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Introduction

My aim in this report is to look at the implications for educ-
ation of the work of iiorman Malco or the nature of mind. He
heals in his work with mind/body dualism, mind/brain identifi-
cation, mind/behaviour identification ana mind/structure iden-
tification, working in a Wittgensteinian tradition.

I wixl take each of these conceptions of the nature of mind
in turn: (a) show what it involves; 1b) explore its implica-
tions for education; ic) present Malcolm's objections to it;
and id) outline the alternatives in the light of Malcolm's work.
I will conclude with an exploration of what may be a more ac-
ceptable concept of the nature of mind, relating this to educ-
ation.

before outlining my argument I will look briefly at the re-
lationship between one's conception of the nature of mind and
one's conception of the nature of education.

Lducation is concerned with the way in which individuals
come to have and use knowledge, but the nature of mind deter-
mines in what way it is possible to come to have and use know-
ledge. Therefore, an understanding of what does and does not
constitute the nature of wind informs us of wnat is education-
ally possible and of the necessary features of the educational
process.

The following outline of my ;.gument in this report will
serve to illustrate tnis relationship.

I will argue that the conception of mind/body dualism is de-

rived in the modern Western world from the influence of the



beliefs of the Judeo-Christian religion and from classical
Greek philosophy* In more modern philosophy it is found in the
work of lescartee, Locke and. nume. briefly, this concept 01
mind involves the idea that the human mind is an immaterial
thing that does not require corporeal embodiment for its oper-
ations.

I will argue that this conception of mind leads to the belief
that 'facts' exist ‘out there in the world' and they can be
viewed with a particular type of objectivity by the mind. This
also leads to a distinction being made between 'facts' (in the
world) and 'idease® (of the mind) . There is a parallel here
with empirical TheoryT These beliefs lead, in education, to an
emphasis on an unsatisfactory notion of objectivity and the
'learning of facts’. Lxaminations become the test of knowledge.

Malcolm objects to this conception of mind by showing that it
leads to solipsism (the view that the individual can have cer-
tainty only about his own thoughts and tnat he has access to
anything else only via his own thoughts). By contrast with <k
dualist position, I will argue that the nature of mind is re-
lated in some way to the nature of the physical and social
reality.

A rejection of mind/body dualism has lead to three major al-
ternative conceptions of the nature of mind, in Malcolm's view,
all three unacceptable. It is with these three conceptions that
I will deal next.

hind/brain identification is characteristic of the work of
theorists such as J.J.C.bmart. It involves the idea that 'inner

experiencel consists in or can be identified with brain pro-

* I am using this as a technical term to refer to the thesis
that all sciences have the same logical form. Positivism.



ceases.

I will argue that this conception of mind either precludes
talk about education or leads to the belief that learning con-
sists in the modification of the brain by chemicals or some
other means. This latter idea also includes the notion that
'learningl of a particular sort can only take place when the
brain has reached the appropriate stage of biological develop-
ment to cope with that process.

Malcolm shows that this conception of mind is not logically
possible and that a category mistake has been made i" equat-
ing mind and brain. Conversely, while the existence and func-
tioning of th? brain is a necessary condition for mind, we
cannot identify mind with a biological organ.

A second alternative to mind/body dualism is micd/behaviour
identification, found in the work of Thorndike, ..kinner and
others, as derived from the work of Pavlov. It involves the
identification of mind with behaviour, the translati i of
statements about 'inner experiencel to statements of observable
behaviour. The application by these theorists of the method of
natural science to human psychology has close links with the
approach of Empirical Theory. (This may sound contradictory in
the light of my earlier suggestion of a link between dualism
and Empirical Theory, but all I am tug”?esting is that the con-
ception of education implied by mind/body dualism is similar
to certain basic notions in Empirical Theory, while the meth-
odology of behaviourism is the same as the methodology of Em-
pirical Theory - I will explo; this in more detail in the body
of the report).

I will argue that this conception of mind implies that a

change of behaviour constitutes an instance of learning, with-
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out aibtinguibhing between the many "Obsible causes of that
change in behaviour and without reference to the attitude with
which the new behaviour is performed. It translates notions
such as 'understanding', 'knowing' and 'critical thoughtl into
statements of observable behaviour, radically altering tneir
meaning. The learner is seen as an organism to be conditioned
in the same way as one might train a dog to do a trick, irres-
pective of whether the learrer/dog 'understands' what is going
<m>»

Malcolm shows how this conception of the nature of mind is
unacceptable because of its basic misunderstanding, for example,
of the function and meaning of statements of experience. Mind
cannot be equated with external behaviour in the way the mind/
behaviour identification theorists have done, by reducing be-
haviour to movement, and thereby robbing it of 2ntentionali uy,
understanding etc.

The third and final alternative to mind/body dualism I will
deal with is mind/structure identification, found in the work
of Chomsky and riaget. This involves the idea that mind consists
of structures, by reference to which the individual can know
whether an instance of language or knowledge is appropriate.

I will argue that this view implies that the learner need
simply be exposed to the appropriate environment for the appli-
cation of his mind-structures in order for learning to take
place.

Malcolm shows that this conception of mind leads to the pos-
tulation of an infinite regres of structures or a return to
the original problem of how some thin*, can be known. It also re-
lies on the notion of thought as rule-governed where there is

an ideal system of rules from which these are derived. (Malcolm,



like 'Wittgenstein ana others, sees thought as necessarily ru-e-
governed, but nolds tnat thought cannot be sufficiently ex-
plained in terns of rules), ny contrast with the mind/structure
position, one needs to take into account the social nature 01
the structures of knowledge before attempting to equate these
structures with mind.

by way of conclusion I will show that much of what goes on
in education is based on these four conceptions of the nature
of mind. If all four are unacceptable, then what conception of
mind is more acceptable and what implications will this have
for education?

I will propose that we need to see mind as a category of
ability and experience: dependent on the brain and physical
well-being, but involving individual personality, critical and
evaluative powers and developing within a social context.

The implications of this are that the educational or learn-
ing process will not be seen as involving 'objective' observa-
tion and learning of 'facts' (in the dualist sense), brain mod-
ification, the acquisition of certain predetermined behaviours
or the exposure of the individual to the 'appropriate' environ-
ments, but as the development of the critical, evaluative and
decision-making powers of the individual through the rienness
of experience, discussion and critical thou&ht in a particular
social context.

Finally, I must note at this point that it is not my inten-
tion in this report to attempt to enter into the rich and ex-
tensive debate of which Malcol 's work forms a part, but rather
to concentrate on the implications his work has for education,
if his arguments are valid. I will therefore not attempt to

give a critical account of kalcolm's work, but rather present
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his arguments and then proceed v,ith the implications as if it
may be assumed that his work is unproblematic. I do, however,
realise that tie position he assumes 1is subject to criticism

and counter-argument, but that it is not my t”*sk in this report

to deal with those considerations.

References

1. Bernstein uses the term empirical Theory to label a part-

icular view of social science. see R .J.Bernstein, The Re-

structuring of oocial and Political Theory, Part I (pp.1-54),

1976, Methuen and Co., London.
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v-i; inb orir.in .uia - ,nce:t
i belief "aat mind and eenr .re se -irate io traditional to

‘ern Civilization. Its source in the Western world can, I

l:eve, be traced back both to classical Greek philosophy and

ilaments of the Judeo-Christian religion,

rlato's concept of soull (.the intellectual and moral per-
sonality) is closely bound up with his notion of the Forms,
the universal, unchangingobjects of true knowledge. The soul
is seen as part of thehigherworld ( the world ofForms and
coul) and it dwells temporarily in the body, passing through
a chain of incarnations between which it must undergo a process
of purification from the corrupt influences of its earthly
existence. The soul is seen as immortal, both pre-existing and
;oet-existing the body. The Pythagorean doctrine of the pre-
existence of the soul is very important to Plato, providing
tne inundation for his theory of knowledge. Both the Forms and
cne soul, for Plato, belong to the divine, transcendent world,
-emoved from the flow of appearances, the world we perceive
*ttn cur senses.

Cl* 'Ly then, Plato sees the soul (or mind) as being non-—
pay; ical and not dependent on the physical for its existence.
It is further seen as qualitatively superior to the physical.

This doctrine can be found in various forms in other
classical philosophers. Aristotle” for instance, sees three
things as being immaterial thinking substances capable of exis-
ting separately: the First Unmoved Kover; the 'Intelligences'
mo the 'separable mason', the highest power of the human

ouJg .

L'he i-lamon. regarding N . a were modified and



adopted by Christian philosophers such as ot “.ugustine ana

ot ionaventure? They retained the basic belief that the soul

is incorporeal and can exist independently of the body. The

soul, for these and other Christian thinkers, was seen to be

imortal and consisting in the intellectual and moral aspects

Of the individual personality. This view persists in modern

Judeo-Christian thought.

The view that the human mind is an immaterial thing that

does not require corporeal embodiment for its operations emer-

ges also in the more modern secular philosophy, notably in that

of Descartes? Locke5 and Humef
Descartes sought to achieve certainty in the field of meta-

physics by rejecting as false anything that could be doubted?

The least ground for doubt would be sufficient ground for re-

jection. Descartes soon realises that the general ground of

doubt that opposed his previous beliefs was that there was the

possibility that all of his perceptions were illusion, that

none of them corresponded with reality. If this were so, then

the only thing that could not be doubted was his doubt itself,

his thought. This lead Descartes to the conclusion that it was

philosophically possible for his mind to exist independently of

his body, because while there was ground for rejecting the

existence of his body, his mind necessarily existed.

The implications for knowledge of this argument are that

knowledge is seen as only existing 'within the mind'. What one

perceives or knows is thus 'within the mind* ana not necessarily

perception or knowledge of anything external to the mind.

for Locke8 there are two sources of ideas: external and in-

ternal sense. External sense, or what we would call the senses,

gives rise through physical experience to 1ld,as such as hot



cola, bitter, sweet etc. Internal sense involves the intro-

spective observation ci the operations of the mind. For example,

b* observing oha” we remember something, we acquire the idea

of 'memoryl.

ihese two sources, 01 ideas ajze seen as the only sources of

ideas. They produce simple ideas which combine to produce com-

plex ideas.

Locke goes on to assert that the only immediate object of
contemplation of the mind is the Idea within the mind” This
implies that we can know only that which is within the mind it-
self and that all that we know exists (with certainty) only in

the mind. He thus assumes a logical dualism of mind and body/

external world.
Hume similarly sees the mind as making copies of the body's
impressions of heat, cold etc. Ihese he calls ideas. These ideas

g..ve rise to feelings in the mind which are similarly copied,
resulting in a second set of ideas parallel T0o Locke's internal
sense.

Humell goes on to claim that it is impossible for us to con-
of

ceive of anything other than these ideas and impressions,

any external world. He too then implies that philosophically

it is possible for only the mind to exist, letting in the assum-

ption of a mind/body dualism.

(b) The implications for education

What are the implications for education of holding to the be-
lief that the mind and body are logically separate and indepen-
dent? It must be kept in mind that this belief also includes
the notion ol an xternal world independent of the mind, not

dust a separation of mind and body.

