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: accounted for - simply by the 1nstilling of content or subJect-matter.‘

*m-understanding.

w oo ‘.»'A§STRACI-
- L 'v, . ‘ " F . o
The basic premise upon which this investigation proceeds is - /

.

that the development of understanding in learners is not adequately‘

i

When close attention is paid to approaches taken by educigional

-.theorists and practitioners one is llkely to fgnd a content oriented'

philOsophy of education.. One is likely to- find that lS, a preoccupaQ}on

Pl

with the transmisSLon bf information rather than the genuine development
- J )
'of understanding, or worse yet, cases where one is equated w1th the

"other. It-will be the contention»of this thesis that the former

. " -
act1v1ty is qulte distinct from the latter and it shall also be: argued

d

"that true dovelopment of understanding, once, we more clearly define g

N . f ] o
i

it in- terms of the 'form . of understanding, 19 ultimately, more u-|-7

€ A
- - v .

‘_educationally valuable, and thus should rightly be regarded as a prlmary

N

‘aim in education.

L
’

When philosophical 1nqu1ry is brought to bear on such issues 1t ;.f'-

. .
E

: will nece551tate the asklng of more fundamental questlons, which when

&

' placed w1th1n an educational framework become questlons concerned with |

the meaningful organizatlon and 1nterpretation of experience. .This,'in_
turn, necessitates 1nvest1gat10n of the nature of conceptual schemes

and 55hcepts themselves.' It will also necessxtate inquiry into theA

:status of 'a priori' knowledge w1th1n our entire system of knowledge and

.
3 .
. 1.

Within thé‘philoSophy of'education, inquiries concernkng.understanding

’
N ) . X o



';gfought to be kept within a framework of relevance for educational .

practice.. Thus, the nature of understanding will ! discussed withiny';;_f'

the context “of aims of education, and how this is 1ogically related -

h"‘l:o the concept of education. Finally, certain fundamental cricicisms‘

. "(‘

will be°made, mainly in relation to the . theory ‘of - P H. Hirst‘ which
;;J ’ .

' o\

" shed light on why it is xhat an account of the: development of

_.'understanding entirely in terms of the acquisition of "bodies“ of
Lknowledge is inadequate, and in fact logically lmplauslble. Njidless

‘“to say, this will have important ramificatlons, some of which will

v “be_discussed for curriculum,_teaching, and learning

~

A
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L ~ INTRODUCTION Co R
1 had or1g1nally been interested in certaln phllosophlcal RO

questlohs in moral educatlon. -In'short, L was. looking for some

-—

rationalvand objective ground
ground which would prov1de .and relevance for the notion—of

wiy ,‘:'

o

t became 1mmedlately apparent from the

'41‘

. autonomous moral judgment.

'eplstemologlcal aspects of thlS issue that‘31m11ar sorts of problems Z‘
Jexlsted-ln theorles of_knowledge. These problems would have 1mmense1y
important 1mpllcatlons for educatlon, slnce adequatelgrounds for

knowledge ‘are assumed at the very foundatlon of educatlon,.and 1ndeed

'-s\.
-

.are most often taken for granted in the practlce of educatlon. I',
therefore'began'to be»1ntereste§ ;n'rational and objective grounds -

forGClaimsktobknoyledge generally,_both empirical ‘and ’a’priori';

‘-':I‘do'not‘mean to'suggest thattsuch’problemsrafe'identicalbtofmoralF

P oblems, for 1ndeed ,- they are not.deimply.put _one of the 1ssues.w1th‘

‘1ch I.1n1t1ally became 1nterested m1ght be stated in these terms.v
"What is- presupposed in saylng we, have knowledge of 'X'7" To-say wed
have knowledge'of X' presupposes we have dlStlngulShEdv.X' from other
.things. This, 1n turn - means that we have some sort of concept, notlon;
’or idea of . P whlch is notvonly dlstinct from but also systemat'r llv

) related‘to ideas of_other_things. How,is thls possiblez' This question,

mhen ftranslated? into'berms directly relevant ror:education: becomes
a.questionvconcerned”vith the nature‘andjdevelopmentlof uhdéfsfandiﬁg.-“

All this;is:of course ratherigeneral and: vague and requires further

. . ) - a




explanation.': . e f; A :

First of all, questions about the distingulshing of ~one thihg .
frsm others lead necessarlly, though not ex lusively, into: problems
infthe phildsophy ofiperception. Furthermor s problems related,to the i

: growth of understandlng will ultlmately raise dlfflcult questlons

-

':;fconcerned withvwhat role language plays injthis growth. A properly
ﬁgdeveloped’chapter on all such problems:is”not particularly germane to
. the main direction taken in the thesis."lnvlieu of ‘a "full-blown" B

@“deCussion, and in order to prOvide some_general groundwork‘for

ok subsequent 1nqu1ry, let me make a few brlef p01nts about perceptlon

S

,and language, culmlnatlng 1n a statement of the position I shall assume

: \/
.1n5th15 thesls. ,(Note that I take 'perception’' to have cpgnltlve status.
To'say;that one perceives 'X' means that a discriminatory act of

'faconscious awareness has taken place.)

. - Whatever else can be said .about percéption and language, there =~
_-". . . R . . -,‘;;’ . . . )

-7;£e'g;§ﬁhb¢fxof-@Lice'ébviouslfégts which we oeriue,from reflection_'
onfactual experience. ;For examole,-ue'are successful-in the use of
language in’communication,uith oné another’anovluthink this‘SQggests-
‘to us.something about'how; or;perhaps better put, :hz it.is that;we.

. do use language successfully. When we‘assert for ekaﬁple, "Turn left
at the next llght " "There are: brlck houses on Elm Stﬁéet "thn'is‘
- in -the garden,V "That is a’ tlger,"_certaln types of,occurrences‘rather'

‘~than others are.éeen to follow. In short, if language is" s\écessful

.1t must be so in relatlon to some state of affalrs 1n the‘wo,ld or

the purposes of this 1nqu1ry, wgzwant to be concerned with what cann_
log1cally be’ lnferred from tﬁ!ﬁ‘relatlonshlp
: S

»
..
N
4



ES

"It may help to look more closely at.’a particular ;xample. .;"I’ake'

the statement 'It is snowing Russell tells us that such a statement

‘ .

'can be regarded as either true or false in a particular circumstance

without our having direct knowledge of it.l- What is meant is, we. often

tend to- take the word “of anothé? and if we cannot accept this, ‘we can

simply verify its truth or falsity by looking outSide to see 1f it.

is 1n.fact, snow1ng. - How is this possible7 I would suggest that when

. we take for granted that the statement. 'It is snow1ng is either true'

or false we ‘take . for granted.the actual existence or occurréence.of
states of affairs by which it can be judged. The statement could only

be considered as true_without=direct;verification'if "snowing" takes

"place as ‘an’ actual occurrence, and such a statement could in fact be

L IR
true w1thout our direct knowledge of it. According to this point of

'v1ew, such truth and fals1ty is dependent upon non—perceptlve events,

.

while knowledge, in this case at least,,is dependent'uponva perceiving
P4

-~

,knower. This is the sort of reply I w0uld make to the skeptic whg

1n51sted rather boldly that the truth of 'It is snow1ng is dependent

N

'.on our looking If this sort of skepticism were . taken to be correct

'1t would render meaningless as knowledge clalms a large ‘number’ of

statements of the type 'It snowedvherefon thiSTdayvlast year' 'A

friend of yours died yesterday or 'It is. -raining in Toronto ~ The

Y

.type of knowledge claimed or assumed w1th regard to such statements

_would have to be abandoned and-with it‘much if not most,'of the

—

:type of knowledge essentlal to everyday life. In'other words,'weﬂkn0w-,

that ’It is snow1ng 1s elther true or false because we know what it

"means for it to be actually snow1ng .NOtice.that if we were 'to adopt




© the skeptic's,position, there ceuld_not'possibiy be'aQy differenceu* -
in our knowledge regarding such a statement whether we bot to ‘

3

empirlcally verify 'it or. not. That is, looklng would not make any

_— ‘ . x
,difference, because the skeptic s position, it\seems to me, defies
an essential feature oflwhat it is for something to exist, namely,

a sense of "independent permanency" in existence. . To deny this is
» ! e : 4 1

as much as to say that objects and occurrences have no existence aparf
- S ¥i

from the knower's app?ehension of them. 1If this were the case there

O

would be no p01nt in attempting to verlfy the truth’ of a stateme S

“through dlrect apprehension——nothing would be gained

I do not mean to 1mply that skeptical p031t10ns are. this crude.

There are, of course, many other 1ssues that could be addressed

>

_Nevertheless, thls description should serve to make the general p01nt
_‘and had a detalled argument been develbpeg 1t may have proceeded
;roughly along these lines.v Suffice 1t.to say that such arguments,__
seem to 1nd1cate that not- only do phy51cal ObJECLS, events, and" states
of affairs exist independently of a perceptive act but that- there is,
/some epistemlcally 51gn1f1cant 51m11ar1ty between the appearance of

an obJect in’ perceptlon and ‘the attributes of the obJect 1tself Thus,
not'only is- language used successfully in relatlon to actual states

of affairs, but also,'there must be,significant relations between States

of affai.. as percelved and the language used to express those perceptions.n

If this Jere not the’ case, how should we regard empirical statements

~and. théir‘general rellabllity in actlon77 The dlscuss1on which follows

w1ll proceed‘on the assumptlon that such ‘an argument, if it were

:developed, wouldtbejthe most reasonable one to make.



L

v

Whatever else is achieved through the philosophy of perception,

. -

one crucial question it has not it seems to me, managed to address
)

adequately is, "What accounts for the organization of what is perceived7"

Althquh we will very soon put a51de specific problems in perceptlon,
CFAJ-'

~

‘thls sort of question is 1nd1cat1ve of my general concern. -That is, I
.. am concerned with'what seems to be fundamental to the organizatidn.

N v
of experiende and the 1nterrelations of knowledge generally I am
N b . *

, concerned from an educatlonal p01nt of.. v1ew, since it is clearly the

o . . Ty

" case that such problems need to be adequately dealt with 1n any proper .

s, -

.

theoretical or prabtdcal account OE education.’ What I willvsuggest .

.as a 20551ble answer to such questlons w1%l be referred: to as a 'form
Y 4 N

of understandlng
%

Something now needs’to be Said about my stipulative use of terms.;

When tne Eerm form is used (w1thout quOQatlon marks) I intend its
¥ o ; R o K '., .

most commbnplace or ordlnary meanlng, ‘as. when one mlght refer to the

‘form of a bulldlng or Sonata form , When the term 'form is used
(single quotation marks) I intendva,meaning'similar~to "formal" as

-opposed to substantive, as when one might refér to a purely formal
. . -« - . : :

principle regardless of what aspects of the experienced world it might

distinguish at-any particular time. I am‘interested-'then, in certain
r & . ’

.‘aSPECtS and operatlons of the understandlng Tn itself. However, it

» »

should be noted that I”am’not‘attempting_to provide anything in the

way of an explicit ontological'description of a 'form' of understanding.

‘My intent in this‘thesis'is simply to provide'some clarity and:

phllosophlcal foundatlon for the. notlon itself, and to show'that the
. »

notion 1s tenable and pefhaps necessary. Overall \§ shall attempt to

N '

)

AN

A



’

A are philvsophical in nature and are (or ought to be) of direct concern'

1nd1cate ‘the educational importance of taking this notion seriously

It should also ‘be noted that experience itself is not the key

‘
focus. Experience 1tself by itself -amounts to very little that is
1nteresting ‘to the philosopher of education. Mere experience is there
in plenty without’education. What the- phllosopher of education ought
to be interested in, it seems to me, 1s rather the epistemic
1nterpretatlon~a§d organization‘of experience.b When one touches a
hot stove and experiences the pain produced it is not the experience
itself which makes the difference 1n\subse1uent action. Indeed, to
experience pain and recognize 1t as such itself presupposes some:

means by whlch the experience is distinguished ln the, way it is.

What, then, makes ‘the significant difﬁeﬁénce? »It~5eemsnto‘me it is

. A - . "
. . .

rather what is, done with ekperience, how,enperience is interpreted,
which makes‘significant difference'in<subéequent understanding and™
action, and this, after all,.is what learning‘amounts to. lLearning,
then, isg more_than mere experience and the'assimilation'of occurrences.
For something to become knowledge ‘requires a certain distinction or
"lifting out" from"the-total context;b It also requ1res 1nterpretation
“and 1ntegration with other forms of knowledge. This, it seems to me,
is a further answer to the question of why such an 1nqu1rylls 1mportant

for education. Education obv1ously must be espec1ally concerned w1th

learning,'and'to’the'extentvthat the.sorts of questzons being asked

here shed light on the logicaam spects of learning, for’example,

how, or in what ways it could be regarded as p0551ble, such questions

N o :_».

’

VL_tO philosophers of education- and at least of 1nd1rect concern- to other

.
» R . . ) ‘.u,

gy 3
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o . , . .

1

,educators. In short, the question is, "Can we' make sense of learning

\\' 'and the development of understanding without the presupposition of

N
.
Ay

t’the 'form of understand1ng7" And can we properly plan educational

learnlng without clarity over thls7
] ' ) ~
. The first chapter in the main body of the thesis deals wlth

'conceptual schemes. There are a number of 1mpottantfreasons why thisl

a

discussion is pecessary, and indeed, an'appropriate starting point.

’ First,_the qUestion‘could_be raised ‘as to whether'or not the Capacity
' ’ '

for . the organizatlon of experlence is properly represented by the notlon‘

’ R .
of conceptual structures’ or schemes. This, in turn, raisés questlons
:; :

, S ~ ; oo
aboutlthe clarity of the notion ofya conceptual scheme itself. Second, -

 what will be said in the secondvpart of the thesis’dependsluponvthis

‘clarity.' Third, a good deal of important writing in the philosothfof'
Ao : . 'r' .
: educatlon depends also upon the 1dea of conceptual schemes playlng an

» essentlal role in ‘the development of understandlng The.second

»

chapter_ on 'a, 'priori knowledge is an attempt to prov1de a general ' -

’

1nd1catlon of what represents a likely candldate for being a 'form'

lof understandingtf“xh., ‘fo B ‘h.:- - o ¥ -Q "%.v.7h:' “

s - N In'the_second;patt &% the thesis l_will,be lnterested in the % |
role-that the"forml,ot'understanding_plays;in'the development.of
knowledge.~ Thus;gI amiconcerned wlth the 'form';of undetstandihg in
relation to.the.logical'aSpects ofjlearning.v The tlrst chaptet in

'pthls part (Chapter I11) deals w1th the concept of . educatlon v1tself;
‘and'partlcularly R.S. "Peters' concept_of educatlon."Thisvchapter;will~
.attempt to. clarlfy loglcal relatLons w1th1n the concept of educatlon

.

