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T here is another reason why it is important to correct from the
sttt the intellectualist doctrine which tries to define intelligence in
terms of the apprehension of truths, instead of the apprehension of
truths in terms of intelligence. Theorising is an activity which
most people can and normally do conduct in silence. They articulate
in sentences the theories that they construct, but they do not most
of the time speak these sentences out loud. They say them to
themselves. Or(they formulate their thoughts in diagrams and
pictures, but they"do not always set these out on paper. They ‘sec
them in their minds’ eyes’. Much of our ordinary thinking is
conducted in internal rfionologue or silent soliloquy, usually
accompanied by an internal cinematograph-show of visual imagery.

This_trick of talking to oneself in silence is acquired neither
quickly nor without effort; and it is a necessary condition of our
acquiring it that we should have previously learned to talk intelli-
gently aloud and have heard and understood other people doing so.
Keeping our thoughts to ourselves is a sophisticated accomplishment.
It was not'until the Middle Ages that people learned to read without
reading aloud. Similarly a boy has to learn to read aloud before he
learns to read under his breath, and to prattle aloud before he prattles
to himself. Yet many theorists have supposed that_the silence in
which most of us have learned to think is a dcﬁning property of
thought. Plato said that in thinking the soul is talking to itself.
But silence, though often convenient, is inessential, as is the
restriction of the audience to one recipient.

Fhe combination of the two assumptions that theorising is the
primary activity of minds and that theorising is intrinsically a
private, silent or internal operation remains one of the main supports
of the dogma of the ghost in the machine. People tend to identify
their minds with the ‘place’ where they conduct their sccret
thoughts. They even come to supposc that there is a special mystery
about how we publish our thoughts instcad of realising that we
employ a special artifice to keep them to ourselves.

(3) Knowing How and Knowing That.

When a person is described by one or other of the intelligencc-
epithets such as ‘shrewd’ or &illy’, ‘prudent’ or ‘imprudent’, the
description imputes to him not the knowledge, orignorance, of this or
that truth, but the ability, or inability, to do certain sorts of things.
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’lﬁleorists have been so preoccupied with the task of investigating
the nature, the source and the credentials of the theories that we
adopt that they have for the most part ignored the question what
it is for someone to know how to perform tasks.:In ordinary life,
on the contrary, as well as in the special business of teaching, we
are much more concerned with people’s competences than with
their cognitive repertoires, with the operations than with the truths
that they learn. Indced even when we are concerned with their
intellectuil “excellences and deficiencies, we are intcrested less in
the stocks of truths that they acquire and retain than in their capacities
to find out truths for themselves and their ability to organise and
exploit them, when discovered. Often we deplore a person’s ignor-
ance of some fact only because we deplore the stupidity of which
his ignorance is a consequence.

There are certain parallelisms between knowing how and
knowing that, as well as certain divergences. We speak of learning
how to play an instrument as well as of learning that something is
the case; of finding out how to prune trees as well as of finding out
that the Romans had a camp in a certain place; of forgetting how to
tie a reef-knot as well as of forgetting that the German for ‘knife’
is ‘“Messer’. We can wonder how as well as wonder whether.

On the other hand we never speak of a person believing or
opining how, and though it is proper to ask for the grounds or
reasons for someone’s acceptance of a proposition, this question
cannot be asked of someone’s skill at cards or prudence in
investments.

What is involved in our descriptions of people as knowing how
to make and appreciate jokes, to talk grammatically, to play chess,
to fish, or to argue? Part of what is meant is that, when they perform
these operations, they tend to perform them well, i.e. gorrectly or
efficiently or successfully. Their performances come up to certain
standards, or satisfy certain criteria. But this is ngp enough. The
well-regulated clock keeps good time and the well-drilled circus
scal performs its tricks flawlessly, yet we do not call them
‘intelligent’. We reserve this title for the persons responsible for
their performances. Q‘ o be intclligent is not merely to satisfy
criteria, but to apply them; to regulate one’s actions and not merely
to be well-regulated.)A person’s performance is described as careful
or skilful, if in his operations he is ready to detect and correct lapses,
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to repeat and improve upon successes, to profit from the examples of
others and so forth. He applies criteria in performing critically, that
is, in trying to get things right.