The first and most oovious implication of the belief in a



nind/body dualism is that it leads to the belief that 'facts'
exist 1lout there in the worldl and that they can be viewed
with a certain type of objectivity by the mind. If mind and
body are 1logically separate and the mind deals with ideas or
knowledge, then one must ask what these ideas or knowledge are
of. This must be knowledge of the external world - the 'facts
In the world'. This gives rise to the notion that mistaken or
distorted ideas are so because of their disparity from the
facts which exist independently in the world and that this dis-
parity results from problems of perception. Objectivity is thus
achieved by removing problems of perception in order to reveal
the 'true world'.

The distinction made between mind and the external world
also leads to a distinction between 'facts' (in the world) and
'ideas' (of the mind) . Ideas cannot logically exist in the
world. They must therefore be of the mind, but if 'facts' exist
in the world, then 'facts' and 'ideas' are logically distinct.

Interestingly, Lmpirical Theory (see footnote p.2), which
has been under considerable attack in thesocialsciences in
recent years, also makes this distinction between 'facts' and
'ideas' and places an emphasis on the same notion of objectiv-
ity. And it is these very points on which the attack has foc-
used. It is interesting to speculate to what extent the Empir-
ical Theorists may have derived their approach from the assum-
ption of a mind/body dualism. A pointer towards what the re-
lationship may be is given by Gilbert Ryle . He sees Descartes
as attempting to discover the laws of themental worldas a
result of the advances of his time in thediscovery of the laws

of tne natural world. If this is a valid observation, then the

empirical Theorist, 1like Descartes, is trying to apply the model
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0£ the natural sciences to another area of enquiry. The close

similarity between dualist and Empirical Theory notions about
the nature of knowledge suggest that the relationship is even

closer, but the task of discovering the exact nature of that

relationship is too large a one for me to attempt to tackle

within the confines of this research report, without diverging

from my main task.

In the practical sense, the implications for education of

mind/body dualism are: an overemphasis on a particular notion

of objectivity and the learning of 'facts'. 'Objective', 'fact-

ual' examinations tend to be the test of knowledge. Knowledge

consists in ideas which can be tested for truth or falsity by

checking Whether they correspond to the appropriate 'facts'

in the external world. These clearly form major parts of our

approach to education, if one goes by what goes on in South

African schools.

The Implications of the dualist position outlined above are

the formal implications. The mind/body dualist position can

however also be seen to have less formal implications for edu-

cation. One example would be the distinction between mental

training £fA healthy mind...') and physical training I'...in

a healthy body'), and the related discrepancy between the

worth accorded mental labour as opposed to manual labour - the

mind (soul?) is seen as qualitatively superior to the body.

Gilbert kyle's notionl” of Sescartes as trying to discover

the laws of the mind in the same way as natural laws suggests

that ideas about education as 'filling the mind with knowledge'

in the same way as one might fill a bucket could have their

origin here too. To fill a bucket one needs to know about the

natural laws of gravity, fluid mechanics and properties of sol-



ids. TI'he analogy with mind is that once one knows the lavs of
how tne mind can be filled with knowleube, one can proceed
confidently with the filling, as if the mind wtre a passive
receptacle, bound by the laws governing its existence.

another approach to education that could be seen as arising
out of the dualist position is that approach which stresses the
mental to the exclusion of the physical. That is, the process
of education is seen as the communication of ideas at the men-
tal level and not related to doing, seeing or practicing.

Clearly, a large number of approaches to education can be
seen to flow from the assumption of a mind/body dualism, let
as now turn to halcolmls critique of this position to see whet-
her these approaches rest on an acceptable or unacceptable con-
ception of mind.

(c) Kalcolm's objections to mind/body dualism

Malcolm argues against mind/body dualism as follows:1”*

1- hind/body dualism leads to the notion that tuere is a part-
icular relationship between language and the thoughts/feelings
it conveys.

For Locke,15 words stand for ideasas labels and ideas thus
precede words. This allows for a man well-stocked withideas,
but with no language, who has never labelled his ideas.

Locke sees language as having two functions I"* first, to re-
cord our thoughts; and second, to communicate those thoughts to
others. This notion allows for a man who has only usedlanguage
for the former purport, to record his own thoughts.

Locke says further17 that we suppose our ideas to be both
signs oi the ideas in the minds of others and also to stand for

lthe reality of things', but that these are extraneous to the

meaning of words and obbcure our notion of what words are.
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Aii acute problem arises out of this, one which does not
overly concern Locke, and that i* the problem of whether dif-—
ferenu people have the same or different thoughts# As Lalcolm
puts it, 1lwhat...can (it) mean, that another person's "invis-
ible and hidden idea" is the same as mine? ‘18
2- according to the advocates of mind/body dualism, we learn
concepts by introspection]9 A wan observes that he remembers

and names this process 'memory'. Malcolm calls this introspec-

tive process 'inner 06tensive definition'

The important point to note about the process of inner os—
tensive definition is that it is private — 'no—one else can be
aware of, can directly know, those phenomena in my mind I name
"thinking", "remembering" or "believing".'”0
3- If we cannot know whether different people have the same or
different thoughts (a logical conclusion of Locke’s position
under 1 above), and indeed cannot even know what it may mean
for another person's 'hiddenl idea to be the same as mine (a
second logical conclusion of Locke's position under 1 above)
ana if the process of inner ostensive definition is private of

necessity (see 2 above), how can I know that other minds exist?

Because the mind/body dualists assumed that the only mind of

which I can have direct knowledge is my own, they were committed

to showing that knowledge of other minds came about by inference

based on analogy.

21
J.o.hill outlines the argument as follows:- In myself I

am conscious of a uniform sequence of events; modifications of

my body, feelings and outward demeanor. 1 observe both the

first and the last of these in other people in as regular and

constant a pattern as in my own case. In my own case the first

and last only occur by way of the intermediate 1link of feelings.



I thus conclude that an interneuiate link, either the same or
iifi'erent to that in my case, must be present in others. Ly
assuming the intermediate link to be the same, 1 bring others
under the same generalisations that apply in my case. I thus
conclude they have minds.

There are two problems with this argument. First, the arg-
ument does not claim to prove the certain existence of other
minds, but rather claims to show the high probability of the
existence of other minds. But if one considers that the number
of instances I observe in which only the first and the last
parts of the three-link pattern of events occur (in the numer-
ous people around me) is far greater than the number of inst-
ances in which all three parts occur (in my own case), then it
would seem less probable that the intermediate link occurring
is the rule.

ihe second problem arising out of this argument is that of
what bodies in one's environment one is referring to when in-
ferring that they have minds, hill talks about the 'walking
and speaking figures'. If by this he means people, he has as-
sumed what he effects to prove, because part of what we mean
by people is tnat those people have thoughts and sensations, toe
already assume, by talking about people, that they have minds.

P.F.strawson22 supplements this second argument against the
inference by analogy position by arguing that it makes no sense
to argue 'from my own case' to conclusions about how to ascribe
mental phenomena to other cases, because in ascribing the pheno-
mena to my own case intelligibly, I must necessarily know how
to ascribe them to at least some other case. In other words,

one needs to know the rules of ascription of mental phenomena

before one can appropriately ascribe them. These rules are de-
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rived from an understanding oi the ascription of mental pheno-

mena in at leaut one other case - that of anotner human being.

A”ain then, the argument assumes what it effects to prove.
ihe question as to whether other people have minds or not,
concludes Malcolm, is not a meaningful question.
4- What are the consequences?
Debcartes' viewpoint implies not only that a human mind

could exist without corporeal embodiment, but that it could

exist in a non-human body. There would be no logical limits to

the nature of this body and any correlations between the states
of the mind and the condition of the body would be a contingent
matter. In other words, there are no conceptual links between
the contents of a mind and the states of its body. ‘It would

not be part of the meaning of a mind's feeling anger or pain

that its body was disposed thus and so.’**

Let us assume for tne moment the assumption arising out of
this view and the inference by analogy argument that there is
a conceptual gap between the mental and physical, that our
understanding of mental concepts is logically separate from
our knowledge of the physical state or circumstances. I can

thur observe anger in myself, but can I observe it in other

bodies? One would want to say that it can be observed in other
peoplf;, but not in inanimate bodies. But the conceptual gap be-
tween mental and physical reduces the nature of the body to

irrelevance. I therefore cannot attribute anger to anything but

myself.

.tutting aside the above assumption, it is clear that we att-

ribute tnings such as anger to people ana not to inanimate ob-

ject;., botn because it does not have meaning to attribute anger

(or pain etc.; to inanimate objects and because we know what it



meant to have pain or 'ke angry only by reference to human
statetV"

.ue*cartesl viewpoint, if taken to it logic.'il conclusion,
leads to solipsism, the view that the individual can have cer-
tainty only about his own thoughts and that he has access to
anything else only wvia his own thoughts. Further, solipsism in-
volves the belief that it is not meaningful to suppose that
there are thoughts or experiences other than the solipsist's
own. This view is clearly unacceptable.

5- One objection to this conclusion is tnat one can in fact im-
agine a rock or chair speaking or thinking, as they are seen to
do in cartoons. .But, as Wittgenstein points out#® this can only
be achieved by attributing human features such as a mouth, voice-
box or mind to the object. 'Only of a living human being and
that which resembles (behaves like) a living human being can

one say: it has sensations; it sees; 1is blind; hears; is deaf;

is conscious or unconscious.' *#

Further, if one considers notions such as 'willingly', 're-

luctantly' etc., then it is clear that we would not know how to
tell if a tree, for instance, waved its branches reluctantly,
for we do not know what it might mean for a tree to act out re-
luctance. A person, nowever, can act out reluctance. Lotions
such as reluctance mean what they do with reference to persons
and their meaning is thus derived from the nature of persons,
making it meaningless to apply them to anything other than per-
sons. hental terms of this type can only be applied to persons.
The 1living human being who thinks, feels and perceives is
thus our yardstick for determining thought, feeling and percep-

tion themselves and it would make no sense to discard our stan-

dard in order to determine the nature of existence of that yard-



stick itself.

6- It is further necessary to show that introspection is not
tne way concepts are acquired. This Wittgenstein does in his
Philosophical Investigations.

e looks at what happens when a particular cental phenomenon
occurs, suddenly remembering something occurs at a particular
moment in time. If introspection is the way we learn what mem-
ory is, then we could identify the event of memory that oc-
curred at that moment, hut in fact, while we can identify ac-
companying phenomena such as a sudaen feeling of elation and
we can see that this occurence may or may not be ar actual in-
stance of memory and we can identify different prompts to mem-
ory in difierent instances, we are unable to identify an oc-
curence 'memoryl over and above these accompanying phenomena.

Further, in a particular conversational situation, one does
not have time to introspectively reflect on what one will say
next, in most cases. Introspection is in fact an unusual state
of consciousness, rather than being the norm.

Our inability to identify an occurence 'memory' over and
above accompanying phenomena, the lack of time for introspection
in ordinary conversation and the observation that introspection
is an unusual state of consciousness lead Wittgenstein to con-
clude that we cannot acquire concepts by introspection.

7- This argument can be countered by referring to those mental
phenomena which can be identified over and above their accom-
panying phenomena by introspection.

