they are usually quite spontaneous, they very clearly manifest human agency in a full-blooded way.  It is noticeable that most of these actions are often done in private.  But many more obvious examples of expressive behaviour are done in society.  In fury I shout and impose myself bodily, in pride I puff up, in anguish I wring my hands, in shame I diminish physically, in grief I weep, in fear my voice quakes, in love I kiss.
What Ryle thinks about such examples is not clear as, with the exception of the case of wringing one’s hands in anguish, which he describes as an agitation (97), he does not discuss them.  For Ryle there is a no-man’s land between expressing an interest in symbolic logic and suffering twinges and throbs.  If Hursthouse’s examples are taken by Ryle to be agitations then they “are not propensities to act intentionally in certain ways.” (97)  They are not “things which I do for a reason; nor in consequence, are they things which I can be said to do cleverly or carelessly – or indeed do at all.” (106)
Now Hursthouse rejects this connection between acting intentionally and acting for a reason or in a way that is sensitive to reasons, but she agrees with Ryle in claiming that emotionally expressive behaviour of this sort is not sensitive to reasons.  Her central claim is that the expressive actions I listed are both intentional and not done for a reason “in the sense that there is a true description of action of the form ‘X did it (in order) to …’ or ‘X was trying to …’ which will ‘reveal the favourable light in which the agent saw what he did,’ and hence involve, or imply, the ascription of a suitable belief.” (1991, 59)

But it is not at all clear that these cases of agitated or expressive behaviour are as aimless and insensitive to reason as both Hursthouse and Ryle maintain.  What does seem right is that such behaviour may not be instrumentally rational.  The man need not be rolling around in his dead wife’s clothes in order to achieve something else, not even in order to express or release his feelings.  This seems even clearer in the case of the woman wringing her hands in anguish.  But this does not mean that there is no description that reveals the favourable light in which the agent saw what he/she did.  The relevant description is that the man was rolling around in his dead wife’s clothes.  He was not just rolling around in any old clothes.  If he discovered that these were not his wife’s clothes he would realise that he had made a mistake, stop what he was doing and find his wife’s clothes.  
The examples of wringing one’s hands in anguish or weeping in grief are less obviously examples of intentional actions.  But they are still clearly cases where the action is sensitive to reason.  I am not just weeping. I am weeping in grief over the death of my mother.  When I discover that she has not died after all, I realise my mistake and stop weeping.  Or someone might say: “Come on, get over it, she died ten years ago and your weeping is no longer appropriate.”
So emotionally expressive or disturbed behaviour may be mistaken or inappropriate.  This could not be the case unless there was a contrast between being inappropriate and being appropriate, which suggests that there might be circumstances where such behaviour is not mistaken, but is appropriate.  How is this possible?  What makes weeping appropriate even when there is something to grieve about?  Why wouldn’t sweating or going red in the face be appropriate instead?  
One thing that seems to favour weeping when grieving or wringing one’s hands when in anguish is that such behaviour is natural and free-flowing.  It is how you behave if you do not control yourself.  But why does that make it appropriate?  Perhaps it is good to be a natural, free-flowing person not controlling every movement.  This might be a matter of how one identifies oneself - for example if one identifies oneself as a person with a creaturely nature.  
It might also be a matter of social identity.  To be a person among others one must be expressive, able to use natural and socially developed forms of communicating norms, values and attitudes.  I wring my hands as a natural expression of the unbearability of the fact that I am about to die and leave my children orphaned.  This is understood by others.  By acting in this way I am acting with the people around me.  I am engaged in a shared form of activity.  I am expressing a need for sympathy and others are able to respond sympathetically.  Together we are able to respond to my situation.
So emotionally expressive or passionate behaviour is subject to norms of appropriateness; there can be reasons favouring such behaviour; it is not aimless.  And people are sensitive to those reasons.  We are certainly sensitive to the features of situations that merit such types of response.  But we are also sensitive in our behaviour to whether a particular response is really appropriate given that.  The latter sensitivity depends on having some control over how we express ourselves even when we are not actually controlling a particular manifestation.  This means that we have dispositions to behave in expressive ways that are sensitive to these reasons.  And these dispositions are the emotions which are realised in such behaviour.  They straightforwardly motivate the expressive behaviour; they do not merely trigger or initiate it.  
Feelings, as Ryle construes them, fit into this model just as easily.  In his 1951 paper on “Feelings”, Ryle reverses the claim in The Concept of Mind that feelings are occurrences and not inclinations.  With respect to one of the seven ways he thinks we talk about feelings, he claims that feelings are inclinations to do particular bits of body-involving activity.  
“To feel tickled seems logically and not merely causally to involve having an impulse to laugh. … It will be noticed that, on very different levels, there is a close parallel between feeling a tickle and feeling like writing to the ‘Times’.  Both are bound up with not-yet-satisfied inclinations to do certain things.  The big difference is that the one is a primitive, unsophisticated or merely ‘animal’ inclination; the other is a sophisticated and acquired inclination.” (1951, 199)

An unsophisticated animal inclination to express oneself bodily in a certain way is appropriate or inappropriate in just the same way as is that bodily expression itself.  The feeling of one’s gorge rising may be something like the inclination to shout rising in one, and it may be appropriate or inappropriate just as the shouting itself may be appropriate or inappropriate.  It is not triggered by being angry, but is a realization of the anger.  The sinking feeling of anxiety or the jittery feeling of fear may likewise be appropriate or inappropriate – and thus be the sorts of things that may realize the anxiety or fear.  Describing them as throbs and twinges, as Ryle does in The Concept of Mind, gives the false impression that they are detached from this normative space. It sounds odd at first to criticise a twinge.  But this is indeed a false impression.  You can after all be told that it is a mistake to feel that twinge of remorse because you did nothing wrong, or that it is good to feel a throb of compassion for the suffering mother on the TV news.