_and w111 bear -on- the Inﬂluence of thls on practlcal educatlonal aims. -

7 e v -



»suff1c1ent pedagoglcal research llnklng theory and practlce, could

school education.:

B

‘Chapter IV is' a critical examination of the idea of ’understanding‘ asbf

e

" an aim of central importance in,education. It is in this chapter that

the reader w111 find the essential philosophical position on educatlon .

-

'that 1t is my intention ‘to develop, although what is stated is in a

v ¢

‘rather condensed form and mustjbe_onderstood in the llght,of what has

"~ come before_as well as with what foiiows; Chapter v ls a further

‘dlscu551on of the loglcal aspects of learning and an attempt to brlng

‘g'the'philosophlcal posltlon.stated closer to the%'experientlal' level

. . . .

. of 'educating'. The conclusion, in dialogue format, 'is meant to =

snmmarize the'philosophicalalinefof thought and to point out certain

. ~

‘1mp11cations for currlculum development and 1mplementat10n, which, w1th

be‘pursued by those directiy affecting the day—to—day character of?f
'With'this'frameWOrk in mind, the problem of conceptudl.séhemes

now needs to be addressed, for there is, indeed, a'modern philosophical-

'argument agalnst the very notlon of such things. The idea,'therefore;.'

e.°

uneeds to. be examlned and clarlfled and if it is ‘a reasonable one,

‘
\

¢

it geeds to be defended.

T






CHAPTER I . S

' CONCEPTUAL SCHEMES

&

Davidson on Conceptual Schemes - ‘ AR

What ‘is the exact nature and function Of'eonceptual-schemes in

.

the organization of experience? It wouldfbe‘correct to say that many,

o ‘ v ‘ {
from Plato to Hirst, have drawn far-neaching‘theoretical and practica}
. implications from set eonvictions regaxding conceptualsschemes.. What
we need to decide ianhether or not taking notions‘of conceptual -
.schemes for'gtahted is in any uay'reasonable or‘justified, Irhave
~in mind a question, asuexpiicitly raised,by Donald Dayidson in an
Sy ' - .

essay entitled "On fhe Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme," of whether
theregis even a valjd distinction to be.made between formal dimensions
h of;understanding and content, or, in Davidson's'words, conceptual

sehemes and éﬁhtent. ;Inﬁeed,'Davidson thinks that.there are:Some ety

good reasons for'doing away with the.distinction altogether.ﬁ This,
! .

turn, wo h1d dlspose of .an assumption that has been held by many

-

phllo hers, and- place on shaky ground a number of other relatlons
vlmp11c1 ly dep&ndent on thls assumptlon - Contrary to.this, I will try

to arg e that in fact Dav1dson has, to a certain,eXtent, misinterpreted

some portant aspects of the probIEm., Be'ore,thisvis done, however,
. I.th%nk,the first order of business, in.li
argument 1s somewhat obscure and compllcated is. to get as clear as we
. Ky BE

/ . .

cam’about\what 1t is. he is argulng for and how he goes about d01ng it.




v

If. we' wanted to make sense out of the idea of/a concektual\scheme,
then one way of doing this is to- try and maﬁe sense out of "conceptual

relativism." By this, I refer to. the idefﬁthat reality (whatever 1t

"may be) can be construed according to diffenent conceptual schemes-—

S :
that there are, in fact separate ‘and distinguishable conceptual schemes
v L

'which operate in the 1dentif1catlon of aspects of reallty If we

could show - actual contrasts: between our own scheme and others, then

we could_say it 1s/;ensible tb'talk.of schemes, and we would also

, have some way of 1dentify1ng and descrlblng them. Dav1dson makes 1t

.'clear right from the ,start that he adheres to a close relation between

conceptual'schemeS'and language.’ In fact, he'states, "We‘may accept

the doctrine that associatesYhaving a language with having a conceptual.

. K l . .‘ . . ) - . . . . .
scheme." Because languages and conceptual schemes are, according to
Davidson, so closely related,- it seems that one'very reasonable approach

'forijudging differences‘in conceptual'schemes is the translatability of

languages.;' .
Davidson congiders'two kinds of cases that-couldfarise;ftotal

and partial failure of translatability. -The idea'here_seemsvto‘bev

that the possibility:%fnconceptual'relativism increases with the degree.

;of.failure of translatability. If, that'is, a language was. found to‘

'

..be non-translatable, we could ‘then reasonably assume: that the conceptual

fscheme of speakers ‘was incommensurate with our own. There lS, however,..

a problem w1th translat?bilityﬁln that 1t presupposes some common’ .

'grounding between speaker and translator. We could only point out

‘_.-

dlfference, according to Dav1dson, on the prior basis of some simllar

foundatlon. The consequence 1s, therefore, that we are not able to

s




.

' make any sense out/of total failure of translatability as an argument

r

for conceptual relativism.A What we. would have needed in order to
prove conceptual relativism is a "criterion of languagehood" independent
of . translatability, in terms of whj‘h a language could be recognized

as a;language and.as being non-translatable-. Acéording to Dayidson, s

"there Just does not seem to be such a criterion. Further, we cannot

v . - . ,

"use,truth,;by‘itself, ds‘a. criterion of - langmagehood and attempt to

. say thatlthe condition for an acceptable-language,'and'therefOre for

a'conceptual SCheme,_diStinguishable from our own, is that it is true -
but not translatable.. ObViously,'judging statements‘true or:false
presupposes translatability.,

The case for partial failure of translatability proceeds by trying

R
¢

to show_genuine markedjdifferences Qr changes in conceptual schemes.

" But- here again, some similar foundation or grounding: must be assumed

in order to point ‘our difference in the . first place, and again,

translatability is seen as an unavoidable condition of the-identificathiyf

of conceptual schemes. The'problem, according to DaVidsong_comes-down;3

. ,~.-

to thlS' because ‘we cannot properly interpret without know1ng something
about the speaker 5 beliefs L,and in turn, knowledge of beliefs comes

only through translation,.some common ground must be assumed as a baSis,
4
i . . - /

’for interpretation.f This‘amounts to taking_as:given a' general agreement

on beliefs" in translation.

'Davidson.seems to‘present hiS<c0nclusion-in»the following way.

‘First, he provides -what is thought to be a "finished" theory of

: interpretation where truth conditions are assigned to statements in Just

.

those cases where statements are "held true" by a speaker. -In order for



E this to be workable, we must assume "general agreement on beliefs "

Second because of this paradox, there is no solid foundation for -
the idea of conceptual relativism, and thus no criteria of identity .

for conceptual schemes.» We are not in a position to Judge, either on

‘the basis of partial or total failure of translation, that the concepts :

of others.are different from our own. If we cannot say intelligibly

*
.

that schemes are dlfferent, neither can we say they are the same. - In

9

short we cannot get outSide .of “our own conceptual scheme in interpreting

any other possible competing scheme, therefore we. cannot reasonably

“say anything about different schemes, or, ﬁ'r that matter, about our, own.

This seems to be- DaVidson 'S general line .of thought."

-anything we can understand must be contained and expressed w1thin the

‘»scope of our system of language.:

A Reinterpretation - ' ) , N

FirSt,-I want to suégest that Davidson- has replaced conceptual

relativ1sm Wlth what appears to be a\form of conventionalism.- For the
-y} .
sake of dlSCuSSlon let us call this form "linguistic relatiVism.

It can be expressed Simply in the notion that the sc0pe of our understanding

1s relative to, or: limited to, the scope of our language. Note' the

folloying statement by Davidson: "Of coursestruth'ofbsentences remains
relativeggo language;jbut that is as objectiVevas;can be."?. Ihere is:
the suggéstibniof the ideavthat’the meaningfand‘truth of statementS'is
‘a function of language use. Thus we are. locked Within these limitL ;

B 3

~

Second in order for us to accept DaVidson s theory of interpretation;:_

»

we must also'accept a "general agreement an beliefs. 'That is,

interpretation is ultimately‘dependent upon some,foundation o?.backgrOund



.

f of %ommon beliefs. Yet, to accept this we need to know a great deal %*«%

¥ more about "agreement on belief T

'Whatuis it, exactly, thatqis
belieyed? Could it be-the case, for;inatance,'that“one would,aseume
- general agreement on various religious bellefs or moral beliefs’ This-
certainly could not be, for this is prec1sely the kind of thing
anthropologlsts and linguists would be looking for in- translatlng the
‘language of another culture in the first place. Could lt then be-that
.Davidson is referrlng to a commonly held system of ontological beliefs,'
"‘oriperhaps,'simply a'general cultural or world" view?‘;An example,on
Dayidson's part couldlhave been helpful here;" |

-'lﬁﬁﬁ:are the implications.ofbsnchvlineeaof thought for.a’workahle'
‘theog; of translation? What Ihwant to ‘do now is to,proyid@’ in rongh
‘form, an alternatiye hypothesislwhich will, hopefully, serve to clarify

o certain ambiguities in Davidson's’theory.-’We are nat clear, for example,
. .on’the distinCtion betWeen‘acceptihg”statements_asﬁtrUe:and statements'

being held true. As waill:argue, thie?oroblem only id a problem'because f(v
of a further mlsinterpretation.;.once we<get clearer about‘this _ | |
'misinterpretation, our initial amhiguities mayldisaooear.‘f - ‘: j h ‘;

| It seems to me'that'there is a very pragmatlc anduundeniahle
- , ' _aspect of language--it ie thec31mple fact that, on the whole, langoage
works. »The-question is, whyZ T do not mean Smely that we’ tell what we.
thinkfis true, and it is generally’ acéepted as true. Rather,vit 1s‘the»
'caee that'through language we'succeSSfully communicate ahd negotiate

our - doalings and relationships with a perceptible world | How is such

a thlng p0551hle? This, of course, requ1res a more detailed explanation..

However, before~dealing with these questione directly, it-might be wise



- for us to first try and clarify the distinction between certain‘

Q'* S aspects of Davidson 8. theory of interpretation, that is, betweenjt

_knowing that someone holds a std%ement to be true, and an attitude of
“-'b.‘.- . S . . ) . S
accepting statements as true. - . . ;_: . ‘3//‘n

-
*

Letius'first.consider cases ofvdeception;ﬁ‘ﬁow dolwe know,'it might'
N be ashed,;when someonetholds sentences to'beetrue;and when-hefdoes'not?,

}’;7: ;lf &é‘da'ﬁoé know this thenthW do we know’when.to.assign'truth conditions?
ngne problem arising throughnconsideration of deception'is that we cannot

nanage to'get clear on‘the distinction between‘accepting'statements asa
true aj@laccepting'statements as‘being "held true." The theory of . -
. interpretation.develpped by Dayidson can be eXpressed‘in the.following
fiway: truth conditions are assigned'to,a,speaker's-statenents'when‘those_
_ﬁf__ vstatements are held true by the speaker. :We.thus:accept as‘true
.statements whlch .are - held true. But what does this réally‘mean?“ Could
'itAnot be that thisvis merely a’case of»accepting statementsvas being
‘gheldﬂtrue? _What_is the nature of the7distinction here?: ls it.important
‘in theories'of translation? N ' ' ﬁ a : ' -

"

Ralslng questions of this sort sheds llght on a poss1ble relnterpretation.

¢

On the face of it, it would seem very odd &ndeed to suggest that we
'adOpt an attitude of acceptance of statements'aS'true without, beforehand,
_at least some significantﬁdegree of translation. We: would not be
inclined -to judge a statement true or false without knowing something
fabout,the»meaning'(and'perhaps'context) of the statement., There is," then,
- an important difference which concerns us between acceptlng a statément as

‘true, and know1ng nly that sokéAne holds a statement to be true.. ‘Can

e we then take DavidSOn to mean, when he says "aCCepting as true,".acceptlng




‘-statements as true without knowing whaqbthey mean7 We ‘are 1nclined to

°

:think, although we cannot be certaln from Davidson s discussion,.that‘
it is-in'fact this sense that is,meant by Davidson when he refers‘to
thevattitude of "accepting as'true;ﬁ Howeuer, it is precisely thish
iWhich tends.to lead"to‘cerfain confusions.- I want.to suggest that
acceptlng sentences as belng held true is in fact not . a mere bellef

.or attit de,”or SOme form of charity whlch 1sxconceded to allen speakers,
but.is ratherAa necessary condition for’the successful’use of language.
“1f we. could never be sure whethg:'or not?any statement.nas being held
"true communication‘itself would‘surely-break down. iﬁ‘there could

be any such -condition, something that we could be certain of .in the use
; -

‘of any language, surely it must be this. This condition of ."truth-telling,"

it seems to me, is»presupposedvin ail‘approaches to interoretation,‘and v
as'such, transcendS»allatheories oﬁytranslation. yIn other'words, any
.approach’to.a'problem:of;translat%on;ieven"prior to anydknowledgeuof;
.success or failure, presupposes thisAcondition, a conditioniwithout
'Qﬁhich commu'nicat‘:_ion‘i‘.tself'wouid'I?e_imoossihief ‘hotice that when”we
7_;accept‘this”sense“of'truthfteildng; as necessary for_translation'and
communication; one problem-created by‘the,idea of'onlydhnowing that'
: speakers hold sentences true and :;t knowyeg anythlng about meanlng orh
~:hbe11ef becomes'somemhat dlmlnlshed » That is, any—cases of deceptdon that

'Qlwe can 1mag1ne (as ' the loglcal type of counter—example) could only be

1nte liglble upon the prlor ba31s of the 1nst1tut1dn of truth telllng.

H'Therefore, the nece551ty of acceptance of truth telllng in language use |

seems q11te obv1ous to me, at Beast from a pragmatlc p01nt of v1ew, and

- I find it odd that such a thlng 1s regarded as "donated“ to a theory

<



or 'That . .is"

P

N S o (..
_ rather than accepted as - necessary.. It rem.ins for us to decide ‘in

N . : et 4

what way such a condition "fits" into theories of translation.