.bodily sensations such as pain, though also having accompany-
ing phenomena, can be identified in ~ome 'concrete' way. Locke's

belief in the acquisition of concepts by introspection can thus

apply to these mental phenomena at least and they may indeed be



tieen aa the simple ideas that combine to form complex ideas.

The only disagreement with ixDcke would he with regard to the
notion that ’'memoryl, 'knowledgel etc. are 1lsimple ideas of
reflection'” but the origin of concepts, as a whole, would be
from introspection.

8- Wittgenstein thus offers a different argument.

Locke and Hume see concepts as derived from experience. The
experience of the colour red, for example, gives us the concept
'red', which will serve in future as the pattern, by comparison
with which we can identify an Instance cf redness. We acquire
concepts of mental phenomena such as 1lpainl in the same way.
Once acquired, the concepts are then named.

But what ensures the consistent acquisition or application
of these concepts? WittgensteinFQ asks us to consider the ac-
quisition of the concept 'leaf. We obviously do not need to
experience every instance of a leaf in order to acquire the con-
cept 'leaf', otherwise no-one would have the concept at all.
What shape does our mental image of 'leaf' have? And what shade
of green is it? what of brown leaves? The only solution is to
say that we acquire the concept of a schematic leaf of a gener-
al leaf colour. The same applies to concepts of 'pain', 'red',
etc.

But surely if the acquisition and application of concepts is
so diverse that one must perforce acquire these mental images
in schematic or generalised form, then we still need to know
how to apply the schema. One thus needs a second-order pattern
for showing how to apply each schematic image. But we still
need to know how to apply this second-order pattern. One thus

needs a third-order pattern for showing how to apply each sec-

ond-order pattern. And so on, ad infinitum, generating an in-



o> eu ,urxis. . ‘' " rei'ure cone Luoce that
ir u-ur; r .. 4" tr not H.ou”L. ' explain the acquisition
ci concepts viequately.
ze.tterns or copies derived from experience are thus neither
necessary nor suiiicient for understanding a concept,
y- Jgi then do i know what pain. fo~ instance, is? We have ind-
ividual experiences 0L pain, but we cannot define it or say
"hat is common to various kinds of pain”
one may say that for someone to understand the concept
'pain', ne should be able correctly to say when he docs and
does not feel pain, that he should be able to recognise the be-
aaviour ana consequences accompanying pain in others and he
.“noulQ nave a certain attitude towards the suffering of others.
Wittgenstein's language as use tbes's).
one may say that i fourth requirement is that the person
. ..vuia lavv experienced pain in order to know vie concept.
1 - ,'ialcolm usputer th. fourth requirement by postulating a
who ma?> never felt pain, yet who can correctly say (when
pricKea for instance) that he does not feel pain, who
c inflict tin in uiger, who can recognise instances of pain
ilb inn ->how tne appropriate compassion. In other words,
u who cm wuse 'pain' correctly.
.re i. t strong indication that this man understands the
Ipuinl to tae yame extent that someone who has never
bc> m ir-tfil under tand” the sentence, 11 amin Brasill.
1 -ri. ! further ellucidatea comparing the pain-less man
wit B'. liv; man. .vml- the bin man can have an extensive
xno*!e i @ iocut ¢ -1 -ur;-, he L unable to recognise a colour in
id ' .. tee vase it ni. inability to see.

IIe-1e¢ n, —n the other h.md, not only has an exten-



.ive aiurstanomg of pain *:i1 f .Muaed

U.:ider D-;, but he albo aa& tu- to v foikl
ropriately react to it.

ihe suggestion here Js that et noti u of under-

standing a concept in terms of abilitre. - wh t .n cnr do.

12- The main objection to saying that th in-: . man ha. the

concept 'pain', is that he cannot giv* himseii m inner o.ten-

sive definition of it, but only understand tin. meaning of <t..e

wora in terms oi certain behaviour in certain circumstance”.

It gives knowledge of, not about?0 Uee also Gilbert Eylej?'

lut we have seen that we have no way of knowing that what 1

call pain is what others call pain, taking the private nature

of defining act. Inner ostensive definition does not provide as

with tne agreed meaning of the word 'pain' in the English lang-

uage.

iurther, i would have no way of knowing that that to which

I was applying the tern 'pain' in one instance was the same as

that in another instance. The only way I can know is by apply-

ing criteria oi identity bound up in the word 'pain' itself.
Tae meaning of the word thus guides its application, quite the
ostensive

converse of the labelling notion bound up with inner

definition.
Inner ostensive definition is thus empty ana meaningless.

13- In rejecting inner ostensive definition as the source of

concepts and recognising that the only way that I can know that

I am applying a concept consistently is by applying the criteria

of identity bound up in the word I am endorsing Wittgenstein's

remark, 'You learned tne conceal "p nn" whin you irnrnea lang-

uage."

1 There are two major conclusion; to b- ui =wn from the above.



If it only makes sense to attribute mental concepts to a liv-
ing human being (see 4- and 5- above) ana in particular, in
the context of the actions of a living human being (see 5-),
then we must conclude that mind cannot exist and be provided
with concepts in isolation from a living human body.

Further, if we learn concepts when we learn language (see
especially 13- above) and language it> an attribute of a society
into which we are born (i.e. it precedes us) and is by its
nature a social phenomenon, then we mu&t conclude that mind
cannot exist and be provided with concepts in isolation from

a community/society of living human beings.

A number of other theorists have argued against mind/body
dualism in various ways. I will now proceed to briefly outline
the arguments of three of these; Gilbert Rylep Keith Campbell“4'
and D.i\.Armstrong.35 The last of theae ie> the most interesting
to compare with Malcolm, as he argues from a materialist point
of view. I will thus devote more space to Armstrong than to
either Ryle or Campbell.

Ryle saw Descartes as being in the £ owing dilemma. On the
one hand he was faced with the evidence of Galileo's methods
which claimed to be able to provide a mechanical theory that
would explain everytning occupying space, and on the other hand
he was faced with the logical extension of that assumption,
namely that man was simply a complex mechanical construction -
nothing more. His response was to try and give an account of
anotner set of laws, parallel to natural mechanical 1laws, but
which dealt with another class o.; substance, the mind. l'or Ryle,
Descartes error was in trying to apply terms and principles

applicable..to the material world to the sphere of the mental -

he committed a category error which forced him to view mind as



a taing, although ox a dilierent category of “ubstaace to the
material. In otner words, he had to include a spiritual realm
to make his enterprise meaningful.

Keith Campbell supplements the argument about category error
in the xollowing way? Dualist positions rest on four in-
compatible assumptions, argues Campbell - 1) The human body is
a material thing, 2) The human mind is a spiritual thing, 3)
Mina ana body interact, 4) spirit and matter do not interact.
The only alternati/e is Parallelism, either in the form where
mental and physical events are seen as synchronised but uncon-
nected or in the npiphenomenalist form which sees the mental
as effected by the physical, but not vice versa. The problem
with vhe former is that it presents us with a new and more
massive problem than that which it seeks to solve, that of what
could possibly cause mental events, if there is no connection
(causally) with body. The second form of Parallelism is prob-
lematic in that it makes it impossible for anyone to act on
their feelings, aecisions etc. - an unacceptable consequence.

D.M.Armstrong divides dualism into two categories'””: the
'bundlel dualism of Hume (that characterises mind as a temporal
eerie;, of non-physical items - 'perceptions' or 'experiences'
somehow linked to a particular body) and Cartesian dualism
(tnat characterises mind as a spiritual substance linked to a
body, a physical substance, though not necessarily so).

The main problem with 1lbundlel dualism, says Armstrong, is
that tnere is no uniting principle according to which the non-
physical items can be grouped t gether in order to classify
them as mind, hume himself suggested 'resemblance' and 'caus-
ation'. nut it is quite possible to have mental experiences that

resemble nothing experienced previously ana it is possible for



two people to have experiences which closely resemble each

other - do we say these are the experiences of one mind? o

too with causation. I-iany experiences are causally related to

past experiences, but it is quite possible to have an exper-

ience quite unconnected to previous ones, one caused by exter-

nal factors.

another suggested uniting principle is 'memory', but then

if an experience is irrecoverably forgotten, we must necessarily

bay it did not form part of the chain of mental experiences of
that mind - a clearly false position.

A fourth suggestion has been that it is the temporal contin-

uity of the experiences that provides a uniting principle, but

Armstrong rejects this as simply a restatement of the problem.

We wish to know what may const!tute that continuity.

j-he final possible uniting principle, according to Armstrong,

is the possibility of tne association of the chain of non-

physical experiences with a particular body. That is, the body

is the uniting factor. The problem here is that this necessary

association with the body precludes the possibility of disem-

Doaiea existence, which for Armstrong, must remain a philosoph-

ical possibility.
Ine second area which Armstrong attacks ia Hume's notion of

the chain of experiences being able to be broken down into ind-

ividual items or experiences, in other words, says Armstrong,

it is possible for a 'twinge of pain' to exist independently,

but this is absurd, for a 'twinge of pain' presupposes all sorts

ol other things such as that someone must be having the twinge,
that it is only a twinge of f£ain by wvirtue of its association

witn otner pains, etc.

-hile Cartesian dualism”’ has distinct advantages over -bundle'



dualism, in tnat it has a uniting principle for the mental
that it is spiritual in nature - it is this same uniting prin-
ciple that damns Cartesian dualism, toothing can be said about
tne nature of tae spiritual except that it is tne common de-
nominator for mental phenomena. i* Armstrong it thus seems like
a convenient creation for ridding the dualist of his problems.
Armstrong thus rejects the spiritual description of mind as
empty.

Armstrong goes on to list a number of general problems for
dualism"39, but I will not expand on these here, as I feel I
have adequately covered his major arguments for the purposes
of this report.

briefly then, while Malcolm emphasises the role of the liv-
ing human being and of the social, in the form of both language
and action, to show tne implausability of aualism, Kyle and
Campbell appeal to category error and Armstrong appeals to the
lack of a uniting principle, the impossibility of the individual
existence of mental experiences and the emptyness of the notion

of a spiritual substance.

i>.h.Armstrong is important in another sense to Malcolm's
argument, in that he claims, along with others”~0 that Malcolm
(and Kyle) is arguing for a form of behaviourism when he ap-
peals to what people do and say as being so important to deter-
mining whether they understand a concept or not. It is Kyle
who provides a counter-argument!l

Kyle argues tnat tne behaviourists look at behaviour and
identify it with tnought. behaviour, for them, is reducible to
movements, (I will deal with this in detail in section 3)).
Malcolm, on tne other hand, sees behaviour as action — the

physical display of recognising, understanding, thinking, chooo-



ing, etc. which .re 01 anotner c,ite>orv. taut iu, not identi-
fiable with benaviour, but apparent in tne behaviour.

(d) Concluding remarka

Xn halcolm's view, we have seen tnat aind/body dualism leads to
tne unacceptable solipsist position, if taken to its logical
conclusion and that the notion, critical to this position, of
asserting that concepts are acquired by inner ostensive def-
inition, is meaningless. We must thus perforce reject mind/body
dualism as a valid account of the nature of mind.