his point is commonly expressed in the vernacular by saying
that an action exhibits intelligence, if, and only if, the agent is
thinking what he is doing while he is doing it,~and thinking what
he is doing in such a manner that he would not do the action so
well if he were not thinking what he is doing. This popular idiom
is sometimes appealed to as evidence in favour of the intellectualist
legend. Champions of this legend are apt to try to reassimilate
knowing how to knowing that by arguing that intelligent
performance involves the observance of rules, or the application of
criteria. It follows that the operation which is characterised as
intelligent must be preceded by an intellectual acknowledgment
of these rules or criteria; that is, the agent must first go
through the internal process of avowing to himself certain
propositions about what is to be dong (‘maxims’, ‘imperatives’
or ‘regulative propositions’ as they are sometimes called);
only then can he exccute his performance in accordance with
those dictates."He must preach to himsclf before he can practise.
The chef must recite his recipes to himsclf before he can cook
according to them; the hero must lend his inner car to some
appropriate moral imperative before swimming out to save the
drowning man;.the chess-player must run over in his head all the
relevant rules and tactical maxims of the game before he can make
correct and skilful moves. To do something thinking what one is
doing is, according to this legend, always to do two things;
namely, to consider certain appropriate propositions, or pre-
scriptions, and to put into practice what these propositions or
prescriptions enjoin. It is to do a-bit of theory and then to do a bit
of practice. *

Certainly we often do not only reflect before we act but reflect
in order to act properly. The chess-player may require some time in
which to plan his moves before he makes them. Yet the general
assertion that all intelligent performance requires to be prefaced by
the consideration of appropriate propositions rings unplausibly, even
when it is apologetically congeded that (the required considera-
tion is often very swift and may go quite unmarked by the agent. I
shall argue that the intellectualist legend is false and that when we
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describe a performance as intelligent, this does not ‘entail the
double operation of considering and executing.

Figst, there are many classes of performances in which intelligence
is displayed, but the rules or criteria of which are unformulated.
The wit, when challenged to cite the maxims, or canons, by whiclf
he constructs and appreciates jokes, is unable to answer \He knows
how to make good jokes and how to detect bad ones, but he cannot
tell us or himself any recipes for them. So the practice of humour
is not a client of its theor}BThc canons of aesthetic taste, of tactful
manners and of inventive technique similarly remain unpropounded
without impediment to the intelligent exercise of those gifts.

Rules of correct reasoning were first extracted by Aristotle,
yet then knew how to avoid and detect fallacies before they learned
his lessons, just as men sincc\%ristotle, and including Aristotle,
ordinarily conduct their arguments without making any internal
reference to his formulae. They do not plan their arguments before
constructing them/ Indeed if they had to plan what to think before
thinking it they would never think at all; for this planning would
itself be unplanned. \

Efficient prafticé precedes the theory of it; methodologics
presuppose the application of the methods, of the critical investiga-
tion of which they are the products. If was because Aristotle found
himself and others reasoning now intelligently and now stupidly
and it was because Izaak Walton found himself and others angling
sometimes effectively and sometimes ineffectively that both were
able to give to their pupils the maxims and prescriptions of their arts.
It is therefore possible for people intelligently to perform some
sorts of operations when they are not yet able to consider any
propositions enjoining how they should be performed. Some
intelligent performances are not controlled by any anterior
acknowledgments of the principles applied in them.

The crucial objection to the intellectualist legend is this.
The consideration of propositions is itself an operation the execution
of which can be more or less intelligent, less or more stupid. But if,
for any operation to be intelligently executed, a prior theoretical
operation had first to be performed and performed intelligently,
it would be a logical impossibility for anyone ever to break into the
circle.