-However, it might be’ that something is Still missing, that something )

more is needed in terms of explanation of why 1anguage works. If we

have a case of know1ng nly that someone holds a sentence to be true,

we would ‘also then know that there must.be somef"bod reason or reasons.

for holding the sentence true. What constitutes good reasons?
When we assert statements such as 'Snow is white', 'There are
. ‘q - - ) . - L.
l

brick houses ‘on Elm'Streetl,/'The'57 bus goes to West Edmonton Mall',

\tiger’,_it_seems to me that the meaning and truth of

these statements is dependent on  some quite specific, non-linguistic
states of affairs. 1If this,was not the case, then surely, various kinds.
of :consequences would follow that would be. quite different from the

consequences that do follow. In-other words,fthe 57 bus’would'not take

»

-us-to West Edmonton Mall, or, we would not be 1ncllned to try the 57 bugs .

:1f we wanted to’ get there. Neither would we be wary of the 1mm1nent

Y

'danger when confronted w1th a tiger As was’ prev1ously stated, Dav1dson

seems to give us the 1mpre531on that statements llke, say, 'x is red';

have meaning and truth only in v1rtue of our entire system of language.

. But 1f the’ meanlng “and truth of 'x'is red' is reliantxupon our use of "

w

language only, this, in turn, makes 1t rather unlnformative in relation

[8 .
to the spec1f1c context where it is needed for communicatlon. Consider

that 1tvwould be'the'case that'any'Other statement whatsoever thatjwe'"

«

3

could make aboUt a origlnal s}atement (1n this case, 'x'is red’)’fwould

“be equally unlnformathEzif the meanlng and truth of z statement -were

nrelative to all other pos51ble statements in the language, which




‘incidently, would have to include our’ original proposition X is red'.

The problem, 51mp1y put, seems tqtcome down to this' ‘in Davidson s
system, without reference to’ actual states of affairs, there are no.

objective truth-conditions for empirical statements, and it is

a

precisely these statements, among our entire system of language, that

should as empirical be able ‘to tell us something about the experienced

‘wor_ld., | | - R N N
. When me look»at this issue from the'point of'view/of.transl;tion;

there is something.that.iszairly.obvions,that'has been.missed by‘ °

bavidson,and whieh.Anthony OYHear has pointed*out,g ‘Oﬂhear‘suggests

that when we attempt to interprét any langnagehwe do not first tryvto-"

discern.whether theualiedtspeakers have an abstraet syster ofrmathematics;f

or ‘an elaborate system,of'science or philosophy, but rather it seems

:reasonable that we3nould.firstfobserve'the manner,in which the.speakers

sorted'out their physical environmegt. ln.other dords;.translation

'starts with correlation in the'naminé.of.sense-perceived states of affairs,

and.it seems thatlifvtwo languagesbeould be COrrelated at'all it~wonld .

] - B

be flrst on. the ba51s of thls slmilar 1dent1f1cation of a perceived world

-

b This seems. .to be the only: reasonable ba51s upon.mhich Dav1dson could
'suggest _éeneral~agreement-on beliefs,' That is,\it_is_assumed'that
vthose who use language successfull& are u51ng language to 'sort and
forganize their world.‘ Indeed this seems to be a conclu51on that is
reasonably made, for 1f not, there does not seem'to be‘a shared‘basis;v
for translation.

It is for these reasons that T snggest'that whatﬁ&;seem to ‘need is

a theory of reference. Something more will be said concerning a theory



‘of‘reference in th%.following»chapter.' Forioresent pUrposes,'Suffice‘;“’

L it to say that by a theory of referénce I mean a theory which would

- . Ta
o . . .

~ account for . the meaning of general terms (when usqd in regard to ',;'"f

‘-

particular objects or c1rcumstances), in Eart, by virtue of their. .

T

exten31on.4v Such a theory,'if developed,,would be, at the very least;

'necessary for successful translation, and most likely an essential

m.."
PR T

' féaturé of the successful use of language in general at leastﬁfor the

"

-jempirical use of language. (I qualify by saying "empirical" %ecause

if there are’ 'atpriori{ statements, they w111 of coursez be.true
indeoendent of‘verification.'ﬂThis, however, does not addressﬂprobléms‘ ﬁ.f
. of meaninng1th regard to such statements, 51nce it 'is assumed here

thét meaning. 1s, in" part, dependent on a theory of reference ) T want

to further suggest that when we combine the condition of truth telling

with a reasonable theory of reference we have_what_amounts to an adequate

~

approach to translation which is free from assumptions about "agreement

on beliefs," _Furthermore, given these two conditions, if translationw
failed we would then have £airly’ 3011d grounds for concluding that the

conceptual schemes 1nv01ved were, in fact incommensurate,

;This‘alternative-hypothesis need not be accepted as a,theory of

translation. It is merely intended to point out certdin ambiguities

in -Davidson's theory. I have so far suggested that, first, Davidson.

_has'proposed a theory;of interpretation in which'the relations between

two factors are not at all ciear.:'He has propoSed‘thathhen statements
f%?egheld true by a'speakeriwe,assign truth conditions/to'those statements.
Second,vcertain confusions‘are,created hy regarding”the acceptance'of-
statements as‘held-truefasra charity rather'than‘as a necessaryvconditionf

. ; . . ’ 4



‘could-initially proceed. . -

-

ffor gommunlcation. This,'combined w1th a comprehensive theory of

reference, leads us to question Davidson s sxrion of . "agreement on

beliefs." Thus, it seems to me that.certain questiOns stllll exrsist,
P

vFor example, "Are we satlsfied with the dlstlnctlon between statemencs

v

being held true and statements being accepted as true7" and "Are we

‘satisfied with-.a theory of%interpretation which'assumeS»the 1atter on

the basis of the former?" If so, how does fhls lllumlnate problemS of

failure of'translationQ,_In other words, even if we,accep statements
as’ held true by speakers, 1ndeed eVen if we‘accept truth—telling as

a necessary condltlon, we would stlll need to know .to what we were

. assigning truth condit;onsi I haye suggested that this- 1mp11es we need

<

“a'theory of reference, -otherwise, it is not clear as.ro how translation_

N~

AN

Language, Thought," and Concepts

" important and fundamental questions that_need»to‘be addressed,_ For-

- iy

We could‘raise‘specific'criticisms of this sort concerning-Davidsen's

3

' position but we would not, it seems to me, be addressing certain other

- . ) . . . ~

- instance, there;is the questiord of how, precisely, Davidson constrUes

the relation between language and thought. It seems to me there is

falrly gq?d ev1dence, Judglng from the content of hlS dlscusslon, that

Dav1dson would construe a very close relatlon of. 81mllar1ty betyeen

-

_thought and language. The follow1ng statements give us a clue' "We may

accept the doctrlne that assoc1ates having a language W1th having a

L . 5 L L e i . -
_conceptual scheme. " and'agaln, "Gtudying.the criteria of‘translation

-is.therefore a way of focusing on criteria of identity for conceptual

\

"schemes."6. Finally, "/)/{/, : speaKing a language is not a trait a man

g ‘ - ' e
d .. . . . -




‘ can lose while retaining the power of thought."7- These statements

P

A

'tell us at least two importan; things. First' it can be safely assumed

.th%p Davidson believes, and it seems to me that this view is fairly

commonly held, that 1anguage is the key to understanding thought If

not “we would find it quite odd that he would be so concerned with

'translatioa In other words, he takes very seriously the question,

‘"Can we then say that two people have dlfferent,conceptual schemes if

they speak languages that «fail of intertranslatability7"8 Second, it

’.

.'lS the case that Dav1dspn is interested ot in JUSt any sort 'of description
of conceptual schemes but rather in -a strictly literal one. This can

'be discerned b hlS 1n51stence on "criteria of 1den ty" for schemes.’
y vy

For the purposes of - this the51s we w1ll want to be concerned about the -
1mpiications of positions which.construe an exact equationbetween.~
language and thought1 for urtimately, I‘want to go some way towards h%
dispelling points. of view of this kind.

. Let us then examine that doctrine which draws a close equatlon

- between language and thought.' The basic assumption seems to,be.that

whatever judgment we make concerning language will likewiSe apply to

thought.. When. we think, all thought is in words, and. when we speak

it amounts to what we think L If we achieve an understanding of the

’ peration of language, we have 1n51ght into the workings of thought.

o : .
Indeed ‘the assumption seems to be expressed either 1mplic1tly or

exp11c1tly that language is- thought, and thought is language The'point

of view must be, then, . that no 51gn1£icant distinction can_be drawn
" between thought and language, forfif}suéh'a distinction could be

.elucidated, it would be worthy of investigation. However, it is precisely



3

i I
&

-

'the‘possihility of such a distinction that we need to be concerned

in summary°form these alternative points of view which, hopefully, w1ll

about. .

‘Other philosophical thinkérs haVe'adhressed themselveshto.queSCions

concernlng language and thought, and what 1 want to do now is express

-,

oy N

shed new light on the problem of conceptual schemes. For example, .

lWhitehead has . something quite clear-mihded to say about those who would

‘regard language as thought, and thought ashlanguage.g- If this assumption

>

‘is correct, 53§5 Whitehead; it follows that a sentence represents a

" thought. Thus the statement."The 57 bus goes to West\Edmonton Mall" is

_described? - How is communication possible with no similarity whatsoever

the language spoken and also represents a corresponding cognition. Then,
another sentence represents another thought.‘ But. the problem is, of

course; that in the normal course of human expression no two statements

are‘the.same; expression is in an important way completely‘individual

and unique in that it.amounts to the expression of individual intentions,
meanings, perceptions of'contextyband so on. Whitehead's point seems
to be this: How is successful communication possible from sentence to

sentence 'if sentences are thoughts and yet are unique in the sense

in the "order»of succession" of words.and seritences? If the sentence

is the thought and no two sentences are alike, then no two thoughts

KRLE

are alike. An altered expre551on of what we normally take to;be the

»same thoughtvwould no ldnget dmgunt to that'same thought.ﬂ,In addition,

such'a doctrine, if adhered to, makes the problem @f translation

v

v infinitely more complex, for(we are no longer simply faced with complexity

A

; o : s e SR .
- of expression within one language, but this, ‘compounded with communication




‘across ‘languages. When we achieve a rough equation between a sentence

-‘«.‘ -

in one language and a sentence in another, our first assumption seems

to be that this represents an equation of thought. But since expression

-

is an- individual and . unique event, the assumption of this strict

'equation'is a fallacy. Such an equation of sentences for sentences

am0unts to prescribing one pOSSible way of expressi g a thoughtf and
‘certainly it is the: case that most- philosophers do not hold this sort
of rigid and - ‘uncreative View of language and thought A

These sorts of critiCisms become clearer, I think when we‘conSider s
whether or not the notion of searching for words' has any valid meaning
_What I mean by this is that there seems in. actual experience to be a
‘level of thought antecedent to- verbal expreSSion where a set of ideas
may amount to only a "dim flicker" of expliCit understanding This is
the sort of case where coming to a further understanding means, in part
finding the right words to explic1tly express what was for conSCious ‘

-

awareness only a faintly understood set of ideas. If thoughts were words

we would. merely be required to gather together the right collection ,of

Y

words. We could indeed Simply memorize their correct order of succeSSion

-But this story does not represent accurately our experiences of thinking

- We’ do not simply "collect" words and sentences but rather find ‘the right £
words and construct meaningful statements in order to properly express our
idess.

‘We could address the problem of egsating thought and talk from‘a

Wy
Ef

slightly different point of vie .d this is, in effect, what Gilbert Ryle

does when he suggests Simply that not all thinking is monologue, and —

_ further that not all thinking is dependent_on the‘use of words dr_



-symbols 9 In short, thinking should not be construed as simply ’
talking to oneself There are, in Ryle s discussion numerous examples

‘”-to support this point of view. A motorist, say, in trying to decide

L },24-1’ L

on alternative routes, may picture them in his mind's eye. iAn.architect.

may conceive a building design by working with diagrams on paper, playing

with miniature models, or 51mply looking at buildings.. A sculptor may -

-begin the plan of a statue by. molding bits and pieces: of clay. A painter

may conceivb a work by imagining JuxtapOSitions of colours_and shapes.
\ﬂ A,musician, when asked how a piece oé,mUsiC_goes,‘may hum the;melody

5% in fact "hear'" 'the piece, and it isinot expected that he be able to
'teléﬁhow the piece goes, but rather to show how it goes. Similarly,

if and when someone were to try to deCide something and did s0 through
the use of'words;'it'might in fact be the case that his dec1ding took.
:the form of detached and so@ttered words and phrases | We may very well
ask for an exact account of these activities but we surely have no right
-to expect such- an account to be intelligible to us in the same way that

-

- fluent explanation might_be. Such an account might Simply be nothing |

more than a random and meaningless sequence of‘utterances. Ryle further,

points’out that it iS«often the case that one has thought out SOmething;

‘ without being either Wllllng or ‘able to spell out for us his concluSions.

.

it may simply be that one is not yet up to the task of telling what

one haS‘thought. The point here is that deCiding what is the case does
~

not amount to telling what one has decided. :This poses a particular_

problem'for those\whovinsist on a'strict equation:between language and

thought, for if thought,amounted simplyéto the use of language;,this

»sorttof.problemlcould not occur.. | e o

: e o



, can be characterized as a~general answer“torthe~question "What does

) A more generous and quite widely accepted definition of thinking is

v'.that it is, essentially, the manipulation of symbol systems, where language

*

is seen as only one among many possible tfges of symbols. - But again,

Ryle resists this point‘of view by suggesting_that this is not, in fact, '

. our most common USe'of the term 'symbol' A symbol, according to Ryle

refers most commonly to that whlch 1s a substitute or delegate for

something else. As such,. its Job is to do duty far that something.

rTherefore. "+"-is”a symbol for 'added toﬂ andj"—? is a symbol for

'subtracted from'. - Likewise.'"XII" and "12" are symbols for the term
’twelve','which, in turn, is not, according to Ryle, a. symbol for something
else. It is a separate questlon 1t seemsvto me. what is-the function
of;words and.what-they represent. fThat is, we may not be'able'to construe
'represent' askbeing'the same as:ldoingbduty for'. A‘certain'symbol on

a map may be a substitute for a word, but in what way is a word a

substitute for the thing it denoteS?' Thus, it seems to follow that

- images imagined, notes hummed, or‘clay‘molded ‘are also not, ‘according

¥,

" to this use of. the termgfstrictly speaking, symbols._ If various colours

and shapes were 1mag1ned in the conception of an artwork Lt’would‘mean;

1f such thlngs were . regarded as symbols, that they be so for something L

R -
.

else. What would Such 1mages be d01ng duty for7 The artwork haSAnot\\\)

'-yetvbeen,realized.f

Now it is based on con51derations such as these that Ryle proposes

his general conclusion that the concept of "thinking' is polymorphous.