By rejecting mind/body dualism, we are lead to reject the
attendant theory of the nature of knowledge. The idea that
'facts' exist 'out there in the world' and the related notion
of objectivity must be discarded, as must the distinction be-
tween 'facts' (in the world) and 'ideas' (of the mind).

The implication for education is that the emphasis on the
notion of objectivity which relies on a separation of mind and
body (.see p.10 - a notion of objectivity which sees facts as
originating in the world and ideas as the true/objective or
false perception of those independent facts) and the 'learning
of facts' is unfounded. Similarly, 'objective', 'factual' exam-
inations modelled on this view of tne nature of mind are not
tests of knowledge as they claim to be. The less formal distin-
ctions between mental and physical training, the differing
worth of mental and manual labour , as well as notions of ed-
ucation such as the 'bucket-fillerl model mentioned earlier,
must also be questioned.

Clearly we need a different conception of the nature of mind,
one which includes the dependence of mind on the human body and
its relationship with a community of living human beings. I

will return to this in the conclusion of this report, but in



the meantime I will consider three alternative conceptions of
the nature of mind that have been proposed: mind/brain identi-
fication; mind/behaviour identification and mind/structure

identification.
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2. Kind/brain identification
i ids origin ana meaning ol the conceut

One type of reaction to the dualist notion of a separate mind

ana natter is to opt for a monism. There are three major types

of monism: idealistic monism; 'neutral' monism ana materialism!

:.calistic monism takes many forms, seeing sensations, per-

ceptions and mental processes as constituting the world, phys-
ical bodies and material processes as illusory appearances or

matter as 'bundles of sensations' rather than illusion.

Anotner form of monism claims 'neutrality' between mind and

matter, in which 'neutral' or 'pure' experience in certain re-

lationships constitutes the physical and in others the mental.
I am not concerned in this report with either of these two

types 01 monism, but will concentrate on materialism in two of

its forms.

Une variety of materialism is logical behaviourism which

identifies mind and behaviour, translating statements of 'inner

experience' into statements of observable behaviour. I will

deal with this form in section 3.
xhe variety of materialism I will be aealing with here is

'scientific' materialism, which holds that everything in the

world consists, in the final analysis, of the most fundamental

elements of physics. This view is sometimes comoined with be-

haviourism.

J.J.C.omart is an exponent of this position? tie recognises

the possible validity of describing anger, fear etc. as behav-

iour patterns, but also feels that this falls short of a comp-
lete description of mental experience, one which includes 'inner

experience’'.

ioart seed these -inner experiences' as brain processes.
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ihou0O i he does at times concede that they may be brain process-
es;' It emerges from his work that he is not seeking to estab-
lish a logical relationship between ¢ -?riences and brain pro-
cesses in the sense that ‘inner expen ucesl would be logically
seen to necessarily identical with brain processes, but
rather he is attempting to establish the logical possibility
that they might be sot Therefore, if an linner experiencel is

a brain process. it is only contingently so.

It must be stressed that Jmart is not trying to make state-
ments about what we might mean when we report ar 1linner exper-
ience* in ordinary speech, but rather to establish the possib-
ility of the validity of a conception of mind which identifies
mind with brain.

I>.to.Armstrong'* is another theorist who argues for mind/brain
identiiication, claiming that the starting points for his theory
can be found in the work of omart and U.T.rlace” He describes
his position as follows U

eIt has been argued that mental states are states
of the person defined solely in terms of causal
relations, of a more or less complex sort, to the
objects or situations that bring the mental states
about and the physical behaviour that constitutes
their “expression*'. In the same way, genes are des-
cribed solely in verms of their causal relations to
hereditary characteristics. (These hereditary char-
acteristics could be said to be the “expressionsl
of the genes.) There is good theoretical (as opp-
osed to observational) scientific evidence to iden-

tify genes with the DitA moiecule at the centre of

living cells. Assuming that our account nf the con-



- ~tt-'mtax * : : L .trriotrong ‘s
::a. iuy, .. chert nue 1limo: t t rally good evidence

tj iit:ntiiv. .aental occurenceB with physio-chemical

.tates oi the central nervous system?1
Vu, me implications 1l'or caucation
iheil are two possible implications for education of holding
to the mInd/brain identity thesis. The first of these is that
it becomes meaningless to talk ibout education and the second
is that the meaning oi education becomes modified to mean mod-
ification of the brain (by chemicals or other means).

in Cue conventional sense of what constitutes education,
notions such as autonomy and intentional!ty play a ciucial role,
-i, nowever, mine 1i. seen as identical with the brain, then an

iucationai occurence, wnich necessarily includes a change or
.evelopment of tne nature or degree of knowledge, which is of

nd, will imply a physical modification of the brain. This
reeludes talk of things such as autonomy and intentionall!ty
unless their meaning i”* translated into descriptions of physi-
c il modification of the brain. But this changes their meaning,
T thus meaningless to sneak about education in the conven-
tional , n anr hold to the mind/brain identity thesis.

This leaves u: with the second possibility; a modified mean-
ing o2 the term 'education'. The only way in which the term
csuiu oe modified, and .til] be compatible with this conception
of tn- nature of mind, is by seeing the educative process as a
pt -s 1 bran, modification, a. I have already noted.

ih;s could take a number of possible forms. The taking of a

.11 whicn contained the chemicals necessary to modify tne

een as an educational occurence

identity theorists, partic-



t;ree o' behaviourism, would opt . rt-.—ry &
ion, something like the following.

The light fjom an image in the world -n the eye,
resulting in electrical impulses passing through the optical
nerves to the brain, where a modification of nerve passage,
results. This occurence, in conjunction with similar occurence,
involving the many senses, together with the modifications go-
ing on in the brain, constitutes education. The educator must
thus, in order to cause education to take place in the learner,
create she appropriate environment, one which will modifv the
brain in the 'desired* way.

The main problem with this vie “s that it would be diffi-
cult to explain how the m fication in the brain of the educ-
ator came about in order to make him want to or even know how
to educate. It does not even make sense to talk about *knowing'
What does it mean 1lto know' if knowledge has been reduced to
physical occurences in the brain? hotions 1like 1lcritical though
'knowledgel, *intentionalityl ana 1tutonomy' no longer have
meaning.

but we have returned to the problem we encountered in
the first possible implication for education of the mind/brain
identity thesis. Clearly then, the mind/brain identity thesis
precludes talk about education in any meaningful sense.
lc) Malcolm's objections to mind/brain Identification
Malcolm argues against mind/br i identification in the follow-
ing way:8
1- A contingent relationship uy wv.wv . . thought, sensation etc.
ana some process in the brain, itheir bein- identified wit-

one another, implies that that identity .riwlL.. be ab.e to I



empirically proved or disproved.
imart argues that the two are identical in the same way as
a flash of lightning is identical with an electrical discharge?

U.T.Place agrees with himl0 IMs means that what they are claim-

ing is that thoughts, sensations etc. are identical with brain

processes in the sense that they occur in the same place at

the same time]l

In terms of empirical proof, clearly chemical, mechanical or

electrical occurence inside the brain can be detected and meas-

ured. but how can one determine if the thought with which smart

sees that occurence as identical, had occurred inside the skull,

at the same place as the brain process?

Ine only way in which this could be determined is by identi-

fying tne thought with the brain process, so that the detection

of a brain process would indicate the occurence of a thought.

-cut the identity of the two would no longer be contingent, be-

cause you would have adjusted the meaning of 'thought' to in-

clude its identity with a brain process.

ijurther, it clearly does not make sen”e to speak of the

bodily location of a thought. This would imply that it was some-

thing that could occupy space in the body!2 A bodily sensation

may be sale to have a bodily location, but this location is

clearly not in tne brain, but rather at the source of the .un-

sation. A sensation may be said to Occur in a particular space

(@ pain in my toe occurs within the space of my toe;.

If the relationship of identity between mental states and
brain processes cannot be empirically proved and it is clearly
meaningless to speak aoout thoughts or sensations being located

in the brain, tnen the conjecture that the two phenomena might

prove to be contingently identical is meaningless.



2- “mart admits that his thesis of to.ou.ght bein® located in the
brain is incompatible with ordinary language]” but feels that
it would be an easy accomplishment to adjust language in line
with the thesis. But this would involve a conceptual adjustment,
making the admission that as our conceptc stand, the thesis

has no meaning. It is thus not a logical possibility that the
conjecture could be established as contingently true or false.
3- In addition to thinking that thougnts and experiences are
brain processes. Smart proposes that the brain is that which
has those tnoughts and experiences, te postulates a human brain,
kept alive in isolation from its former body and stimulated
witn electrodes!4 That stimulation would get the brain to have
the illusion of perceiving things, thinking things and exper-
iencing things in its non-existent body, tie concludes that the
body is not essential for mental experiences and that it is the
brain rather than the body that experiences these things]5

Smart is thus proposing that the human body is not essential
for mental events and that it may turn out to be the brain
rather than anything else that is the subject of experience.

If it is known that certain brain processes occur only when
certain mental events occur and this hypothetical bodyless
brain were to manifest a certain process in response to stimu-
lation that is always associated with the hearing of a buzzing
sound, it would still not logically follow that the person whose
brain was being stimulated, in fact heard a buzzing sound. This
is because it has only been assumed that mental events and brain
processes are identical in a living person, not in some arti-
ficially stimulated portion oi a dead body. *l«othing was deter-
mined about the conditions under which brains hear buzzing

sounds. 11§



.buroher, ii we imagine the brain of a person being removed
and discarded, yet nevertheless continue to have a person who
livea and tninks normally, then we will have shown the non-
necessity of a brain for normal mental life. xhe point here is
that concepts oi tne mental and concepts of inner physiology
are not logically connected, so that hypotnetical experiments
and their hypothetical outcomes prove nothing, in this case.

AToO, bodily behaviour is crucial to our understanding and
experience of the meaning of what people think, feel, see etc.
(not in the behaviourist sense, but in the sense outlined on
P-.-4). It is virtually impossible to describe what a person is
thinking or feeling except by reference to their boaily attitude

If we imagine amart's bodylesa brain again, but this time re-
stored to the bouy of its owner after the artificial stimulation
if the owner reported having haa certain experiences during the
experiment, all that would have been established is that the
artificial stimulation of the brain in isolation from the body
produces the delusion that certain experiences have been had, in
spite of their not having occurred and that to all intents and
purposes, these delusions are thought by the subject to have
occurred during a period of unconsciousness.

Clearly it is people and not brains that see, experience,
think, display attitudes and so on. This is because it is people
ana not brains which are capable of engaging in the activities
that make these concepts meaningful.

4- linally, amart speaks of 1lin, er experience* as that to which
one hao 'direct access'.'' Ironically, though he use, the term
linner' here in tne traditional figurative sense to mean private,

in the light of his theory it perforce means direct access to

brain processes. This we clearly do not have.
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“mart'a theory is thus in direct conflict with the above
philosophical inclination from which it arises. If he retains
the theory and discards the inclination, then he discards his

objection to logical behaviourism, the subject of my next sec-

tion.