Let us consider some salient points at which this regress would
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arise. Adcording to the legend, whenever an agent docs anything
intelligently, his act is preceded and steered by another internal
act of considering a regulative proposition appropriate to his
practical problem. But what makes him consider the one maxim
which is appropriate rather than any of the thousands which are
not? Why does the hero not find himself calling to mind a cooking-
recipe, or a rule of Formal Logic? Perhaps he does, but then his
intellectual process is silly and not sensible. Itelligently reflecting
how to act is, among other things, considering what is pertinent
and disregarding what is inappropriate. Must we then say that for
the hero’s reflections how to act to be intelligent he must first reflect
Jiow best to reflect how to act? The endlessness of this implied
regress shows that the application of the criterion of appropriateness
does not cntail the occvrrence of a process of considering this
criterion.

Next, supposing still that to act rcasonably I must first perpend
the reason for so acting, how am I'led to make a suitable application
of the reason to the particular situation which my action is to meet?
For the reason, or maxim, is inevitably a proposition of some
generality. It cannot embody specifications to fit every detail of the
particular state of affairs. Clearly, once more, I must be sensible
and not stupid, and this good sense cannot itsclf be a product of the
intellectual acknowledgment of any general principle.CA soldier
docs not become a shrewd general merely by endorsing the
strategic principles of Clausewitz; he must also be competent to
apply them. Knowing how to apply maxims cannot be reduced to,
or derived from, the acceptance of those or any other maxims.

To put it quite generally, the absurd assumption made by'the
intcllectualist legend is this, that a performance of any sort inherits
all its title to intelligence from some anterior internal operation of
planning what to do. Now very often we do go through such a
process of planning what to do, and, if we are silly, our planning is
silly, if shrewd, our planning is shrewd. It is also notoriously possible
for us to plan shrewdly and perform stupidly, ie. to flout our
precepts in our practice. By the original argument, therefore, our
intellectual planning process must inherit its title to shrewdness
from yet another interior prqgess of planning to plan, and this
process could in its turn be silly or shrewd. The regress is infinite,
and this reduces to absurdity the theory that<or an operation to be



32 THE CONCEPT OF MIND

intelligent it must be steered by a prior intellectual operation, W hat
distinguishes sensible from silly operations is not their parentage but
their procedure, and this holds no less for intellectual than for
practical performances. ‘Intelligent’ cannot be defined in terms of
‘intellectual’ or ‘knowing how’ in terms of ‘knowing that’;
‘thinking what I am doing’ does not connote ‘both thinking what to
do and doing it’. When I do something intelligently, i.e. thinking
what I am doing, I am doing one thing and not two. My per-
formance has a special procedure or manner, not special antecedents.

(4) The Motives of the Intellectualist Legend.

Why are people so strongly drawn to believe, in the face of their
own daily experience, that the intelligent execution of an operation
must embody two processes, one of doing and another of theorising ?
Part of the answer is that they are wedded to the dogma of the ghost
in the machine. Since doing is often an overt muscular affair, it
is written off as a merely physical process. On the assumption of
the antithesis between ‘physical’ and ‘mental’, it follows that muscular
doing cannot itself be a mental operation. To earn the title ‘skilful’,
‘cunning’, or ‘humorous’, it must therefore get it by transfer from
another counterpart act occurring not ‘in the machine’ but ‘in the
ghost’; for ‘skilful’, ‘cunning’ and ‘humorous’ are certainly mental
predicates.

It is, of course, perfectly true that when we characterise as
witty or tactful some piece of overt behaviour, we are not con-
sidering only the muscular movements which we witness. A parrot
might have made the same remark in the same situation without
our crediting it with a sense of humour, or a lout might have done
precisely what the tactful man did, without our thinking him
tactful. But if one and the same vocal utterance is a stroke of humour
from the humorist, but a mere noise-response, when Issuing from
the parrot, it is tempting to say that we are ascribing wit not to
something that we hear but to something else that we do not hear.
We are accordingly tempted to say that what makes one audible
or visible action witty, while another audibly or visibly similar
action was not, is that the former was attended by another inaudible
and invisible action which was the real exercise of wit. But to
admit, as we must, that there may be no visible or audible difference
between a tactful or witty act and a tactless or humourless one is