: He seems to,mean by thls that there are no .essential features or

vconditlons common to all cases of thinking ‘There is nothing - which

%

AR
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words, fragments of sentences and so on, but rather what is desired is glf"t

a history of thinking, or- 1n other words, the plot or story 'It-is, pf;fyfr

N ‘ - *‘-
according ko Ryle- the plot in thlnklng, in terms of 1ntent10ns, pbstacles
tastes, preJudlce,'reasons, results, conclu31ons (gnd so on, that wevé}ﬁ

tend .to expectﬁfs a descriptlon of thlnklng. However, such descrlptlonsﬁr‘

@

are predomlnantly graphlc or metaphorical in nature. It i%, accordlng
to both Ryle and Murdoch metaphor which prov1des the best means of , é"=
! i : K

'descrlptlon for thlnklng. We find ourselves very often USingvphrases?”

like "bogged down "grappling‘with ideas," "stretching the imaganat%ong"

and phrases such as "seelng dayllght" or "going around in circles' when. *
¢ . o o s

all the whlle we sit quletly in a chalr. When someone is asked to relate

to us his' thinking, it is liable to be in these”sortsmof'terms and

in terms of content and contextiln which thought is descrlbed We would
: s :
tend in- other words, to prov1de the sort of description which 1s
graphic and 1nformat1ve, whlle by- pa531ng a mere chronology of mental
events.‘ Murdoch stresses the point that such modes of description
are naturally accepted"with regards toﬂdescriptions of many thingst R
We‘often refer, for ekample,.to "an upset Stomach,"'"a pounding headache"
or the fact that "my foot,has;éonebto sleep." Since'such ekpressions
are commonly accepted as 1nformat1ve descrlptlons, one wonders whether
there are good reasons why we tend to be skeptlcal when such forms.of
descriptiOn are applied to thinking. 7
Nor 1s 1t the case that we offer each other identical metaphorlcal
descrlptlons. Murdodh dses the example of descrlblng our experlence

7:up0n'reading certain‘lines of poetry._l2 ‘1t is:not‘likely‘that all - oo

individuals will experience the lines in a similar way, and therefore
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uless likely that descriptions of the experienoe will be the‘same; On

. the, Jcontrary, the nature . of metaphor is that it is a uniquegand novel

a

mode of 'description' of'experiénce. If it were the case that there was,

:for a given experience,—)§§;5pd Only one description, it would not

it seems to me,. be regarded as metaphorical.‘ Wwe would be surprised

vfaocording to Murdoch; to have pOinted out to us the actual extent of

metaphoric use in the c&hmon course of communiéation.’ We think of our

~
o

emotional empathy and understanding over time concerning a friend and

. ) - ‘
7we deséribe,thisfas a "bbnd, The very fact that metaphor is understood

as the. novel exprespion or use of 1deas and thoughts, one that is.

,

_nonvliteral, 1nd1rectly ngﬂies a distinction between thought and language.
o

¥
I1f thoughts were words and ‘words were thoughts, what do we mean by

9.

"metaphoric” description? Do we think literally that our foot is
capable of falling asleep, that our stomach is turned upside down, or
¢hat someone has placed glue betweén ourselves and a friend?

BT : L L . o
According to Murdoch, and this is another point of importance
. ' ’ b
for us here, the justification for metaphoric use is in its success.

.

"It is the case that in human discourse, not only is metaphor a valuable

and‘informative mode of description in the sense that we readily make
. ) - .. . "; ..L - ’ . ) ) ‘ . ‘ ‘ B .
ourselves undgrstood through its usej ,but.’also that we are able, in
Murdoch”s words, to "influencewwhat others experience' through its use.

1

Metaphor, therefore, facilitates not only communication, but, because of
. . [N . . .

T

.-this, also learning. It is a mode of description which can-bekused*to

lenhance the experience‘of another.

~— . . e

Thus Murdoch through eluc1dat1ng the value of metaphorlcal

description, seems to reJect attempts at strict ontological cla551f1cations

-

/.



‘_r‘of thinking as not being desirable and perhaps not even possible.‘ Soch‘
‘.methodologlcal approaches are based primarily on. a verificationist point
of- view, one that is in search of some definable "inner stuff,"” and
~which will either accept or'rejeétfthe existence.of priyate'modes of

thought on the basis of this:. In other words, there is a demand for

o

“"criteria of identity," for a strict:description, based on a verificationist

?

perspective, where, perhaps, no such description is possible. Such a
point of view is one, it seems, which commits a methodological error.
It is one which assumes that methods of justification for statements

w Y. . K ’
concerning some things in the world apply to all thlngs in the world

.h‘ It is to assume that all ‘phenomena can be described llterally
Sovfar, what has been'said has tended to emphasize relationsr
be tween hhought and - language, with the aSsomption that thie will tell ua,
about cbgé)‘t'ual‘ schemes. "We must remem‘her‘hoﬂwever,_'thpat.y these are
oniy some pointsﬁof view on»the'matter,bandvhow we,regard concepts and -
:thus eonceptualdsehenes, will, to a‘significant extent, depend upon
nhich point:of4view we.adopt. It. may be.the case that we have not properly
S o
understood these relatlonshlps. .For example, it_couldgbe argued that
._there exists in many dlscu551ons of thls type a fundamental ‘confusion
as_to'the nature of a concept itself. It may be argued that, say;

. -
Jo

jDavidson‘s_d§§§USsion, and indeed,_aiso the.dlscu551ons of'Murdoch and.
" Ryle, proceed upon the assumption that a conceptual scheme amounts to

"~ .what is "possessedﬁ‘by_the:mind,'a sort of cognifive apparatus; the

assumption that concepts are fundamentally mental phenomema. Of course, = .*

‘there is'a sensible use of the term "conceive" or '"conceptualize" which
_ very much implies some form of mental activity. Mowever, we have already

- v

K
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-seen from Ryle s discussion that the "gap" between mental activity and

identlflable mental‘entity ig a rather wide one. In short, it is.

4

..

’ poiiible that_the‘philosophicalcp sitions mehtioned so far assume too
;much about the‘Ontology of concepts{v It may be"that these are cases
_nhere concept' has been confused with lmages, 1mpres§§bns,choughts and
',ldeas. I say thls because there are other p01nts of view. deéeloped from
_what seens to_be‘a different~notion of conceptf.‘ 1 have in m;nd here
the workhot’P.H. Hirst.vQWe wili examinevHirst's work more carefnlly'in

a subsequent chapter. However,bfor the time being, it méy'be worthwhile
to state, in rough-form, one to two"linesjof-thought deveioped by him.
Note the following statements: "It is'ra ’er that to have a‘mind basically
involvestcoming:to.haVe experience arti ' ateo'by neans of various
:conceptualischematat";3 and,‘"The forms‘of‘knowredge‘are thus the’

© basic articnlations whereby the'whole of experience.has:become‘intelligible
to man; . .‘_"14 For present purposesg'suffice it'to say.that,Hirst,
.regards forms:of knowledge as thoseiareas of Knowledge“marked‘Out by
principles and procedures-which,define the bonndariestof disciplines
or'subject areas. It wonld,‘i think, be sonewhat incorrect to assume

: that'Hirst-simply takes cognitive schemes to be domains of knowiedge
publiciy‘expresseo,vbut.it-would not be incorrect to say that the entire
inteliigibility of conceptual schemes is dependent,upon the publicly
expressed symbollc systems which characterize these domalns of knowledge.
What w1ll now be sa1d concernlng concepts is derlped from this, and
‘therefore, it seems to me;FHirst would genera}ly not be in disagreementt

Toe first p01nt is 51mply K whatever else can be said about the

ontology of concepts, they are only 1ntelllg1ble by ylrtue of the
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“

e whlch is publicly agreed u%gn. We cannot, it seems to me, be 1nformat1ve

“-about concepts w1thout sooner‘or.later, reference to partiCulat concegts,

and this, in turn, must bevin the form of "X is - ;J.»such—énd—such."

- ; N

-If-QQéf notion is at all. valld it has serious lmpllcatlons for

phLlosophical p081t10ns such as Dav1dson S. .It means, in effect that

¥,
‘ ]

vthera seem to be valld and - reasonably prec15e criteria of ldentlty for

'_concepts. Concepts are, in fact, dfntlfled one from another on the basis

of dhe statements whlch express them. Now,‘if we acéept this as .a method
of §QEntity for concepts;*can we accept it for‘conceptual schemes?
It seems that we should,ffor'conCeptualvschemes are, after all, merely

v

systems of concepts. It is unlikely‘that-the status of conceptua;

.schemes would_be so ontologically dissimilar as to warrant an entirely

separate mode of claSSificationg.,Therefore, there seems no good reason

why systems of concepts, in turn,'cannot be characterized by systems £

'.-statements.- Furthermore, thls form of 1dent£¥¥gatlon appears to be

: adequate for H1rstm slnce it is the case that thﬁ&part1Cular conceptual

schemes in whlch he 1s lnterested can be dlstingulshed by publlcly agreed

upon pr1nc1ples and procedures whlch mark the boundarles of various

e
disciplines.

N

The second important p01nt follows loglcally from the flrst and is,

sunply, that a concept cannot be purely non- substantlve. This is

h |

dlscerned from our previously stated’point that the intelligibility of

concepts: depends upon the propositional expressions of them -in language;
’ : i .‘. s o - . ) ," B . \
&Y R : .
N A | B g
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To ‘expréss.a concept in the form "X is A, B, C, D, . . ." amounts to

‘séyihg something about something else (6tffor that matten, thinking

'3;something.about something else), ~The péint'is,‘concépts mus:.havercontent;

.otherwise how‘coqld they be identified as'such?A Concépts'must be about

“something,'QiPerwisé,how could they be expressed, and provide mearing

i 1

in communication?

‘Now, strictly speaking, I cannot fully endorse any of the points of
view being discussed here for the simple regsbn that we are still not (
clear on- the relations between language, conceptual schemes; and thqughts

and ideas, and we are not entirely clear on just what a concept is. It

B 2N

£

is interesting to.note, however, that what can reasonably be said about 49:
concepi:s_ can ‘only be said ¢n the basis of ‘the public expression of. ’

them. From this public expression we are able to discern various ’

charactéristics of concepts. .-

. ..

-If_werwere,to‘diSSect or “'open'" the mind, would we find there tin

systems of concepts, mental entities, "floating" about? Such notions

are, of course, nonsensical, and I do not{fean to suggest . that the

 points of view being criticized here are of this/ﬁﬁture. ‘On the other

hand, theaqﬁtolqgical’assumptions upon,which such'ﬁdip;s'oﬁ view proceed
;re worfiéoméuin that'theyvseem’éo imply th;t'we may not bé far off

frbm'suchfﬁotions. If the points made ﬁere regarding concepts.are still
doubtéd,ﬁif there‘are thése Qho'take asbects_of the oqtology]of'concepté

for granted and regard conceptual schemes as purely formal-systemsvbf

tho&ght whose . job it is to organize experience, -we ‘need merer‘to.ask,

. "What concept #do you mean?" or "Which concepts are you talkiﬁg_abdut?”

The'answef@tp these questions must be substantive, or there will be no °
B /

.
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answer. at all.

“Summar
»

' 2 ‘ T S L '
Davidson's view of the ‘scheme-content distinction seems to be

“ *

based upon a notion of schemes taken as cognitive structures or some..
sort‘of array" of mental phenomfna by whlch the perceptlble w0rld--

the ! passxng scene"—-ls organlzed\‘ But thlS view is only a plau51ble
v s
startlng p01nt when certa1n aspects of the ontology of concepts are

taken'for granted. When’it is seen that the'intelligibllity of concepts

is dependent upon their public‘expression; such a point of view becomes

) :
suspect. Slnce, in Dav1dson s theory, language and scheme are so
closely llnked language cannot be properly understood as dlstlnct-

- ’ ! "} :
from purely formal modes of thought, and thls, it’ ,seems to me, isa ® "

dlstlnctlon whlch is heeded )ﬁ we are to take the dlstlnctton between

v : 'form and content and the notion Oﬁ\f 'form’ of understandlng serlously
In other words, Dav1dson has not asked more general questlons about

4 -~

.those. modes of understandlng by Wthh sentences become 1ntelllg1ble, and
oo ~> , by whlch groups of sentences "hold" together as dlstlnct from other groups.

From an educatlonal polnt of v1ew, 1t 1s prec1se1y these fundamental

-~ . . A
- \

questlons in whlch we are 1nterested

Theorles whlchbequate language w1th fundamental modes of thought
.. A , : .
_ want to. account for the: "passlng scene" 1n terms of language, and therefore_
s CR - - 7 .

N . provlde no accourit of- the 1ntelllg1b111ty of language atself If . ;%f&h

{

~

: XA
langilage is part of our ”passing scene," this 1s as much as to say that 'ggi;;
RO O

our notions of content' cannot be exhausted by sense 1mpre551ons of -
. T ar i B

physical obJects, events and states of affalrs. Dav1dson s posltlon

> , J.,_“
.is not"then, strlctly speaklng, a theory oficommunlcatlon, because sd?% o



-

a theory would have to f£ind some way of dealing with the logic of.’

communication in terms of.modes of understanding whlchvprovide for the

' B . , T L ' : N
successful ‘use of -language. What we seem. to need ‘is a more fundamental

fy

\/ . , .
notion of 'form'.' : s

We can also see that Dav1dson s p051t10n 1s one. whlch will be

”uinformatlve onlya1n a llmlted way for questlons 1n educatlon because,

as phllosophers of educatlon, we will want to know about the nature of

bodies of knowledge, and we will want to now)hpw theorles concernlng

bodies of knowledge are justified. 1f, day, the large domain of knowledge
we know as scxence' is regarded as a concﬁgtual scheme (and indeed it
does seem to be so regarded by lest) we have no way of know1ng how

such a scheme can loglcally hold together as a f%lrly dlstlnct domaln

" of knowledge." In other words, Davidson's theory does not seem to prov1de'

. insight into'problems concerning the'justification.of,"collectlons of

statements" belng dlstlngu1shed asfsuch

-

The p01nts of cr1t1c1sm made in thls chapter cah be. summarlzed as

Lt
-

follows: L . o : ;Aﬁ_;;_\' ‘
X ) e~ : . . : . e . -

1. Amblgu1ties 4n Davidson's theory of translation cause us to relnterpret

communlcatlon from the p01nt of view of the successful ‘use of language.
This reinterpretation,-in turn, causes us to-QueStion the assumption

®

»of agreement on beliefs" as a &a51s forva theory of 1nterpretatlon.
2. A yalld dlstlnctlon can be drawn’ between language and thought through
consideration of a number of_logical and experiential points.._UltimatelY,f
howeyer,'we'flnd-that thinking is a polymorphous concept,,andbthis means
that no necessary conditions can be discovered for Ché_PﬁépeE"ﬁsevof the

term.
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‘ descriptionsvofgthinking.