Once feelings and bodily expressions of emotions are understood to be appropriate or inappropriate, intelligent or unintelligent, right or wrong, then we can see that they are things that can be motivated.  Ryle’s resistance to the idea that emotional agitations are motives can then be overcome.  In addition to being motivated by an interest in symbolic logic a human being can be motivated by a rush of anxiety, a creeping feeling of guilt, a bout of violent rage, overwhelming terror, irrepressible joy or passionate love.

References
Armstrong, D. 1968, A Materialist Theory of the Mind, London: Routledge.

Avramides. A. 2001, Other Minds, London: Routledge.

Carnap, R. 1959 edition, “Psychology in Physical Language”, tr. Schick, G. in Ayer, A. J. (ed.), Logical positivism, New York: The Free Press, 165-98.
Dretske, F. 1988, Explaining behavior: Reasons in a world of causes. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Goldie, P. 2002, The Emotions, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hornsby, J. 1997, “Physicalist thinking and conceptions of behaviour”, in her Simple Mindedness, Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Hursthouse, R. 1991, “Arational Action”, Journal of Philosophy 88:2, 57-68.
James, W. 1884, “What is an emotion?”  Mind, 9:34, 188-205.
Kenny, A. 1963, Action, Emotion and the Will, London: Routledge.

Lyons, W. 1973, “Ryle and Dispositions”, Philosophical Studies 24: 5, 326 - 334.
Lyons W. 1976, “Emotions and Motives”, Canadian Journal of Philosophy 6:3, 501 - 516.
Mumford, S. 2003, Dispositions, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Prinz, J. 2003, “Emotions Embodied”, in R. Solomon (ed.), Thinking about feeling, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 44-60.
Ryle, G. 1949, The Concept of Mind, London: Routledge.
Ryle, G. 1951, “Feelings”, Philosophical Quarterly 1:3, 193-205.
Wolff, R. 1954, “Professor Ryle’s discussion of agitations”, Mind 63:250, 239-41.

� From now on, in making references to The Concept of Mind I will omit the date, ‘1949’, and just use page numbers.


� Ryle sometimes objects to thinking of our mental predications as doing the work of describing at all (121).  But there should be no objection to saying that we are describing someone’s behavioural dispositions when we say that they are disposed to behave in such-and-such a way, as long as we are clear that such talk does not bring with it any further metaphysical or pragmatic commitments.


� Dretske (1988, 42 ff.)  I am not endorsing the details of Dretske’s position by adopting these terms.  Dretske takes structuring causes to be the events that structured the process that is triggered by the triggering causes, whereas I take the structuring cause to be the mechanism, disposition or potentiality, whose realisation is that process.  So, for me the structuring cause is the fragility of the glass, whereas for Dretske the structuring cause is the event that made the glass fragile.


� For example Ryle states more than once that propensities are not states (e.g. 83).


� This thought of Ryle’s that providing a motive for an action is equivalent to showing that action to be typical in some way of past behaviour is what Bill Lyons effectively criticises in Lyons (1976).  He argues elsewhere (1973), in direct contrast to the position I am trying to establish here, that this is the only available sense in which motives might be described as dispositions.


� See Mumford (2001) for a study of dispositions that endorses a position in which the dispositional properties are identified with the underlying ‘physical’ properties.


� James (1884)


� Ryle also talks about moods.  These are changeable propensities.  They do not represent another category in addition to inclinations and agitations since agitations are generally moods according to Ryle.  He distinguishes all such behavioural dispositions from feelings, which are not dispositions at all, but occurrences.


� In fact Ryle talks about being torn between patriotism and ambition, but that makes little difference to the example.


� Ryle is in fact willing to describe someone who is subject to conflicting motives as being subject to opposing forces, though he betrays some qualms by calling this a ‘hazardous metaphor’ (93).


� As Hornsby (1997) observes, Ryle’s examples of behaviour are things like skating warily, warning other skaters and keeping to the edge of the pond (Ryle, 135).  Keeping to the edge of the pond is not a bit of an inert pattern, but can only be understood as the realisation of something with causal potential.  


� See Carnap (1959 edition).


� See Goldie (2002, chapter 3) for a defence of the idea that feelings themselves have intentionality.


� Avramides (2001, 217 ff.)


� Ryle sometimes rejects this talk of ‘states’ of mind.  But that is clearly because he is rejecting the idea of there being states of mind with a mental nature.  There is an innocuous way of talking about states, which carries no metaphysical commitment.  If S is F then S is in the state of being F.  If I am happy then I am in the state of being happy; that is my state of mind.  In the same sort of way we might describe the country as being in a state of recession; that is the state of its economy.  But this does not commit us to talking of economical natures.
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