At this stage I feel it would be useful to look briefly at
an alternative argument used by h.Campbelllﬂ'and at the reply
D.h.Armstrong gives to the kind of argument Malcolm employs.

firstly, Campbell's argument, he outlines in some depth
what is entailed in Central—-otate Materialism and the possible
implications and objections. he admits that he was drawn to
this position until he realised that the following argument
could be brought to bear against it. If we imagine a camera
which can internally process its own film, it does not stretch
the imagination too far to compare that camera's 'perceiving'
a green tree with a man perceiving the same tree. On the mind/
brain identity thesis position, there is no real difference.
Yet we would not want to say that the camera's 'perception' of
the tree was in fact perception at all, in the human sense.

The Central-btate Materialist can object that the only diff-
erence between the camera and a man is at the level of complex-
ity. but, replies Campbell, if we postulate an imitation man,
as complex in his perceptive abilities as man, if all he does
is perceive in the way the Central-otate Materialist supposes,
then a vital element of human experience is still absent. If,
for example, the imitation man and a real man both burnt their
fingers, the imitatiin man would perceive that his fingers were
burnt, but nothing mu e, while the real man would not only per-

ceive this, but he would experience it as suffering, i.e. there
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ib a non-phybical dimension to the experience of the real man
which cannot be explained by mind/brain identity theory.

Finally, what does a mind/brain identification theorist 1like
1) .K.Armstrong reply to the objections of the sort Malcolm has
levelled at his position? he calls them ‘intellectually frivo-
lous1?0 At first this may seem to be a rather crude way of dis-
missing serious objections to one’s theoretical position, but
I think the reason lies in that Armstrong has characterised the
problem in terms of his materialist position. He is concerned
with the material world. Kind must he reducible to the material
to be dealt with in a materialist theory such as his. Therefore,
objections at the non-material level are seen as irrelevant,
not part of the problem and thus 'intellectually frivolous'.

It is here that I should mention again, as I did in the intro
duction to this report, that there is a close methodological
similarity between hm“irical Theory and mind/brain identificat-
ion. both see the empiric”lly-observable, material world as
tneir object of enquiry, emphasising causal links in the mater-
ial world and then extending these emphases to other areas of
enquiry in which it is often inappropriate to attempt to apply
them. It Is thus not unlikely that mind/brain identity theory
has its roots in an Empirical Theory approach. (As opposed to
the postulation that 1 made in section 1 that mind/body dual-
ism may have provided tne birthplace for the epistemology of
empirical Theory).

(d) Concluding remarks
In Malcolmls view, we have seen that mind/brain identity theory
is an unacceptable conception of mind because it is not logi-

cally meaningful to equate concepts of different classes with

each otner (see also kyle on category mistakes2l). *hile the
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brain is a necessary condition for wirKi by virtue of the role

it plays in making a person a living human being, mind is of
a difierent category to the brain. Kind/brain identity theory
must be rejected as a valid conception of mind.

Along with mind/brain identity theory, we must reject the
implicit theory ui knowledge that reduces knowledge to brain

states and the distorted notion of education, which in fact is

not education at all.
having rejected the materialist notion of mind/brain iden-
tity, we must now consider the related logical behaviourist

position which identifies mind with behaviour.
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3. kind/behaviour identification

<a/ 1ine origin ana :neanin;. of tne concept

In bection 2.l1la; I noted that of the varioub forms of monism
that rave been proposed as alternatives to mind/body dualism,
I would concentrate on various forms of materiali?I dealt
with mind/brain identification in section 2 and 1 will deal

in this section with logical behaviourism, which identifies
mind and behaviour. In section 4 I will deal with the related
notion in cognitive psychology and linguistics tnat behavioural
and linguistic skills can be explained in terms of structure -
mind/structure identification.

Logical behaviourism involves the notion that the meaning of
mental terms (thinking, anger, intention etc.) can be explained
wholly in terms of bodily behaviour and the circumstances in
which it occurs ] Ihis entails the view that a statement about
other minds or one's own mind tas the same content as a state-
ment of physical condition. All mental statements are thus seen
to be translatable into statements of physical occurence.

L.i.bkinner” explains this by referring to statements of
inner experience as 'explanatory fictions', lor example, he
says that to say tnat someone is tnirsty does not explain any-
thing, it merely indicates a tendency to drink due to a state
of thirst. He prefers4 to practice his form of psychology with
reference to outward behaviour and to elements in people's en-
vironments - conditioning, expectation of reward, etc. In this
bkinner diiiers slightly from the early logical behaviourists
such as Carnap? in that they laid emphasis on physiological
states. The principle, however, remains the same.

There are two main motivations for adopting the logical be-

haviourist position. The first of these is the belief, held by
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(Jarnap ana other men'bert of the Vienna Circle? in the method-
ological supremacy of the Verification Principle. Only that
which could be empirically verified, i.e. external behaviour
or physiological state, could be accented as constituting ex-
perience. There is in other words a link with Empirical Theory
here in the direct sense, (see footnote p.2).

Tha second motivationfor adopting the behaviourist position
is that which arises outof the rejection of mind/body dualism
as leading to solipsism. If a mental term refers to something
non-physical, it follow.?that that term is only meaningful to
the person who uses itﬁ This leads to an attempt to define men-
tal terms in an unambiguous way - in terms of the observable,
behaviour.

Logical behaviourism then involves the identification of
mind with behaviour as a reaction both to the rejection of
mind/body dualism and to the acceptance of the Verification
Principle, besides Carnap and akinner, this approach can be
found in the work of theorists such as Rogers and Thorndike.

(b) The implications for education

The implications for education cf the mind/behaviour identifi-
cation thesis involve the translation of terms such as 'educat-
ion* itself, 'knowledge* and 'learning' into statements of be-
havioural objective or description.

Lducation becomes the process by which behaviour is modified,
ihis can be done in two ways. If one uses the logical behaviour-
ist framework of Carnap, then a hybiological modification can
be seen as the way in which behaviour should be modified. This
shows a close relationship with the implications of mind/brain

identification mentioned in section 2.

If, however, one opts for skinner's emphasis, then it is



through modification of the environment that the behaviour of
a perbon coula be modified, i'hib would involve conditioning”
uain& pobitive Ireward) and negative (punibhment) conditioning
to shape behaviour.

It follows) from tne anove that teaching would be seen as
the process of environment modification for the purposes of
changing behaviour and that knowledge would be seen as con-
stituted by behaviour. Something would be said to have been
learnt when the 1lappropriatel behaviour occurred.

k parallel may be drawn here between tne educative process
and the process of training an animal such as a dog. By reward-
ing the dog with food for approximating to the predetermined
'appropriate* behaviour and giving it a sharp rap on the nose
when it behaved 1linappropriatelyl, the dog’s behaviour would
eventually be shaped to coincide with that desired by the train-
er. In much the same way, a person could be given praise or
other reward for approximating to the behaviour a teacher de-
sires and punished for deviating from this, thus shaping the
person’s behaviour ’'appropriatelyl.

It is important here that it is necessary for the teacher’s
behavioural objective to be strictly behavioural. Differences
in the degree of understanding of the ’'learners’ or even radical
differences in their motivation would be of no conbequence. The
behaviourist could object to this by saying that it is precise-
ly tnese mental terms or ’explanatory fictions’ which must be
discarded in favour of the behavioural version, however, there
seem to me to be problems with mis notion when it is considered
tnat people having the same behaviour can see those behaviours

differently or interpret tnem differently.

Consider two people, both of which have learnt how to operate



lur ¢« 1 , w:al Ibfj h; ve both learnt to

Xi ~vlEa latht. i . 1..iportant and. they have both learnt
t:.e sarue tning. But ui.v .1 tle e individuals thinks that the
operation oi a Latn« i. * r-ov ationai activity, designed to
aause the operator ana nut, as the other Learner tninks, to
prc IN.ee a smoothly roundeo bit of wood or metal, surely there
is something lacking in the Learning o1 the person who sees
lathe-operating as 1 recreational activity only. He has failed
to come to an understanding o2 the “ocial/pragmatic function
of the lathe and thus of hie. role as its operator - enjoyment
or non-enjoyment is a secondary concern perhaps. Yet for the
behaviourist, both individuals have learnt the “ame thing, be-
cause they are able to produce .the correct observable behaviour.

Let us put aside this problem for the moment and turn to
iNorman Malcolm's critique of the mind/behaviour identification
position, to see if it i. not perhaps with the logical behav-
ijourist thesis that the problem lies.
vc) Kalcolm'& objections to mind/benaviour identification
..or'man MaicoJiu argues against this position as follows"’'1J:
1- While wt are forcec: to rely on physical actions and mani-
; Jrtat in other people in oruer to ascribe mental exper-
iences to them appropriately, 1le.g. hit face contorted with

:ge), it seems absurd to bay that one ascribes mental exper-

iences to oneseli in the :amt- way. It would not make sense to

note that on, w te uunt ot osoervin; one's fingers
trembling.
Yo .wkimi'ii i;Ltu/il. t. 3vi tm. objection by sayin”

that a person become, vim:itioned to recognising private stim-
uli on their own after repeatedly ot :ei'ving public manifesta-

tion: , thui e a in. t 'eyit.- .ti. uli wit the appropriate



behaviour.

i'hie i. however the ecurvalent 01 rnf>, '. rno® mat I am
about to leave the room because 1 oco. -rve tnr. .m*- in myself
which usually precede leaving the room; 1 just oickeci up my
coat.' 1Inis is obviously an inappropriate understanding cf one
aspect of the use of mental concepts, oecaust the attribution
of mental concepts to oneself is not merely a way oi saying
that certain behaviours have been observed in oneself, but they
can have the function of describing mental experience. i'or
example, the statement, 'I have Jjust thought of something* can
legitimately be seen as a description of a mental experience,
whixe to say that it indicates that one has just observed cer-
tain behaviours in oneself which more fundamentally describe
uhat experience than tne attribution (01 a mental conceot, is
to misconstrue tne meaning of tnat _tatement.

ihis assymetricai use of the criteria in ascribing mental
concepts to myself ana . other- suggests that there may be ?
difference in meaning between the two ascriptions; that in say-
ing, he is afraid', I am referrin, to his behaviour, but in
saying,'I am afraid', i am referring to fear itself. This is
not so.

In experiencing fear, pain etc. i react by resorting my ex-
perience and behaving in the appropriate way, even though it
is tne iear or pain to which I am referring in reporting my ex-
perience. oimilari , in ascribing mental concepts to others, 1
am extrapolating from their behaviour (similar to mine) to the
experience which prompts it - 1 am referring to the same thing.
In other words, I have tne same concept 01 pain u'or instance)

when I ascribe it to myself or to others.