N
.

mental actlvity (thinking) then there may indeed be grounds fo
insisting that n0'direct ontological classification of conc
schemes'is possible, bnt there are not sufficient'grounds for insisting
that no description at_all is possihle for conceptual schemes. ,;':

Metaphorical description seems to be a valuable and informative;mode

-of description. It may in fact be the most desirable mode for

o
>

Amb1gu1t1es in how we regard concepts cause ,us to re-assess the status»
of, conceptual schemes. Depending on how we’construe the nature of-

concepts; therE>may‘be precise criterialof,identity for conceptual
schemes. -

Whether we are concerned with those'philosophies that .regard conceptual

Lot

schemes as part of public,language, or with those.that'docnot; none

3

manage to address questlons of the type "What dlstlngulshes and organlzes

" content?2” Tt 1s.these sorts of fundamental questlons that shduld be

of ‘interest to phllosophers of educatlon.

There is a. final and related 1ssue that can be ralsed w1Qh regard

-

.. to sc1ent1f1c discovery and innovation. Given Davidson's "linguistic

&

relativism," in what way could we account for new knowledge? At one_

.

time it was thought that ‘the world was flat, and indeed, at that time’

~

it was taken as,a matﬂ‘t'oﬁzfact. At that time, true facts'about the

‘-world (that is, what appears to be true today) were beyond exxstlng

conceptual schemeS"now they are not. The_lssue ls'thls.‘_Do positions

:5uch as Davidson's deal adequately with whether it is‘possible“for‘

aspects of reality to be as yet.unknown?~'1ndeed, questions such as this -

- .

B SRy N

)



do not seem to have mhch‘meaning within a framework of linguistic s

relativism. From this point of view, any new knowledge is.theh not, .°
’v‘f*prOpefly speaking,.based on discovery, experimentation, ahd_obsetvation,

but rather appears to be only a new aspect of language. ‘As such this

1mp11es that we tend to verify as true, those statements. whlch geem»

3

N

to "fit" into our system of.language. If-this is the case, then ‘on
"what basis can we make reasonable sense out of notions of possible new
~knowledge? The‘choice of an ontological system depends, it seems to

me, on:whether such a choice ig_logicelly and reasonablyvjusggfied.

Should the truth or falsitj of new sets of statements depend ugbh how

well they "fit" into the existiﬁg'system of-language,”or opoh'perception

and observation? I thlnk we are forced to choose the latter, for thgb

former ch01ce 1s an ontology whlch contradlcts what we know, for example,
about the methods»of,science, ahd;indeed; what we are able to diScern v

from ordinary experience. . L . -

«
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CHAPTER IT

"1-

. R , 'A~PRIORI’ KﬁQwLEDGE o o ' | e

'v‘,

We have seen from what. has been diSCussed in the last chapter

that the .notion of ;ognltlve schemes does not prov1de anqadequate—
/ A ]

account of . the organlzatlon of experlence. It doesfnpt.provide the

kind of account which will.clarify what wegmeanhby a '"form' of

understanding.“In this chapter we will proceed on the basis'of the-

" assumption’ that an analysis of simpler forms of knowledge, that an

analysis ofgthe clearest truths whlch manlfestjrelatlons between

concepts, w1ll yield some 1n51ght concerning the nature of the 'form'

of understandlng. This: is the main reason for‘an inquiry into.'a‘priori'

knowledge. However,. it is the case that the idea of 'a priori' knowledge
. - . R -

itself has been attacked from various quarters. That 1s, it has been .
argued- ‘that the necessity of loglcal truth as such is not a dlstlnctlon which

: can be malntalned. What w111 ultimately be sald concernlng the 'form

of understandlng will depend on a clear assessment of arguments for and

9 i W

' agalnst 'a priori' knowledge. Thus, the prerequ151te task before us
‘is to closely examine and if necessary relnforce the commonly held

classlf;cations of 'a priori' knowledge that we now have}h

A Definitional Framework

o

One area wlthin eplstemology where deflnltlons play a crucial role,
:and where at the same tlme phllosophers seem not entlrely to agree on

ideflnltlons, or at least they are not con51stent in agreement -Oofi: the

e

;xmpllcatlon of the deflnltlons, is the debate over the analytlc synthetlc

- S : . - 37



dlstlnction and a/prlori' knowledge.f The points of view on this
v

'Lssue are disﬁarate. Kant 1nslsted that the statement "7 4+5 = 12'

P
is synthetlc a-prlorl . Others have suggested that it is analytlc.
: w

- Still others have suggested that all statements which are not "about
I R : -~
the world" and thus'canﬁot be judged by reference to the world

(truths of reason) are analytic, ,and 'a priori'; that is, there are

I
<o

o

fairly convincingly argued that the analytic—synthetic.distinction
. A A ,

. : L L s, 2
no synthetic 'a priori' statements. Quine, of xhe otﬁ%& hand has

. . - ] ) 3 . .
is one that we should_not be making at all. - There seems a tendency
' to associate nece551ty w1th analyt1c1ty only,"there ace §lso -

‘ l .
.;\ .

dlfferent uses of terms such as 'loglcally true'. Flrst then, I,‘\

>

think;it would be wise to.feview and restate the definitions‘fbff ’
some of these terms, and in doing ‘this I will be stating what -seetfis
» . . o

to be, 'according o some.philosophers, the definitions mosqfwidely

used, that_is, the definitions which seem 'to be most firmly grounded -

in philosophical tradition (not that it is necessarily the case that

traditional definitions are strictly adhered to in contemporary writings).

We might be able to discern whether or not some understanding can be
gained by looking at the relations among the.definitions themselves.

Second, I would like to point to one or two: more specif;c'problems as

.they are raised by .particular phiiosophers,'and which age, when it7comes

.down to it, problems of definitions, problems about whatfwe want to mean

whenn we use the terms.
Therefore,-let'us begin with a very general definition of;what

'a priory'

'a priori’ knowledge when it can be“jndged true‘or.faisé ihdependently.

R

knowledge might be. We say that something is a’candidate for

38
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of any examination'of some special area of experience. A few things

need to'be»elarified immediately It must remain clear here that what is-
‘being referred to is not something like “innate. 1deas." what is meant
is not that we are somehow born’ W1th 'a priori' knowledge fully intact,

but rather that it is the kind of knowledge d1vorced from the contlngency

1)
<

of particular‘experienee, and as stated can be‘judgﬁdutrue or falSe purely

on the basis of the meaningsvof'termsl Thus, '2 + 2 =4!' is 'a priori'.

One reason seems to be that .on the basis of this statement, or the fundamental
2 . y [ L :

- principles which it expresses, we can deduce the truth or falsity of any other

= [y

" similar statement; we know that '7 + 5 = 12' is true and that '289 + 171 =

460' is also true. We,need no referenceé in each particular instance to'

' ,anything but the fundamental operations which constitute the equations--

S

Wg' 'do not have to refer each equation to states of affairs in order to know

“that our operations are valid and our answers true. We could likewise deduce

from '7 + 5 = 12" that '24+ 2 =4'. Another reason is thef'hécessity'

of the knowledge. Now the concept of 'nmecessity' itself is not,quite

clear. :Necessity has'sometimes been‘equated only with analyticity.

Y
In 1934 Ayer seemed to thlnk that certaln statements were; necessarlly

true and therefore, a pr10r1 and analytlc. (The‘onus 1s_therefore

upon us to try to show that there could be such things_as synthetic
'a priori’ statementéﬁ) In any case, it seems that '2 + 2 = 4' is

necessarlly true because if it were not, we. shOuld be»able to reasonably

entertaln the p0551b111ty that '2 + 2 does not equal 4! could be true,

but in fact the loglc of the statement does not allow such a p0551b111ty
This can be put another way by asklng "How should we regard a‘priqri’

statements that were shown to be false7"' A candldate for 'a priorl"
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.knowledge that is shown to be false, is false either because it is

' \

not-an 'a priori' statement or because its qegation is ultimately
reducible to-simple a priori’fstatements which are:true necessarily._ : /

This is consistent with the fact that‘something that_is shown to be ,

true 1ndepend%@;ly of- partlcular experiences, a truth of ‘reason itself, must be

necessarily true, and cannot be otherwise. It seems then that we have e

: €L

at least two essential:features of 'a priori’ knowledge; it is true
independently of reference to contingent empirical circumstances, and
| L S

Sit is necessarily true.

‘We have already alluded ‘to analytlc and synthetic statements. An

analytic statement is often defined’ s one in Whichvthe.predicate

can:be "analyzed out" ot thevsubject; or,better put, the predicate is:_

already by implication "contained in" the subject. Thus 'All bachelors

'are unmarried' is'analytic because to be a bachelor ii to be an unmarried

man; The‘statement could then.be'further reduced to‘fAll urimarried men‘

are unmarried' Quine has had‘alsignificant effect upon‘the contemporary _

understanding‘of the analytic problemta From- the Quinean-point of view,

a statement is thought to: be analytic'if it is; or cam be reducedvto,

ailogical'truth by "putting'synonyms.for synonyms,"«in this_case

exchanging_lbachelorl for 'unmarried manl. Thereforebit‘can'also'be

.seen that analyticsstatements;are,Aor7can:bebreduced to, tautologies

in the strict sense of being circular definitions{r |
It seems“that the terms “logical"‘and."logically true" hé&é‘b;én

subjecced to different usages by philosophers. There can be‘a-general N

and commons;nse usage, where to say that somethlng has been.dec1ded or

Vg

;understood §“g1cally is s1mply to ‘say that 1t has been decided by some ‘éj;

4
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‘ explicit‘and correct rational procedure. fThus we could say thatvthe

. reduCed to, loglcally true statements. If we cannot manage to deal

41

conclusion of 'All men are mortal' Socrates is a man' 'Therefore, Socrates

is mortal' follows loglcallyj Or, if someone were to infer such-and-such

state of affairs on the basis of induction it would seem somewhat

" incorrect to say that;what he was doing was not logical. TIf, that is,

one were to infer from seelng only whlte swans that it is llkely that E
the statement 'All swans are whlte was true, although the statement

is false,,one's inference would be Valid. However, Quine seems to be

‘using the terms in a specialized'may'and I think we must be careful

’here as far as his definitions are concerned. - He :suggested that the

statements with which we are concerned.are composed of logical

particles (for example, no, un-, not,-if;hand) and non-logical narticles
(for example, man).. A statement is logically true if and only if its
lqgical particleslcccur essentially, so that agstatement révﬁggs.
logically true upon any interpretation'of'non—lcgiCal particles;.5 . Thus
"No unmarrled man 1s.marr1ed' is logL@@lly true by deflnltlon, and thls
would‘be the case no matter what our 1nterpretat10n of the non- loglcal
words were.; There 1s,'however; according to Quine,'another class of
analytic statements mhichvare not so clearly,logically"true.. Thus

'No bachelor is married', in order to be reduced to:a-légically true

'statement, is dependent upon the ‘notion of: "synonymy,' which is no less

vague than the notion of analytic1ty 1tself So, if weé can somehow
deal successfully with the . notion of synmonymy (which I will argue we

can) then ‘we could conclude: that all analytlc statements are, .or can.be

successfully with synonymy then Qu1ne s p051t10n holds good -To avoid

Q



conggé{:n; I will, from now on, use the term 'self-evident' in place

of 'loéigal', and' I want to suggest that all statements of the type

"No bachelor is mérriéd', 'all béld menvafe'Bald’; ;Anything that is-
‘éqdare (eéuilateral'and rectaﬁgular).is rectangular', are self—evideﬁtly
true. They are self-evidénﬁly true because they are; or -can be reduced
to, expligit expréséions (or as close as we -can geﬁ in ordinary iangﬁage?‘

of, or cont?;dicfions of,bthé laws of logic; that-is, théy reducelcé the'
" logical form 'not (b and:not-p)', and ‘either p or not—p'. . Insofar as;
al; ;hisiigft:ue‘of anal&ticfstatements, that the predicate is alregdy
assqmed in the subject, and‘thét_thef reduce fo‘tautologies, they are
: Quite clearly'exaﬁﬁles‘of 'a priori’ knéwledge, for anything that is
: self-evidenﬁ in the manner destribgd, would require no empirical = -
verification to be determined as such., The statements are true or
faise eptipgly in - virtue of ﬁheir'meaﬁing gndrlogical‘form.