3- wvarnau outlines the logical behaviourist view of interpre-



tation of behaviour as folxowb:|:.L—2

lihe btatementb of an experimental subject are not, in
principle, to be interpreted differently from his other
voluntary or involuntary movements - though his speech
movements may, under favourable circumstances, be re-
garded as especially informative. Again, tne movement

of the speech organs and of other parts of the bony

of an experimental subject are not, in principle, to be
interpreted differently from the movements of any other
animal - thougn the former may, under favourable circum-
stances, be more valuable in the construction of gen-
eral sentences. The movements of an animal are not,

again, in principle, to be interpreted any differently
from those of a volt-meter - though under favourable circ-
umstances, animal movements may serve scientific pur-
poses in more ways than uo tne movementr of a volt-meter.
Finally, the movements of a volt-meter are not, in prin-
ciple, to be interpreted differently from the movements
of a raindrop - though the former may offer more oppor-
tunities for drawing inferences to other occurences than
do the latter. In all these cases, the issue is basically
the same: from a specific physical sentence, other sen-
tences are inferred by a causal argument, i.e. with the
help of general physical formulae - the so-called nat-
ural laws. The examples differ only in the degree of
fruitfulness of their premises.®

Lalcolm asks us to imagine a man caljoa Peters i, who is a

natural behaviourist; who see- other people in the way Carnap

describes above. This man will not see facial expressions, but

rather, changes in the geometrical ana spacial arrangement of
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surfaces, ne vvill not hear bpeech anu iri meanings, but rather,
changes in pitch and tone.

ihib can be compared to the idea t .it it is no c the objects
we see in our environment, but planet of colours, consisting
of lignt waves of various frequencies. It would be illogical
to infer from this that there are no objects, only planes of
colour. The physica of perception is merely the vehicle of that
perception and our picture of the world consists not in our per-
ception, but in our understanding of what we perceive.

Petersen, in viewing people purely in terms of behaviours,
or rather, movements, does not see peocale as we know them. He
has a different notion of what it is that constitutes a person,
he has no understanding of what he perc?iveé& except in terms of
the physics of what he perceives, while we have an understanding
of what we perceive in terns of what makes people people.

As Wittgenstein stresses, it is the ascription of thoughts
to people as living human beings that makes them what they are,
*a corpse seems to us quite inaccessible to pain. Our attitude
to the living is not the same as to the dead. All our reactions
are difxerent.11%

Clearly, 1logical behaviourism can be objected to in two ways:
the logical behaviourist has misunderstood what it means to as-
cribe mental concepts to oneself, on the one hand, and has pos-
tulated an obviously false view of what we mean when we ascribe
those concepts to someone else. Logical behaviourism, the view
that mind and behaviour can be identified with eac.i other, is
tnus an unacceptable alternative to mind/body dualism, in Mal-

colm's view.

It may oe useful here to look brieily at what some other

tneorists have argued against the behaviourist position.



Gilbert hyle %~ tee* behaviourism at, unacceptable because of
ito dependence on mechanist or para-mechani”t theories. However,
he sees its emergence as useful for the investigation it has
provoked regarding what in fact we mean when we use mental

terms.

u.n.Armstrong sees the proDiem of benaviourism in some-

what broader terms, interpreting the positions of Ryle, Witt-
genstein and thus also haicolm ao behaviourist, along with the
traoitional 1logical behaviourist position, ne sees the value of
what he calls behaviourism in Wittgenstein's appeal to beha-
viour as that to which we have access in other people in oraer
to attribute mental concepts to tnem.16

ne attacks tne behaviourist position on tne grounds that it
is unable to explain 'inner experience'Il 'iake for example, he
suggests, tne statement by someone that he has just worked out
the solution to a matnematicai problem ‘in his head', The be-

haviours that accompany the 'inner' solving of the problem are

clearly not the solving process itself, iven if they were, we

would still have to explain how it was that the person had the
experience of solving tne problem as if it were 'inner'. Arm-
strong conclude,.! that while behaviourism (in the sense he uses
it) has value in the aittgensteinian sense, certain categories
Oj. experience cannot be explained by reference to behaviour,
behaviour is thus not sufficient to explain mind.

Armstrong's inclusion of the positions of Kyle, Wittgenstein
and, by implication, haicolm unaer tne heading of behaviourism
was briefly dealt with earlier 1p.24j, but warrants further
comment here. Unlike the logical behaviourists who identify

mind witn behaviour, Wittgenstein ec.ja refer to behaviour as

that which is generally associated with other, non-accessible
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cx”erienceb, experiences of another category than the physical,
mental experience. In other words, wnere tne logical behaviour-
ist sees the behaviour of someone in pain as constituting that
pain, Wittgenstein et al see that behaviour as indicating the
experience of something other than tne behaviour, i.e. the
pain itself, a less concrete example coula be Armstrong's of
the person who works out a matnematical solution, .ihile the
logical behaviourist must appeal to observable behaviour as
tnat which constitutes the solving, Wittgenstein et al can say
that when the person tells us he has solved the problem, he
means that he has had a mental experience of the problem-solv-
ing kind and we take him to mean just that.

from the above, it is clear that Wittgenstein et al's pos-
ition not only recognises tnat behaviour does net constitute
mina and that behaviour is insufficient for explaining mind,
but also that their position satisfies the other requirement
Armstrong mentions - that 'inner experience' must be explain-
able. it seems then, that Armstrong has misunderstood the pos-
itions adoptea by theorists like Ryle and Wittgenstein and
tnerefore inappropriately labelled them as behaviourist.
Id) donduainK remarks
In kalcolm's view, we have seen that mind/behaviour identifi-
cation theory is an unacceptable alternative to mind/body dual-
ism because of its basic misunderstanding of what it means both
to ascribe mental concepts to oneself ana to others. It must
thus be rejected.

Along with mind/behavi or identification, we must reject the
notion that education consists in the modification of behav-

iour. ihe problem mentioned in part (b; of tnis section with

regard to the way in whicn tne learner understands his learnt
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behaviour can be seen to be directly related, to trie grounds on
which we are forced to reject logical behaviourism itself -
that taere is a ba”ic misunderstanding about what it means to
understand elc. &k are forced to reject tne behaviourist not-
ions of knowledge (as constituted by behaviour), learning (as
only a change or changes in behaviour) and teaching (as the
manipulation of environmental stimuli for the modification or
shaping of behaviour).

I feel ft is of particular importance here to emphasise that
one of the consequences of this rejection is the rejection of
the use of behavioural objectives by the teacher in designing
teaching strategies. Ibis aspect of tne educational approach
arising out of logical behaviourism is much emphasised in all
teacher-training courses 1in “outh Africa and one of the crit-
eria on which teachers are judged by school inspectors is their
behavioural objectives. If we reject logical behaviourism, we
must reject behavioural objectives too.

Having rejected the materialist notion of mind/behaviour id-
entification, we must consider what alternatives are available.
I will move on to an assessment of another influentual concept-
ion of the nature of mind, one related to mind/behaviour identi-

fication - mind/structure identification.
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4 ¢ I'-inc/31lrueture identification

“a) origin anc :.ecC:in/, or 1i:ie concept
X'nere are two icrcu i;i which this conception adi" the nature of
mina .s found. rhe lirot oi these is the common layman's belief

that in remembering or recognising something, there is a pro-

cess of memory or recognition! The second is the more formal

notion founo in the wont of both t-iaget and Chomsky that there

is 'in' a human being 'a system of rules', 'an abstract struc-

ture' or a 'mechanism'V some sort of guiding process that en-
ables people to apply language and concepts appropriately.
In his paper, 'The myth of cognitive processes and struc-
tures' # Ivornan Malcolm includes the following quotations from
Chomsky's -ork to illustrate :-
'The person who has acquired, knowledge of language has
i iternalisea a system oi rules that relate sound ana
meaning in a particular way. The linguist constructing
a grammar of a language is in effect proposing a hypo-
thesis concerning this internalised system.'4
'it seems clear that we must regard linguistic compe t-
en e ~ knowledge oi a language - as an abstract system
underlying behaviour, a system constituted by rules
thdt interact to determine the form and intrinsic mean-
ing ol a potentially infinite number of sentences.
'It is reasonable to regard the grammar of a language
L jideally as a mechanism that provides an enumeration
oi the sentences of L in son*:thing like the way in which
a deductive theory gives an enumeration of a set of
theorems.'”
'it appears that we recognise a new item as a sentence

Lot because it matches some familiar item in any simple
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wyy» but because it is generated by the grammar that

each individual hs.s somehow and in some form inter-

nalised . .Qia we underutand a new sentence, in part,

because we are somehow capable of determining the pro-
cess by whicn this sentence is derived in this grammar.1”
eihe child who learns a language has in some sense

constructed the grammar for himself on the basis of his

observation of sentences and non-sentences (i.e. cor-

rection by the verbal community).,0

In other words, mind/structure identification involves either

tne notion tnat there must be some structured occurence in the

mind lor thought to take place or the more formal notion that
there is an internal “uiding system of rules by reference to
which a person uses concepts or language,

1b) Ahe implications for education

xhe central implication for education of the mind/structure id-

entiiication thesis, as I see it, is that education will be

seen as consisting in the exposure of individuals to an approp-

riate environment. lae appropriate environment would be deter-

mined by two things: the maturity of the learner in terms of

the development or application of internal structures and the

instance in the environment of those elements suitable for the

application oi the appropriate inner structures. In other words,

tne inner system of rules must have reached a degree of compl-

exity suitable for tne exposure of the individual to more com-

pPlex structures in tne form of a controlled environment - that

la, an environment containing elements conducive to the inter-

nalisation of those rules.
At this point it it, neceusary to note that both x-iaget and

Chomsky employ toe notion of innateness, thougn in slightly



different * 4

xXxia&e l Heesa me individual ab» passing taroula a &erie& of

sequential developmental sta“e”” unvarying in tneir sequence,

i*ach oi these t ,a&ea is characterised by a structure or mental

process, which determines what mental operations the indivi-

dual is capable of in that stafee. The full realisation of these
abilities as dictated by internal structures is dependent on

two things: biological maturation and trie richness of the app-
ropriate stimuli in the environment. Thus, in the riagetian

fratutwork, education consists in creating the environment which

contains those elements appropriate to trie greatest possible
development oi the structures characteristic of the develop-
mental stage in which the learner is.

Chomsky has a similar notion]1l though he sees the structures

ox language as being present in their complete form at birth.

At tne individual is exposed to more and more language, the

structure is filled with the appropriate words and then applied

by the individual. In other words, for Chomsky, it is the rich-

ness and degree of language to which the learner is exposed

that determines the degree to which they are able to interna-

lise ana apply the elements of language and grammar. For Chomsky,

the emphasis is thus also on tne manipulation of the environ-
ment.
In other words, mind/structure identification theory implies

tnat eaucatio*. consists in the exposure of t.ie learner to ti*a

appropriate environment, in ordv; for learning to take place.
~0) objections to mind/structure identification

korman halcolm argues against the less-formal notion of mental

processes in the following way:11

What Ib the proceas ot remembering'/ If one imagines a eitua-



oor & , it i. t.= to recofcZiioe

- =i. ' JYiinember; thinAixij, 01 wnen you la; t
T * o of i01, where you cook it etc. iut can
I metib. wn.it .”xoceu; occur.- at the luoment when you reciefii-
~ c 1’ A tify Ieelin, 01 relief or elation and per-
barais rr i*y- ical reactions. :uch as the relaxing of bodily
r.Hnoiun, oui not proce... that can be described as memory. As

M. ttgenatein says, 'we am tryin, to get hold of a mental pro-

-s; ...wmch .eeras to he hio.den behind those coarser and there-—

:v mure readily visible accompaniments.112 The same applies

tn- 1 rocesfc ot recognition', the ‘process of understanding’

etc.
L L' ~ tn t tu physical and other accompaniments
" " "y 1 thenomena have lean .eople to imagine that these con-

“e* *'ereav in lact no process can be identified.

*Bicu <J-- u. t, th the more formal notion as follows:

rhe .niiosophic-ti is. omptioi. behind the postulation of an

ln «einalise . st7*ucture 1. that in lpeaking or thinking, a per-

.ax: mu. t ce guided. Chomsky claims that a person knows how to

uage because 01 the presence in him of a guiding sys-

t- . 0o rui ...
1 1lcc Jai A trii. notion at. derived from the traditional
Meory oi idea. . 1 iu.il 1 i. taught the word 'dog' by way of a

lew example . &= tran 1n that word correctly to all new

instance of d,.. , n .pitv 01 their vast differences in size,

colour etc. i'he taiditional th o] ideas say; that he does

'.his by tormina «a ideal Idea or 1 d,, from hi. original exam-

tLes, hen usin* this- idea a; u. object 01 comparison in new

w.nwilith mlmals to ascertain wheth. r tm. i, a dog or

- nof CM he founa in bockeJ4
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tioxi where vVAr :,n:.plauea .
a proceob of trying to remember; chii. you lad
uced what you are looking for, wherv j, toot aut caz.

one identii'y what process occurt> av the moment v/hen yoii remeo-

ber? One can identify a feeling of relief or elation and uer-

hap” certain physical reactions such as the relaxing of bodily

tension, but not a process that can be described as memory. As

Wittgenstein says, 'we are trying to get hold of a mental pro-

cess...whzch seems to be hidden Dehind those coarser and tnere-

lore more readily visible accompaniments.11” The same applies

to the 'process of recognition', the ‘“process of understandingl

etc.
It becomes clear that the physical and other accompaniment,'

of mental phenomena have lead people to imagine that these con-

sist 1in processes, whereas in fact no process can be identified.

:—.alolffi goes on to deal with the more formal notion as follows: 1!

1- ihe philosophical assumption behind the postulation of an

invernalised structure is that in speaking or tninking, a per-

son must be guided. Chomsky claims that a person knows how to

use language Dbecause of the presence in him of a guiding sys-

tem of rules.
Malcolm sees this notion as derived from the traditional
theory ol Idt .s. # child is taught the word 'dog' by way of a

few examples. He then applies that word correctly to all new

instances of dogs, 1in spite of their vast differences in size,

colour etc. The traditional th. rry of Ideas sayt that he does

this by forming an ideal Idea of a dog from his original exam-

ples, then uoing this idea as an object of comparison in new

encounters with animals to ascertain whether tmi . . clo.—

not. 1inis notion can be founa in Lockej4
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vhombkyls notion of structures siailar, tecin” these as
a set of axioms from which one deduces tne sentences one utters.
2- The first objection to the idea of structures is that if
language can be seen as governed by structures, then why can
we not say that all activities are rule-governed? rut it is
difficult to conceive of walking down the street oreating
breakfast as generated by a system of rules.

Ifurtner, this system of rules must be the ideal with which
onels actual speech or action is compared, but does it make

sense that my eating of breakfast is in such and such a way

less ideal than vhat in my internalised structures? Or that my
speech differs in such and such a way from ideal speech?

Wittgenstein offers the following analogy]” ’'The regulation
of traffic in the streets permits ana forbids certain actions
on the part of drivers and pedestrians; but it coea not attempt
to guide the totality of cheir movements by prescription. .~d it
would be senseless to talk of an "ideal" ordering of traffic
which should do that; in the first place we should have no idea
of what to imagine as this ideal. If someone wants to make traf-
fic regulations stricter on some point or other, that does not
mean that he wants to approximate to such an ideal.l

In other words, it is not certain that it makes sense to
speak of an internal ideal system of rules with regard to lang-
uage or. other rehaviour.
3- The secom- e“tion to the notion of mind/structure identi-
fication is that the postulation of these structures leads to
the postulation of an infinite regress of structures.

Malcolm illustrates this with reference to the notion of

Idea. If we say that someone knows that a creature he sees is

a aog by seeing that the creature fits his Idea of a dog, how



doss he know that this an instance of fitting? Surely he
needs a second-order idea to aerve at> hiv. model of fitting.
But then a third-order Idea i& necessary to guide his use of
the model of fitting. Bventualiy an infinite regress has been
generated and nothing explained. For Wittgenstein, the notion
of thought as rule-governed is necessary, but those rules
must be neither ideal nor originate internally to the indivi-
dual. For him the rules are social and, most importantly, they
are neither necessary nor sufficient for explaining mental
phenomena such as thought.

This criticism of the notion of Ideas can be equally effec-
tively applied to the notion of structures. Kalcoln thus rej-
ects mind/structure identification as an alternative conception
of the nature of mind.

(d) Concluding remarks

In Malcolm's view then, mind/structure identification is a log-
ically unacceptable conception of the nature of mind, both be-
cause it is uncertain whether we can know what it means to
speak of an internal ideal system of rules and because the pos-
tulation of guiding structures leads to the generation of an
infinite regress of structures.

If we reject the notion of mental structures as unacceptable,
we must perforc.j reject the implication” it has for education;
that education consists in the exposure of individuals to the
lappropriatel environment as determined by biological maturity
an i1 the occurence in that environment of elements appropriate
to the structures of that stage.

I must note here that there has been considerable emphasis
in education in oouth Africa on the idea of education as the

creation of the appropriate environment. There seems to be a
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widespread 'liberal' belief that thia ii. some way allows the
chila to develop 1lnaturallyl. 1 will not attempt to enter the
debate ourrounaing naturalism here, except to say that there

does seem to be a close connection between the implications of

mind/structure identification and the naturalist position. 2ur-

ther, the theories oi Piaget and Chomsky are closely allied to
these tendencies in education and linguistic education respec-
tively.

In the previous sections I have pointed out the similarities

betwen the conception of mind and x s implications and the

principles and methodology of empirical Theory. In the ca of

mina/structure identification, 1 believe there is again a sim-
ilarity to be noted. Empirical Theory it, notea for its exten-
sion oi tne causal laws of the natural world to the area of

social science. In a similar way, mind/structure identification

looks for a causal explanation 'in the mind' to account for

thought. This could be seen as constituting a category error]b6

However, having rejected mind/structure identification as a

valid conception of the nature of mind, along with mind/body

dualism, mind/brain identification and mind/behaviour identifi-

cation, as well as the implications these have for education,

wnat, 1in the light of kalcolm's work, is the alternative? I

propose that, through an evaluation of both the negative and

positive elements of the implications of Malcolm's work (and

tnus also Wittgenstein's work) it may be possible to formulate

at least some idea of what may constitute a more acceptable

conception of mind and thus, of education. This I will attempt

in my conclusion.
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Concluoion
before proceeainé& witn. ay conclusion, i must stress again That
in attempting to explore the implications lor education of the
work of norman kalcolm on tae nature of mind, my conclusions
are dependent on the validity of Malcolm's arguments. In other
words, rather than critically analyse Malcolm's work, I havr
suspended the debate of which his wwork is part and proceeded
with my report as if his arguments are valid. In my conclusion
I will not therefore attempt to question the wvalidity of the
arguments presented In sections 1-4 of this report, but rather
look at what can be concluded, given that I have suspended the
critical attitude in this way.

there are two ways in which I will conclude: in terms of the
negative conclusions of this report thus far and in terms of
the positive conclusions that may be inferred with reference
to an alternative conception of tne nature of mind and its imp-
lications for education.
(a) The negative perspective
Forman Malcolm notes in the preface to r'rollemb of Mind " that
it should not be expected that his wversion of the Wittgenstein-
ian arguments on problems of mind should somehow add up to
another theory - ‘philosophical work of the right sort merely
unties knots in our understanding. The result is not a theory
but simply - no knots 1' In this section I will conclude with
regard to the knots that have been untied in the area of the
nature of mind and its implicat is for education. In section
(b) I will consider if we cannot, in spite of the rejection by
Malcolm and Wittgenstein himself, construct some sort of posit-

ive perspective.

ior i-.alcoIm tme knots that have ceen untied are as follows
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nind/'ootiy dualism must be rejected on the grounds that it leads
logically to solipsism, an unacceptable position; the material-
ist notion of mind/brain identification is unacceptable because
of the category mistake that has been made in equating mind

and a physical organ, the brain; the materialist idea of mind/
behaviour identification is rejected on the grounds that it
involves a basic misunderstanding of what one means when one
attributes mental concepts to oneself and to others; and the
related notion of mind/structure identification is unacceptable
becaus *# it is not clear that it is meaning! il tc speak of men-
tal structures on the one hand and because it leads to the gen-
eration of an infinite regress of structures on the other.

Our concern is however with the knots that, have been untied
in the area of education as a result of halcolra's work. These
are as followsThe idea that education is concerned with the
acquisition of 'facts' which exist 1lout there in the world',
the idea that 1lfacts' and 'ideas' are indv -endent, the related
notion of objectivity and the less-formal notions that the educ-
ation of body and of mind are in some way distinct, that men-
tal and manual labour are unequal in worth and the ‘'bucket-
filler' model of education must all be rejected along with mind/
body dualism; the notion that education consists in the modi-
fication of the brain, by whatever means, must be found unac-
ceptable along with mind/brain identification; the idea that
education 1is the modification of behaviour through control of
physiological or environmental ctors and the related idea
that knowledge is constituted by behaviour must be rejected
along with mind/behaviour identification (logical behaviourism) ;

and the notion that education consists in creating the approp-

riate environment in which learning can take place ithat envi-
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ronment which contains the elecenta appropriate to the struc-
ture® present at the sta&e of development of the learner;, and
the rela-ed idea that a child will in some way develop 'natur-
ally' in the correct environment, must be found unacceptable
along with nind/structure identification.

It is interesting to note that all of tnet-e notions of what
education is, except perhaps that associated with mind/brain
identification, are widely held in educational circles and
taught in teacher-training programmes In oouth Africa and else-
where. If they are all unacceptable, there are far-reaching imp-
lications for education in general and teacher-training in part-
icular. The need for an alternative conception of mind and thus
of education becomes a matter of extreme importance.

It is further interesting to note that theie are extensive
similarities between the implications of these lour positions
ana aspects of Empirical theory las noted earlier). Mnd/body
dualism leads to an e”“istemology identical to that of Lmpirical
Theory, while mind/brain identification is a manifestation of
the tendency which may be seen as arising out of the empirical
Theory drive to accept as valid only empirically observable
phenomena, similarly, the mind/behaviour identification thesis
is related to empirical Theo y in the explicit acceptance of
the Verification Principle by the Vienna Circle as the only
acceptable test of validity. Finally, the mind/s tructure identi-
fication belief that the appropriate use of knowledge and lang-
uage necessarily requires an internal guiding system of rules
might arise out of tne empirical Theory emphasis on causal rel-
ationships. How close these relationships in fact are is a mat-
ter beyond the scope of this report to deal with, so let it suf-

fice to say there are interesting parallels between empirical
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'ilheory ana the conceptions of Kind dealt with here, ranging
from epistemology, through validity checks to methodology.
Having established what it is not possible for education to
be in the light of halcolm's work, that is, having untied the
knots, it is natural, both from a philosophical and practical
ecucational point of view, to try to establish what may be a
more acceptable conception of education. But, because one's
conception of mind indicates what is educationally possible,
it is necessary to look too at what may be a more acceptable
conception of mind than those rejected by I-alcolm.
(b) The positive perspective
A number of theorists have reviewed Wittgenstein's -Philosoph-
ical Investigations 1in oruer to elucidate what conclusions may

3

. 2
be drawn from this work, - see strawson, Feyerabend” and hor-

man F.almﬂﬂlhimself.'s however, of these i1 eorists, only Feuer-
abend ignores Wittgenstein's stated position that he has no
positive theoretical position, claiming that he can in fact
extrapolate from Wittgenstein's work to a definite positive
theory.