Anothef.reasqn why I want to use the term ‘selfféviden§' to refer

to énalYtic stacéménts is Because ;here éppeafsuto bevanothef crass of ‘ :
'a priori’ statements which aré nécééséry but perhgﬁs not self—evident;.
or, not logicélly.true in Quinean terﬁs.- I rgfef oﬁ‘Cbursg,~to synthetich
'F pribri"stafémeﬁfggf>We?yili discuss synthetic 'a"pfior;' Statements
in detail iater in tﬁé Eﬁ;béer. At this point, suffice it to séyvgﬁatg%,
these statements (if there 'are such things) have been most:éoﬁﬁqgiy;'
defined in terms‘of,nqt being aqaiypicé that is, statemehts in whicH
the predicate is not obviously aﬁéi&iable from‘dr gontaiﬁed in the subject. .,
?hus; 'Anything that ié entirely red is not blué'.is qonsiderea syntheti;_
.f.beéaﬁse’fherelSeeﬁsjqo ﬁossible Qay in: which i: can be diréctly'shéwn_

Fd Lo . oo
that the subject and predicate are analyzable from each other. Another
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;such7possible'case‘might be 'vaa.é‘b'and b =¢, then a = c'.
Presumablﬁﬁ(alth0ugh:it_is not clearvfrom'discuss10ns) empirical
statements fall mithin the category of synthetic statements, so that
the statement 'All men arecmortal' which is regarded as'an,empirical

Lo generalization, could”also be called synthetic. But we are not here

\

/ . interested (at least for the moment) in contingent empirical statements,

)
rather, the problemvw1ll involve analytic statements and synthetic

statements which are 'a priori'

«'Referenceband Meaning’

6ne line of thought which. seems to run implicitlyifhrough the ' o

.arguments of those who share the yiew that the necessity of logical |
truth cannot be maintained, is the idea that analytic‘statements, instead

of being "abSolutely" true, merely reflect linguistic convention. That

~is, they tell us something about the way we use language, and thus are %
necessarily true in virtue of these conventions alone. Connected with
this line of thought are two othér.notions.upon which the idea of ' ‘?i%ﬁ‘

linguistic convention seems to be dependent. These are the notions of

synonymy and the distinction between the theory of meaning and.- the

theory of reference., I shall proceed, then, to examinevthe_"convention"

idea as a whole, through a dlSCUSSlon of the meaning/reference distinction

and through the motion of synonymy
Qu1ne has suggested to us that the problem of analyticity confronts'h
.?? -b_us_anew 'once the theory of meaning is sharply separated from the theory
'-;\f‘ of reterence, . ;..!ig\lhat is the exact relation between.the intension

and extension‘ofhwords,that‘is being implied here? One point of émphasis -

‘is-on the idea;thatvﬂhe.unitloffmeaning is the gentence and;not‘the_word,

“
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or that mqapings of words\ are reliant upon.the context of entire’

sentences. I think in one sense, of course, this is cor?eg;. Granted,

it is the case that if we were to say something like "'In view of our
- .- . . ‘ . ™ ' -
previous ‘discussion, the feeling seems to be that we opt for 'such-and-such'’

rather‘thénb. . .," it would be difficult if not impossible to understand&&w

what’Waé Beiﬁg.saidlin:a way other Ehan through the meaning of the

' sentence as a whole.j:But, this kind éf argument can aléo be misleading
because it tends to detféct from thé role of refepéﬁce.v The question -
‘1 would like to ask ié,”Is the méaninglofiéentences debendéﬁt'iﬁ.any

-significant way on the meanings of words?" I think that ‘the answer has

‘to be affirmative. It seems to be the case that when we: look to simpler

sentences for an understanding of how language worké, we see that

statements such as 'X is red’', ‘Shpw isjwhité‘, '"There are brick houses
, v g _ e ‘ | R
on Elm Street', or 'John is in the garden', depend,ﬁér their meaning,

in part, on specific states of affairs. If this was not the case;.oné
+ would not be able to judge them true or false: I want to make the point .
that the meaning of sentences is, to some significant extent. at least,

dependent upon the m ing of words§y and, in turn, that the meaning of
P P Gping of wordsy | ning of

4

words is related to’their empirical reference or extension.

I had mentigned earlier that the notion of context is dften,géed

as‘aicounter—éxample.” Let us then take the example of context and proper

" names. " The proper name 'Johﬁf,‘in isolation, tells us little or nothing
s . 2 o 5 . ' . _ : : .
O é@é e than what we already know. Someone might be inclined to reply - !

g

?3ﬁi§hvsbﬁ8thiﬂg-}ike "'John‘fis a symbol‘used'to}desigpate»individdal"

v

‘persons that we wish to so designate," which, of course, amounts to

) o o . . ) * :
saxingaPJthgis a.proper name." Now whether or not Qgis amounts\bo_a

ol 2 Py o
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rule of language (and I think it is debatable) it does not seem to

. ' ’ . . B
- tell us all we need to know in order to-make use of the term. However,

in the context of4'John is in the garden' a good deal more is 1mp11c1t.

)
‘ o

Not only does the name take on contextual 51gn1f1cance, but, more
1mportantly, we aLso know what action to take in or%sr to verify ltf
So, it\mlght be. argued in thls way that the term 'Johh' acqulres its
meaning in llngulstlc context. But notice thatvcontext is not just'
what we most comﬁbnl&?ts&e\it to be, that is, the sentence as a whoie;
context here also:imblies reference.' If it.was not'the case thati
'John'_referred to one particular person rather than someone else, .

/

and that"garden'-referred to the plot of vegetables at the back of the

"yarg we would not be able to verify the statement, which means, not.

'. Eﬁgly that we would not be able to Judge thls statement in this

partlcular case as true or false, but rather that we would hot have
% > ]
anythlng llke a theorz of. verlflcatlon. Thls means, in turn, that'we :

-«

would not be able to "put the statement to work"——lt would not mean \\\;;4//
enough to be useful. 'Furthe{%%ge,rghe.Same would- hold for any.statement
of a similar kind. ,

Now what wé have said so far abplies to empirical statements and

‘thus seems quite:obvious in light of the 'fact that it is the nature of

r

- empirical ‘statements that they should be connected with notions of

observation and verification.' The questlon 1s,J"Does the same general

theory apply to all statements7" In order to try to answer'this question -

we must reconsider the problem of whether analytic statements as.such

are relative to 1inguistic convention'only;..What is important. for us

A

‘here may be pointed out in this way. It seems to me that there is a :




meaning in one way, and anothex $ft
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very necessary component in language convention that’isibeing overlooked

and the key to understanding'this'is to-understand thefimplications‘ofv

what we mean.by Such terms as "llnguistic convention" or "rules of

RN

.language. To say that a statement 'S' is true in v1rtue of the rules

of language is not simply to imply the use of one set of rules over

I

another, but rather it is to’ suggest that we agree, collectively,

[

on a certain uaage and that this agreement is necessary for effective"

_communication regarding thegtruth of '"S'. This kind of idea must be

‘

"built into" the notion of, linguistic convention for we do in fact,

- . » e ' : »

communicate effectively on this basis. . But :nere is another important

notion that follows from,this. It would seem most reasonable to assume
: X , " ' :

that whatever set of language rules were in place, these rules would apply

for all statements made in the language. "What I mean is, it seems very

unlikely that we would havelone_set_of rules for; say, empirical

-

statements and another set of rules for analytic statements.'vlf this

,

were not the case, then the follq“}ng set of c1rcumstances could,

hypothetically, arise: ‘we could have some statement say, 'John is a

R . "?’“ B .
bachelor’; where the term "bachélor" meiggione thing, or derived its.
- ! C W

. 4

.say, 'No bachelor is married',

where the term "bachelor" meant - somg% % lse, or derived its meaning

R e?r

in another way.’ This state of affairs. seems to me to‘beqquite'implausible.

. .The point is, I think, that we make a mistake ‘when we draw thevdistinction

between mgeaning and reference. too strictly. If we can agree that
reference ‘plays a- role in the meaning of empirical statenents, then

there does not seem to be anyvgoodvreaSOn'to assume other-ise in the

case of analytic statements. In other words, we know that 'No bachelor



is married' is- necessarily true at least in part becaese we know
what the term "bachelor" means, and this 1mp11es that we know also
what spec1fic state of affairs 1is de51gnated by the term '"'married.
.This, of course, is not the same thing as saying that the necessary
truth of such a statement is determined by empirical verification.
It is not a statement the truth of which is derived by special
reference to some aspect of experience, but is rather a necessary

truth independent of reference to any particular experience.

‘What if Language Rules were Different?

The heading of this section could vefy well have been'"ﬂhat is

a language rule?" - What was previously séid’toncerning ahalytic .
statements and.linguistic conventions has assumed that the "naming of

things" is' in fact a rule of language. . There may, however, be reasons
g in rLact 4 guag may _ -

>y
'

for not assuminé ghié: for.I want to zfgfe that it is not at all clear

'what‘a'ianguagevrule is. |
Tbete gi a particdlér type of example that seems to be'usee quite

frequently in diécussions whicﬁ ate'inteeded te "boleter"'the doctrihe

i

of truth by convention. -The example is given of imagining'the conseduences
S . e - v . ) -

if it were -the case that our languege ruIes were differént ftém what L

they aetualiy are.’ It is maintained that if our iénguage ruleé were
different we woﬁid have a different set of ahalytic etatements; some
stétements which ate held true would be false. The follQWing'mlght be
'_an‘exempiet If the term 'bluefiwas'meaﬁtvto designate what We.unde:”tand
as tﬂe property Qf4'being heavy'; then the stetement "Anything tha is

red is not blue' Qeeld no iongervbe truetQa priori’ because the_prgberties
.ot 'red' and 'heavy' (we.w?uld be sa&ing~'bluef).ere net_logicaliy o .

23
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.are rectangles' would be<not.simply false but perhaps also nbnsensical

the statement 'No horse is married' would be necessarily true.

. . - . ‘

*

exclusive. If the term 'bachelor' was meant to designate that which:
we understaﬁd as being a married man, the statement ."No bachelor is
married' -would be a contradiction. If the term 'square' designated

what we understand to be avhbrse, then the statement 'All squares

°

. b :
since the subject and predicate would be mutually exclusive.

There are a number of important points worth neting here. If the

agreed upon designation of terms is in fact.what_ be regarded as.

a language‘rule, then we have a case where a langgage‘rdle‘yaS'"shiftedW

while analyticity has not. It may appear that our examples have served -

to reinforce a "“conventionalist" doctrine, for it is the .case that

" analytic statements which were once true are now false. It may seem

-evident, that is, that what is regarded as necessarily true is‘dependent

on convention. But it seems to mevthét this misses the point. Although
) . : . . : »
. . v )
analytic statements have c¢hanged, our notion of analyticity has not.

The distinction might be shown in the following way. When we ask why,

in our language with new language rules, the statement 'Anything that

'is red is mot blue (heavy)' is no loqgef 'a‘priori', the answer seems
. X Y .

to be because it is a statement which does not express 'a priori'

knowledge. Likewise, the statement 'No bachelor (marrigd man) is

- V)
married' is false because it is a statement which expresses something

that is a contradiction of analytic knowledge.’ Convefsely, if the word

for what we understand to be an unmarried man was, say, 'horse', then

v ' ‘o
Nor is it the case that a general theory of reference has'beén
refuted, for it seems to mé that a proper theory of reference ‘consists,

e



at‘least in paft, not. merelx.in the namlng of things but rather in the
2t " /

fact that we name thlngs. When we imaglne circumstances where the

‘ L— RS

term.'blue' d951gnates the proé&rty of 'being heavy » and 'bachelor

de51gnates a matried man', a,theory of reference'in‘some'form seems
to be‘presupposed, ,
lhe alternative‘is,vof courSe,bthat the agreed.upon de51gnatlon
of‘terms is not a language rule at all" Agaln; thls may seem to be
consistent, w1th a doctrlne of truth by conventlon 51nce such a doctrlne
claims to explaln the truth and falslty‘qf statements in terms of |
language rules, and with thIS'altetnative'it seems that‘neither

3

analyticity nor language rules have changed.. . Note, however, that

other problems arise. Conventiodnalists will need to be most concerned -

ahout statements uhlcheare'logically true. So! a oonventionalist m;éht
then say "The'necesslty of logical truth'is accounted for by rules of
language.”v éut this would, in effect, be claiming.to emplain the_truth
. < e : S
of”what;is”already necessarilfvtrue. In other words; statements'and'
s S

,49 2

questlons concernlng the truth and falsity of loglcal prlnc1ples presuppose

¢! ,l'
. - Pl
the operatlon of the prlnc1ples themselves. No prior explanatlon seems

o~
e t’

to be needed. Thls-mlght be shown in another way by suggesting ‘that

F f 3

if, say} the law of contradlctlon was false it would theﬂ be true that
"r\/ —— )

_corfrentions account'for logicalutruth /It would also be false ‘that
o ot o 5 ’ ﬁ”
conventions account for logical‘truth, : ,'hé" .
If conventlons account for log1cal prlnciplESé What accounts for
. €. .

conVention? We cannot explaln languagemgul,
.\} |

by ;eference to further

/

frules w1thout falllng prey to 1nf1n1te regress. If conventions eib{ain

’

4"‘,;

"the nec%sslty of loglcal truths, does ChlS 1mply that they are arbitrary?




If so, what do we make of the rélations between tpg'"arbitrariness"

» [

of conventions and the necessity of logical statements? The point seems ., : '+

-

to be, if something like the designation of-terﬂ% is not a’ language .

rule, then what is?

Je to understand 1éngﬁage4rules as expliéitly
stipulated?, Or, perh y are what is not or cannot be stipulated?
. . v - cT { s

CIf they cannot be stipulated, what do.we make of-  them? This problem

2 . i . . : . ‘. T
expresses best the need to be clear on' just what a language,ryf@'ls.
r . . o 'ﬂ - )\,,
. . - s o
If we are not-clear, then much talk concerning '"truth by . ¢onventfon' .

may turn out to be vacuous,

Synonymy C A B -
L ’ o : RS T , Y o
Quine, in "Two Dogmas of Empiricism,'" hias made quite an important:

.t

-

o 8 - Lo
case against the notiopn of synonymy. Briefly, his argument amounts .to’

P

saying that logically true statements;‘br those statements that we wiéh N

>

to reduce to logically true statements, depend on definition, so that

. . . § e !
'No unmarried man is married' is logically true by definitiod because
'bachelor' is defined as 'unmarried man'. But‘definitioq; in turn,.

S - o RISV
depends upon the notion of synonymy, which is no less in need of - ¢

clarification than the notion of analyticity itself. Further, when

i

. we tfy to clarifj the notion of synonymy for the purposes of undégstshding” .

‘anélyticiﬁy, we end up bfesuppbsing analyticity. Quine:has,’in a‘sense,
asked»for a definition of 'definitioﬁ'.: When this is asked, we end up
With'synonme, but we are, in the end, not‘able‘to definévsyﬁony@y;

‘I want to raiSe two brief poiht; feéarding this problem. :Firét,

it may be the case that the probaﬁm of synonymy need not necessarily be
' L ! o v o
as:complicated as Quine makes it out to be. It may be that we should be -

A .

content with the obvious. 'If we take a theory of reference seriously,

A

»



" dnd if we;, for the moment , -accept the fact that linguistic'convention

Y b R : : i " ,
‘means '"udes of langlisgé thit we all, collectively, agree upon," then

" there seems. to be no good reason why we cannot "attach" two or more

. L}

terms to the same objeats, things, or states of affairs. Indeed, it
seems to be the’case}that we do just this kind of thing.4 This ‘may be
% v

why we find that the status of 'unmarried man' is also referred to
& .

(deflned) as bachelor, and why equllateral rectangles can also be

-,calfed squares.g Qdﬁ I cannot claim that this solves all problems

of logical or necessary £ruth. It does not, for example, account for
2. i t

thenproblem‘we»ffhdvwitﬁ‘colours in the statement 'Anything that is

n

red is notVbloe' (éxcept perhaps to say‘tnat,it would not make any

difference whetheruorgnot we had another name for the colour blue).

P “:

. Bowever, it does 'seem to provide a partial answer to an analogous

i

, ' . , . 0 ' 4
problem of franslation. . If we-do in fact have the case where more

o

: than. one term designates a state of affairs in our owntlanguage,’if,

.

\

that is, we have two. or more terms which are synonymous, there seems
to 'be no good reason why a term in another language should not be

synonymous with one of. our own. There seems no good reason why terms

'between languages cannot denote the same states of affairs. We do seem

to have 51gn1f1cant term to term and statement to- statement correlation

'between languages. T?ls is, in:part, what translatlon means, and is

”the baSlS upon which it most likely proceeds. Then; the converse

-

relation should also hold. If synonymy is a meaningful notion between

_languages, it should also be mearfingful within languages.

If thls argument is. not conv1nc1ng, let us examine another which

.comes from the work of Grlce and Strawson in thelr artlcle "In Defense-

'
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of a“Dogma."? 1:&111,étate in brief'form, asvclearly as i can, what
T understand their criticism ot Quine to be. * The use‘of the term
synonymy is a way of pointing out that ‘?means the same as y," or
"x does not mean the same as.y:' Grice and ‘Btrawson want to‘suggest
that if we say that the notion,of synonymy makesﬂnoﬂ’ense, then_this
implies that we-would be saying essentially the same thing about the
notion of g?e;aning' itself. " That is, if we cannot define synonymy,
then we cannot‘define m%at it means for terms and sentences to have
'meaning’, But it is the.case'that‘it makes’good'sense'to say that
we know What-terms and‘sentencesfmean; that is, it makes sense to ask
:of a sentence or term, "What does:it mean?" 1f it does mahe sense to
be'abie'to ask this, then we shéé%d‘aiso be able:to compare  the meaning
of two sentences or terms and thus make a judgment of thertype "x means
the same as y,f or "x does not mean the same as-y:" The point is,_I
.think how far are. we prepared to go with arguments that are based on

cr1t1c1zing definitions of terms that are essential in the process of -

definition itself? Sgeh terms may be at a point where language becomes

‘ dependent on what 1s not, and cannot be, exﬁ' ,"i. We would, 1n-other words,
§ w0 .
‘ultimately be faced w1@h the question "What is the meaning of meaning'7"

: >
In oge sense, the‘asking of the question is nonsense since it presupposes
knomledge of the term. But in a‘larger sense; what.sort‘ofkknowledge}
‘could this be? What sort’oégég%inition could be given for ‘meaning'

" which ‘did not presuppose a non—exp11c1t dlmenSLOn of meanlng itself?

I think this. sufflces ‘to show how Quine s, pOSitlon, w1th regard to

synonyuy, once we_look closely,at its implications, becomes untenable.



A Priority and Revisability

When Quine and others attack the notion of analyt1c1ty, it seems . -
L0 A%

=ty

to me they are "after" a priority. It will, therefore be import%pm ;:3

for us to be tlear on the ‘relations between the necessity oﬁ La priofég %

statements and notlons of the rev1sability of statements.i Revisability

A
q

might be simply egpressed in the'idea that "no statement-is immune to
fevision."iO This thesis has rather'far;reaching‘implicatiohs for
accepted notions of necessity'when.such notions entail notions.of‘
'absolute' unrevisability. "The problem seems.to be quite frequently>
addressed in writings in the philosophy of science and in other areas.

as well._ Two strategies are usually'relied on. “Either an appeal is
made to the pOSSlblllty of other "epistemic worlds" mhere what we know
to be true statements are shown»to be false, or, philosophersfseem‘tot
be in posSession.of a "erystal ball" where cases are deseribed in whichb
future knowledge will prove present knowledge false. As examples,.

reference is' usually made, in the latter case at least, to paradigm

- : - 4 X
shifts in science. Nowudin a way, the_motivation of arguments of this

L
g

kind is similar in naturevto the‘"truth by convention" problem discussed
earlierf' That is, the aim is to show that what we regard as_eertainty
can be subjectAto revision because it, in turn, really depends on
-somethingtelSe——language rules, separate‘epistemologies, or. future

knowledge--that is itself, not absolute, but rather, revisable.
. i . N . - . .

I want ‘to argue that, first the problem is that we cannot seem
to get clear on Just what it means to suggest that 'no statementvis
immune to revisionf,ﬂand indeed, we.cadnot seem.toblogically imagine

what state of affairs would adhere if it were in fact the case.  The
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-second ptoblem\might be expressed in this way. It is one kind of qﬂ»‘
question to ask whether or not there are.other episteq}c worlds or

" whether or not the presenﬁ content of knowledge will change. In light

of what we know of science and the history of ideas in general we would
e . . .

all tend to agree to the possibility of sg?h/things. Bunwit seems to me
. i i . : e } ) ,,q,." .

9

to be an entirely different matter ~to suggest that a given statement is not
analytic or, because of this, that 'a priori’'. knowledge -does not. exist.

To make such suggestions concerning particular}stateménts would be to

‘

presuppose that we have, already, séme:explicit'form of knowledge, logical

or empirical, on which to base such judgments, and on the face of it;

.

there seems to be no such form of knowledge. 'Therefore, even if we

by
Ve

could manage to“ get clearer on ‘what is meant b}; 'no statement is 1mmu¥
‘to. revision', we may have no féfm‘of knowledge upon which'to make .
’judgmenﬁs concerning  whether or not certain types of statements are
‘subjeét‘to :evision.'
‘We fould indeed téke a very short line here and suggest that to
say that 'no étatement is immune to reVisioﬁ' means; of course, that
, _ . <

any statement whatsoever is revisable, and this must include those concerning

"g"themselves. Does this mean then, that thevérinc@ple.bf
E'ildfbeffalse? The "qﬁick“ aﬁswen»here is that if sfateﬁents.
could be both true and false then the scatément 'no sﬁatément is immuﬁe

éé reviéion' icself will‘be both frue and falée, and this,.in turn,

X : o
dall legitimacy of the claim. But perhaps the '"quick" answer

o X8

tirely fair to what is intended by the revisability theory.

We may ueed to elucidate more thoroughly the intended meaning and

-

implications of the assertion 'no ‘statement is immune to revision'.



.

Thus, it might be argued ghat what is meant by 'no statement is
- immune to rev1sion is something like saying "It is possible that . . .

so—and—so. An example might be the following stat* : "It is possible

} .
that 2 + 2 ‘does not equal\4 inﬂanoth r epistemic world:§j°1 say‘tgos,ﬁble"‘
- _9 Lo S

bqgnuse 1t seems rather implau51ble that rev1Sab ilty eorists wou ;M ks
,&, ‘A, : S -!J -_‘,;‘, .

R M :
assert that something actually is the case when nowknowlgdge exists - ¢

. - . - ,,'-, - N N ~»
which would make it sensible to say of a given statement "It is true"
Q9

or "It is false." Furthermore, thls sort of meaning seems to leave -
: <o

enough "breathing room" between,precise knowledge and speculative}nétlons
of other possible worlds? Howeve;ﬁiwe are now faced with clarifyingvthe
notion‘of "possibility’ itselft »This couldieasily'become a major task,
;héfefaré,-r will_only sketchgin rough form»what seems to be implied by the
use of the tern in this context. . | | o

What we really inplygiit’might be said, when we use the term a4
"possible"‘in thiﬁfway is some form ofvprobability or inference. .The-
reply to”this would of course be that to make a valid 1nference is toA
suggest édhwledge or experience upon which it can be made, and to suggest
probabillty in place of possibility is to suggest knowledge'and

- experience on the basis of which a "degree of probability" could be
calculated, and agaln, for statements of the type 'It is p0551ble that
2 + 2 does not equal 4 in another epistemic world','there seems to_be
no such knowledge or enperience. What then do we mean by "possible"”
It might further be argued that the point has been missed entirely.

One could say, for example, that what we really mean is that when

2

it ev1dence is found, or-whenmappropriate conditions.of observation adhere, any
: e R : A . . ) .

<

I3

statement will, in turn,hbe either true or false. I suggest this as a



piausible interpretation for two reasons. Firstp it seems consistent

1
4

with the underlying intention of ."revisionists," and that is to show

that the necessity of légical truth is really not 'absolute' in. any -~
. N ’ )

Sense, but rather, revisadble. In other words, even necessary truth .
could be shown to be false; in another epistemic world;3-'2 + 2 = 4'

OO e o makine M elaim
could be shown to bg false. Second, revisionists must be making & claim
of this sort if it is intended that the #\aim be taken seriously. In
other words, if it were not the case that the statement 'It is possible
that 2 + 2 does not equal & in another epistemic world' meant '"2 + 2 = &'
will be found to be veither frue or false', then assertions of this kind

could not .be seriously construed as a bossible form of knowledge and

be used inﬂﬁhe'way they are used in phildsophical‘discussion. Take

. ‘ 14 _
our statement 'It is possible that 2 + 2 does not equal 4 in another

epistemic world'. Let us now call this proposition 'P'. Keep in mind,

however, that 'P' could, in theory, represent any rather specific

' 'statement about other epistemic worlds ar future states of knowledge.

s . o _ '
Then, in the case of 'P', it is not that 'P' is true or false, but rather

that it will be found to be either true or false. This is the sort of

thing that might be meant. The problem here, it seems to me, is a basic
inconsistency between the premise upon which-:such an assumption is based-

and what wss said earligr about construing such premises as a form of
- : i) . :

'kﬂowledge. The problem is, in other words, that when we insist that 'P'

s

will be found to be either.true or false we also implicitly assume-that

the following statement is true: 'That something is either true or false

Y

is true "absolutely"'.  Le§-this statemeﬁt be called 'Q'. (By 'absolutely"

true we mean true in all times and places. However, it ra@eds to be said

.

;&lz;,v“ \< : » _ o .
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immediately that the concept- of féq§oluteness' is not‘HﬁE which is
being directly g@xamined in. this thesis ‘and therefore there is no

‘inténtiénfof-imﬁlyin§btﬁat éhy-propdsition or,se;tqg prdpﬁsitions
tcould, s;ricﬁly,speaking, be regaraéd as ﬂabsolute';)

g& it‘may help to clarify by lookingvat a particularQexamplé. Let
us.imagine the most extreme. example possible. Suppose that ;ﬂﬁédvocate
of revisabiiity were to rather-boldly asSeft that it may be- found oucv

by some master logician in the future that 'something could be -and no

v

R ' 3 '
be simultaneously'. L The expression of this in statement form might
mt y P gt

K

be 'IF is possible that something could be and not be simultaneously

- in another épistem@f world'. This would be consistent with those who

would assert that any statement whatsoever is subject to revision.
v . . 7

1t séems to me that there is here. the confusion'of'assuming‘che possibility
S A o _

that 'SOWething could be and not be simultaneously} will be either 'true

or false.  in othér words, we have a case where 'Q’.is taken as true.

And aéain, we are confronted with the iSSué in question-—the.status of

such statements in relation to the present state of oqr'knowledge.

Iﬁ essence. our ‘vqcage‘ﬁUSt declére the .absolute status of one law-

of log’ in order to re. re the‘bfhef. In'érder fof-ﬁis‘original

ass :tion to be either true >r false, 'Q; must be taken to be true.

"« would then have a case whe-e 'sométhing must either‘bé or not be'

is absolute, while a£ the same time‘something is shown 'to be and nqt ‘>

be simultaneously'. But how .s this logically'gossiblé? How would it-

be possible, at some time °- the future,.for 'something to be and not

ve simultanecusly' while " is true? From'thfs ﬁoint of view such an

argument simply doov ot work.

~



‘.
B

uaverall then, it.is not clear that senSe‘can'beimade of the
notion'of‘rég}sability‘in terms_of{the revisiba-of-ggz!statement
'whateoever%éfineelﬁﬁis“wopld'have to include those statements upon
which inteiiégipl%gargument depends. In otﬁer words, how coukd we
brecognize am‘a;gémeﬁt‘for the-reyisability of logical statements'as a
rational one wit presuppbsing'the necessity ef the logical principies

themse ¥es?

onee thie point‘to thevfact that laws of ioéic could not be qubject‘
to revieion? Perhaps. Another possible alternative to our dilemma is
to accept a elassification of certain types of statements ('It is possible

that 2 + 2 does not equal 4 in-another epistemic dorld'),as being neither

. 14 . N
. true nor false. This class of statements would be just those statements.

for which no knowledge is available upan which judgments concernfng truth
or falsity can be made. This seems generally consistent with"one .of our
initial problems concerning the scope and limits~of present knowledge.

However, the aCCeptance of such a classifjication would be at the expense
of the.law of excluded middle. . = .«

o o

I am not’ agalnst 1mag1nat1ve speculatlo Sqﬂ30n the contrar], it
- ‘mw& )
could ea51ly be argued that ‘such® forms of fﬁought are the "seed” for ‘new

’

knowledge and are therefore, requ1sﬂte for the progress of 1dea3a 'It-is,
however, another matter when phllosophers develop phLlQﬂOphlcal arguments
‘baséd on statements of %Pg klnd being cr1t1c1zed here. In this dlscu551on

S

Pe
we have pointed to loglcal problems in the relatlons between p0351brlity

and 'necessity'. ThoSe who argue that all statements are revisable seem

to defy,the limi

%

*of our present khowledge and understanding and imply ‘
conclusions bagffd on knowledge which we do not, in fact, have. Rather,.
8= ) ’ . . ' .
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I propose -only that we may need a re-examination.of certain types of
statements so that the eplstemologlcal value of such statements 15"
. !

nelther diminished nor over—estlmated

Sznt tic 'A Priori'

'
i

So far we have attempted to argue for the 'validity of the notion
of necessary truth by focusing on analyticity andvby,considering*
a priority in rejation to unrevisability (fabsoluteness’yfasva gécessary

condition. It yemains for us e try to decide whether or not thére
might be such a thing as synthetic 'a priori' knowledge. Quine dealt

-

with this problem by suggesting that because no sense. can be made of
analyticity, we can say nothing-certain about the distinction between

analytic and synthetic. I would like toitry to address the problem
4 : '
. more dlrectly, from the p01nt of vlew of the accepted definition, to

\”I'.

-

see if there are, in fact, grounds fn he distinction that we do have.