There are two points 1 must make here. Firstly, I feel that
in view of Wittgenstein's belief in the function of philosophy
as excluding unacceptable positions by logical argument, but
not going further to beyond the metatheoretical position and
doing the work of the theorist rather tnan the philosopher, we
must proceed with great caution in considering a positive pers-
pective, showing very clearly w .t may validly constitute that
perspective. This leads to the second point.

becondly, I feel that any positive statement about what may

constitute the nature of mind (ana its implications for educa-

tion) should not go beyond a positive statement of the elements



of argument ar.d position employed in itt”en-teinls arpumentb
in the negative “ense. For example, the statement that solip-
sism is an unacceptable position, while not indicating a *
positive alternative, does indicate the ran®e o0i alternatives
within which an acceptable position may be found - all those
other than solipsism.

(1) jui alternative conception of the nature of mind. What
I wish to propose here is mind as a category of experience and
activity.

A notion common to both mind/body dualism and mind/brain
identification is that we can speak of the mind, that is that
the term Imind' refers, as a noun, to some entity. In the case
of dualism, this is a spiritual entity; in the case of identi-
fication theory, a physical entity, the brain. Crucial to our
understanding of the nature oi mind i a rejection oi vhis
notion. Mental concepts such as 'memoryl, 'understanding*,
'recognition' and ’‘thought* are clearly not the names of the
constituent parts of some entity, they are verbs which desc-
ribe certain "types of activity, similarly, mental concepts
such as 'pain' and 'anger* uo not refer to parts of an entity,
but rather to categories of experience.

General to the mind/body dualist position is the category
error noted by hyle” in which the dualist tries to establish
the laws of 'the mind' in the same way as one mi”“ht establish
natural laws, and central to the mind/brain identity thesis is
the category error noted by Nhﬂcohn7 in which the identity
theorist equates mind with a physical organ, the brain. At the
heart ol the”e category errors lies the common assumption that

laind' refers to some sort of entity. The rejection of these

positions as category errors rests on the use of the term 'mind'



-04-

in a different way? - & referring to a category of experience
and activity as outlined above.

how can this category of experience and activity be charac-
terised®?

Let us consider first the role of tne physical. Wittgenstein
argues repeatedlygthat it is the living human being only to which
mental concepts can be attributed. It is part of what makes a
living human being what he 1is, that he has mental experiences
and mental activity, ihe presence of a living physical body is
thus a prerequisite for mind, a necessary condition. But does
this mean that mind is merely a category of the physical? Witt-
genstein's rejection of mind/brain identification as a category
error shows that this is not so. Vdnd is something other than
the physical, though it is in some way closely bound up with
the physical.

The rejection of logical behaviourism eliminates another
sense 1in which mind may be seen as related to the physical -
in the sphere of behaviour. In other words, mind and behaviour
cannot be equated.l10

We have seen that mind is a category of experience and act-
ivity other than the physical, but that it is related to the
presence of a living human being. In what way 1is this so? Ryle
somewhere suggests that 'mind' and mental terms are in fact
adverbial in nature. For example, one may say that someone
actea 'mindfully', to indicate that associated with his physi-
cal actions was a disposition which belongs to the sphere of
the mental. I suggest that human action is action (rather than
movement) by virtue of the association of the mental sphere of

experience and activity with that action. The living physical

human being is so therefore by virtue of that category of his
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what can oe »aio to govern ntiin cate- .' of experience anc
activity? Ur ib it jubt randon.?

firstly, there !& a reiatmn .,n'” wiin the “nynical in the
sente that pricking someonefinger results in their experien-
cing pain. The stimulation to the oody is physical, aa are the
nerve imoulseo that result, hut over and above these there i”"
a mental experience we call pain. This results in the person
withdrawing their finger to avoid the pain. The category of
experience we call mental is thus closely related to the cate-
gory we call physical in that uhey interact with each other.
The ohysical receives stimulation from the environment, hut
mental activity is involved in interpreting, deciding on and
prompting action as a result of that stimulation.

One can however argue that the example of pain as a result
of a pinprick is a ban one, a., the resultant wit.idrawal of the
finger is simply involuntary movement, rather tnan action.
-vhile this may be so, as a result of the experience of pain in
that instance, the person's future action may be designed to
avoid a second painful experience or they may come to a deeper
understanding of the experience of pain. It is not the involun-
tary movement 1 am concerned with here, but rather the experi-
ence of the pain ana, especially, the future effect it has on
action via mental activity prompted by the experience. This can
be extended to more complex experiences.

uecondly, the category of ex rience and activity we call
mind li , in .itrgenstein's view, rule-governed. This is not in
the “ense used in mind/struecure identification]|'where there is
ein internal, ideal system > rule.,, but in the sense of rules

,1 fan-.uage learnt i. leu context of tocioty. These rules



govern rhougnt i.. . rny - max
languagel” can be xeen a< Dbeing con
itb correct wuse in that lé&nguag*. iystei

i'rom the above,mina can be een to b- "oe— >
physical category oi experience ana activity ,
to the physical in the sense that mental nt.:H
by physical stimulation and governs physical icti.—. <- op.
to movement), where rules can be saiu. to oe acquires
uage 1in the social context. Concepts, constitutes bp> the ra
of their use, have a central function in this c*tegor>
perience and activity.

To conclude, when we say that someone thinks, re.iuembei:
recognises, we mean he engages in a category 02 activity &=~
is non-physical ana rule-governed, 4hen we say tnat someone
angry or in pain, we mean that he is having an experience u:
sort or another which is non-physical. In botn casec ibove,
activity or experience may be prompted by the physical or u
companied by physical behaviour, but these are some Hing otn
than the mental activity or experience itself. Finally, "de:
we say that someone acquires a concept, we mean that he na.
added to his repertoire of rule-governed, non-physical ictiv
further rules via language which increase the scope of hi
ential activity and experience in the category we call mine .
1 must add here tnat wnen 1 talk abour non-paysicai activit,
mean that thinking, for example, 1is something 1 human being
capable of doing, but that it 1 mnon-shy: ical, not 121 the se
of being spiritual etc., but in wvne “ense that chought. W2l
be said to be of tnat uort of tain; tha: ca. be sal t -C.
at a particular place.

.That are the implication.- for e a.'/at.o: ¢l r: no— 11



of mind?

Ui) ,B,Heatton. for ,."c,tlon. 1 will attempt here to
spell cut what notion of education can be derived from the lira-
iteci account oi' cind 1 have attempted abov”.

firstly, what sort oi evibtemology arises out of the abc -
account? knowledge consists in concept-, which are constituted
by the rules of their use. These rules collectively constitute
Bind, knowledge constitutes mind, therefore, in the sense that
the experiences and activities that can be described as mental
are governed by these rules which constitute the concepts form-
ing knowledge. Further, knowledge is acquired via language. It
is tnus socially acquired.

In the light of this epistemology ana the conception of
mind outlined under U), what is education? Clearly, education
is concerned with the development of mind, that is, with tne
development of the quality ana range ol experience and activity
we refer to when we talk of mind.

now can this development be achieved? i'irg&tly. Decause the
activity and experience 1is rule-governed and thebe rules are
acquirea via language, the primary.task of education is the
development of the range of concepts in the individual's reper-
toire. Through the acquisition of more concepts, more rulea are
aaded to his repertoire and the range ana depth of the activity
and experience constituting mind thub increabed. ihis is done
via language. Therefore, eaucation is concerned wi ihlL invoiving
indiviauals in language activitieb conducive to tneir acquisi-
tion of concepts. I suggest that this will entail .eading,
writing, listening, speaking, dibcubbing, debating etc. as

broaaly as pobsible.

because of the close relationbhip between the mental and
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tae physical, I would .us.ett that the acquisition ol' concepts

via language would be accompanied by the range oi physical ex-

perience relevant to the concepts being acquired. In other

words, acquiring the concept 'cat' would be more effectively

accomplished if the acquisition of that concept via language

was supplemented with actual experience of cats, i'his leads to

the next consideration.
Once the concept, have been acquiiea and the relevant rules

tnus adaed to the rules governing the mental (though they would

probably be able to be constantly refined), it seems logical

that those rules will then be usea in the subsequent activity

and experience of the individual at the mental level. In other

words, having acquired tne concept 'suffering', one's thou%nts_

and attitudeand also one's actions become modified by the,

rules constituting that concept. It seems to me that education

also has a role to play here. Through encouraging critical

thought, reflection ana otner application of concepts acquired,

the educative process is taken a step further.

based on this conception of tne nature of mind, education

is thus concerned with the acquisition of concepts wvia language,

in a social context and, if possible, in the context of the

physical reality to which those concepts are applicable; with

the development of tne critical, evaluative and decision-making

powers of the individual, that is, the application of the acqu-

ired concepts.

To summarise then, according to my account of the nature of

mind, education consists in the following.-

1. The acquisi Aon of concepts through engagement in as ouch as

possible and as rich as possible of the social language activ-

ities, e.g. listening, talking, reading, writing, discussing.
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debating etc.

2. X,e supplementation Of w acquisition of concepts with as

cuch as possible of the physical experience relevant to tne *

concepts being acquired, e.g. touching, seeing, hearing, tast-
ing, smel1ing, doing, interacting etc.
3. The practice of applying those acquired concepts, e.g. ref-

lecting, critically evaluating, choosing, deciding, adopting

attitudes, structuring action.
(c) uoneluding remarks
in this research report I have explored the implications for

education of the work of i.orman halcolm on the nature of mind,

assuming that halcolm's arguments are wvalid. 1 have done this

by giving an account of what the various conceptions of mind

are that he has dealt with, an account of what 1 see as the

implications for education in each case, an outline of his arg-

uments and some further com-ent. I concluded by summarising the

body of the research in the negative sense and attempting to

formulate a positive account of the nature of mind. This posi-
tive account was not intended to be an exhaustive alternative

theory of the nature of mind and its implication” for educa ’

but rather, a broad statement of the bounds I see as having

been established by Malcolm's work (.in the wittgensteinian

tradition).

1 must conclude by noting that, within the bounds of a report

of this size, it is not possible to explore the relevant issues

in as much depth as one would like, but that given that cons-

traint, I am satisfied that 1 .ave achieved tne aim set out in

the introduction: to spell out the implications of Malcolm's

work for education. I have recognised tne issues raised by his

wn-rk and briefly outlined a possible solution.
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