‘What then do we mean by synthetic 'a pri Recall that a synthetic
'a priori' statement is one which is necessa%i ¥ true and yet it is one

where the_pfedicate:is not contained in, and thus not analyzable from,

the subject, and thus it is not séifu dent in the sense earller descrlbed
. - ‘ v v w ‘Q‘%’ A‘ - i y L” "3 ®
A.J. Ayer has raised a cr1t1c1sm t the effect that Qhe apparent
©w ‘

'dlfference between a predlcate belng?%naf§%a 1le or'nptv@elng analyzable

from‘a subject 1s a dlStlnCthn basgd on psychological c;;terla rather
than on logicai crite%ia.lzerhaﬁ is, there are no grounds fpr’ghe
analytic—sy&thetidﬁﬁhstinction.bther than_psychdlogiéalvhnes. ‘He has
‘suggested, fe; example, that Kant s groun; for regardlng a statem%nt as
:msynthetlc is that the 1nten51en of the subJect does not cohprls@,&he

1nten51on,pf the predlcate, this, apparently, being a:QSychglOgiCal
o S » R g i e o e
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critefion;'while the ground for regarding a statement as aﬂély;ic i

is that it rests on the principle of contradiction, this being a - T

:1ogica1 criterion. Fdfther, Ayer points out that the_propositioh

4 § - : T

1

7 %_5 = 12' canno® be denied without contradiction (and I think

rightly so). So in fact, it is suggested that Kant, mistook a
psychological argument for a logical one. However, I want to argue
that the point of view we adopt on whether the analytic-synthetic

distinctipn is valid, will deﬁend onIWhat‘Qé accept as logical criterié*
I want to argue that, on the contrafy, there seem to Be'Logiéal reasons
fof aécepting tﬁe distinction as we most cqmménly understand it.

Let us examine, say, Lﬁé'statement 'Anything that is red is not

o . . &

blue'. This statement can be regarded as "a priori'; no special appeal -
to experienﬁe is needed to determine its truth, and yet it does-not'seeﬁ
obvio%é'that the predicate is already containedvingghe sﬁﬁject.D.Now, if
thoée who claim that.the énalyfic—sYnthetic'distinction does not exist are
coprect,‘and yet our statement appears to .be necessa;ily true,lthen it
follows“that we:should‘be able tq;reduce‘thé'statement to:dné wﬁich

is logically or self-evidently true. The reasoning might proceed as

follows. 'Anythiﬁg that is red is not blue' is true because 'Anything

that is red is blue' is neceéssarily false; it expresses a contradicti

We might be inclined to say that the contradiction which it expresses may

"be put in a more logical'forﬁ, 'Anything that is red is not red', and

that this expresses a law of logic, or rather, in this case its
contradiction, '(x and not-x) simultaneously', in the manner in which
'No unmarried man is married’ expresses'a law--"not (x and not x)'.

The problem, however, with our synthetic statement .is that it cannot *
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. ‘ , . ) .
be expressed in logical form without presupposing the logical for
it isVSﬁpposed‘Lo express. In other'words,,in:orAGrﬁto get from
'Anything that is red is blue' to 'Anything that isfred is not red',
. S 4 v
‘we ar% faced with the very same problem with which ﬁe‘started, and-

that is, the promgem of understanding the statement 'Anything that

‘ is ‘blue is not red' as logically tr&e. The terms ’biue' and 'not red'

are not interchaﬁéeable,‘they are not synoﬁyﬁous. For ?hem to be so

‘would require that ;he statement 'Anything that.is blue is not red’

”

be self-evidently true. But it Seems quite clear to me that?this
statement is of precisely the same élass as 'Anything that is red is

" not bluef. The question now befo:e us is whether or not to accept

the;e grounds as reasonable'forba distinction between analytic and
synthetic 'a priori' statements. Iﬁdeed,'these érounds séem to

be acceﬁtable; for it appeérs.that élqhough our. statement is necességily
'trué,‘icvcannot‘be'réducéd Eo.oﬁe Whiéh is&éélffevident.A In‘order to .

do so we need, it"seems, an 'intuitively logical' step, and. herein

lies a: subtle yet significant difference betweenfanalytic and synthetic .
’ r N . . ) . ’ i . . . . A ‘
'a priori' statements; at least this seems to be the case with the

statements examined here. _ ' : : ' : -7

In Summary, I should first ééy tha& it g;s not been my sole infent
?ﬁﬁﬁqéghghése%d%sgussions to disprove‘the.dOCtrine of ftrdth.by convéntidﬁ,“
' ‘bﬁf mefelyito try to: show either,that, at;léast,"a pniori'.knoﬁledge 
is:more ;h;; justﬁé matter éfvcanention, or, af'mosﬁ, that acknowledging
lr"truth by.cdﬁvention"‘does'hot nééessitate the diséoéing of :aﬁpriorii

‘knowledga. 'Secoﬁd;_thé line of thbugﬁt developed here far from solves .

.

%

J{P'
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all problémé of definitionf'-Points of ambiguity still persist

regarding many sorts-of, statements. For example, should a statement

such as 'All men are mortal' be regarded as an empirical gen€ralizatibon?
‘ : . . . . ’ e

A case might reasonably be made for the notion of 'mortality' being: "/

"builb into! the concept 'man'. Or, perhaps the predicate is not

) . ) (.,
contained in the subject and yet the statement is true independently

of contingent states of affairs? Tﬁfﬁe may also be debate over whether
4 : - ' v; ' : "’ ‘u]‘3 "
or not it makes sense to talk of '"degrees of analytiecity. - i

Nevertheless, I have tried to make a reasonable case for the

meaningfulness and existence of 'a priori' knowledge and the validity
of the anilytic-synthetic distinction within this domain.” There seems
to be a significant enough distinction between analytic statements- of

the type 'No bachelor is married', and synthetic 'a priori' stqpements
" of the type 'Anything.that is red is not blue', and empirical statements.

of the type 'The .57 bus. goes to West Edmonton Mall% to warrant separate .
classifications. ' If this is correct, then there is no, good reason why °

we should dispose of the names "anélytic,ﬂ'"synthetic,"'and "empirical,"
that we give to these classifications. e
) . L Rt v

What needs to be said concerning relations between. 'a priori' knowledge

‘

. . LI o A,
and- the 'form' of understanding can now be said in & straightforward
é { g , 1 ralg €

R . . . ,:':";‘V,t‘ {'l"_-"

way. We cannot achiéve a meaningful sepse of what accBunts for relations
. . " . . v

between concepts, what therefore contributes to the intelligibility of

‘concepts, upless we examine the simplest statemehts in"which concepts

comprise a constifuent part. We cannot, that is, achieve a true sense
of what organizes content——theé;form' of understanding, without examining
the simplest and purest expressions of concepts and their relations.

. , . # o N



f"alone“'and are therefore free @rom the complexities of contingent stat-7“'
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of” affairs, they provide a Q?garer example of the organization of cont;; v

VThey provide a better view of what is non- substantive in expression.
-This was the main purpose of the investigation of a.priori ,knoWledge'

in this chapter.. Initially, the onus was upon_us‘to show that the

classifications we4have for 'a priori’ stateménts are indeed valid
. -

and informative. _We now need to be concerned about whether thisw\\

1nvest1gat10n reveals what could be a likely candidate for being a.

'form' of understanding. My claimcls that 'a priori' statements provide

" simple ekpressions of 'a priori' judgments, and that such judgments,

exemplifying the laws of ‘logic themselves,‘represen&-an 'a priori'$mode ‘

.

‘of understanding which is a likeiy candidate for what I mean by the

logical4’form' of understandlng It is a likely candidate because

At is 'form properly'ﬁhderstood that is,'undérSCOod in terms of that

‘operation of understanding'by which'cbntent is related. Further, if this

"form' of understanding plays a role in relations between concepts in-

statements, it must also. play a role in relationS'between statements

and sets of statements. This assumption will be addressed in Chapter v ,
where the 'form’\of understanding w1ll be discussed as non—prop051tional'

in relation ko theorles and proofs. It ls,suffic1entvto state here that

‘I regard thlsv 'a prlori " mode of understanding to be a llkely candidate

'for the logical 'form' of understanding and therefore, I regard it to be

a- fundamental aspect of the very possibiritﬁ of thought However, it

"B

is one thidggﬁb eluc1date the "form' of understanding, and another ' g\

o
v

matter to Justify serious con51deration of it in educatlonal theory and
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‘related to the 'form' ofjundefétanding. The task now before us is

) worthwhile, therefg%e, first to look at the concept of - education

%

CHAPTER III
THE CONCEPT OF .EDUCATION RE-VISITED

Considering the centrality of knowledge and its acquisition in

educatiBn,.it'seems fairly obvious that one's epistemology should be
- ) - ) : . . o . o

consistent with one's philosophy of education. ~ So far, the overall
. K ‘44,:‘ . B R : .

" inténtion of this inquiry has been to provide the reader with a general

-
view of certain problems in the
. N ‘ ‘o

to determine just what impliéations such problems have for education.

In this way, what will be said concerning educational matters will

not be seen to be disconnected from what already has been said

~concerning related questions in epistemology. . ' ¥

As a preliminary to these inquiries I feel. it necessary to start,

~

so to speak,vfrom'the "ground floor" and work upwards. - It will be
N 13 4 .

/

<

itself,

since it is the case that one's concept tends .to have an influence-

ovefténythiqg else thac-¢an b% said{(bhiiosophically or othérwisé, about
eddcatiqn. Roughly speaking, I will a;tempt,to argue,tﬁat7there is,nqb
ggg_concept.of education by_viréue 6f necéésit&. Tﬁis will have :aﬁhér
important impiications er'tﬁe'formulgtibn of_préctiéal ang;realizable
educational aiméf | |

I shall Qork largeiy.with that concept of education which‘has'beeﬁ

4

develgped by R.S. Peters. It is fair to say that Peters' gontributioh

N\
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. to contemporary philosophy of education can hardly be overstated. .

fact and value in Peters' concept of education. Again, it is not ‘my

One cannot investigate the literaturé'without soon being cOnfrpnted
with the influence of his work. - My intention in this chapter is not
to try to refute Peters' concept of education or replace it with

another, for-in fact the position taken in this thesis is in general

- ~agreement with Peters' overall point of view. Rather, it is the

intention here to make one or two methodological qriticiéms.'JThe o~
approach taken will be to "map out" the logical structure of Peters'
‘ P B . o ‘

argument and make criticisms at certain key points. It seems to me

that certain aspects of Peters' pbéitionlci;ch have been often taken.

for granted are, in fact, suspect. For exahple, I will be'cdntérﬁedi

in the following discussion with the relations between-the various
conditions fOr use of the term educatlon ; between, that 1s, the

"de51rab111t condltlon" and the "co nitive conditlons" ex ressed in
y 8 P
terms of the concept of the ”educateq man." Therefore, one question

which will reoccur throUghbut is whether there iS'anything'which

resembles logically necessary conditions for use of the ternm 'education'.

- A case could -also be made that certain.subtle'confusgons‘exiSt between

-

"intention to provide any important insights into the 'is/ought' debate

" this p051tlon is qulte famlllar ‘to most phllosophers of educac1on

or even to directly address this problem in any detaii,'rather,'l will

"merely point to certain areas where.slight cbnfusions may have gone

unnoticed. Also, I do not feel it is necessary to spell out at length

all the details of Peters' concept of 'education>as initiatidn'-since

.
o

‘although I w1ll at certaln p01nts, prov1de summary descrlptlons where'

T

—
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it seems most valuable to do so.
" The Desirability Condition
Peters has stated that education.means being initiated into A

. ‘”.

_ /theo?éfiCal Pointuof view; provides'no clue for answering the next
ar B o : ' '

4

=

'"worthwhile‘or“deSirable'forms of life.? Subhva_definition of education,

ahile;perhaps being(true, is almost entirely vacuous. It provides

llUtle or no a1d An practlcal educatlonal matters, and, from a purely

v

@

.‘obviqus'qnestion;vthat is, "What are. the worthwhile or desirable forms

° ‘ . o . . L —

of life?"‘lPeters admits that’the value condition of desirabili!y S
: a

.commlts us in no way to any substantlve factors in relatlon to it

Lo

- which will imdlcate what spec1f1céﬂ\§ we- regard as worthwhlle in education.

,
t

L}

.Rather it i§ snggested;that'the'value)tondition is "built into" the very

»” s

: P L@ : . S ‘ . .
concept of s&ducation, and this, it seems to me, is a good enough reason

.why we wilf want 60 consider whethethr not'it is logiCally\necessary;

>

w

There are a number of counter examples whlch mlght be mentloned
1

wh1ch cast some doubt on de51rab111ty as a necessary condltlon. Besldes

-
. I3

: ) ) . . s ) R ST
serv1ng this functlon* these examples may‘prov1de-us w1th a "look- inside"

the types of exampleswbeing usea’by:Peterslandfhis>critiCSJand:we may gain
S : e ot ' . -

some insight into:the ‘way education‘is being’ thought about, ,and What"
| ,’ , S S Y ' _ |
for Peters/constitytes .a sufficient proof for a given condition being

Iy

e

~logically necessar§.a R T ‘ S

. E -
. LA . L, B ¢ . Ca
. 5 Lo - s .

‘It is suggested in fact that 1t would be contradlctory to say.

somethlng like "My son has been educated but has learqe? nothlnggworthwhlle._-

B LN

This does 1ndeed at first glance, appear to be cont adlctory, except

that 1s, for those who do not regard educatlon as-a valuable thlng to_

pursneﬂ »Petens»ditésEthis;éxampleAhimselansibeing one that isgdifficult

i B . .

- "I\'; .



to,deal with.z The idea is that some individuals or group of
individuals may agree with Peters in his description of education"f,C
but not see the types of thlngs associated with the concept such’
thlngs as book- learnlng, the pursuit %f" theoretical knowledge,- etc., Sy
as desirablevto pursue. They may in facﬂ'regard other thlngs as' l{A

worthwhlle such as famlly trad1tlons or folklore, and thys not see

1 )

.any relation of value between the use of. the term ’education' and whatf

they regard as desirable. Another-counter—example-worth mentioningav

is one that would be raised by advocates of some sort of vocat1onal
; 8
K .;I : /

"or technlcal tralnlng. In this case we may in fact have a group of . ;

1nd1v1duals who understand and -agree on what is de51rable to pursue 1n

- . . . 7 "o ""

educatlon, and yet, for various 1nstrumental reasons, dec1de that their

leducatlon will.be the pursuit of something else instead. There may be
5001o-p011t1ca1 reasons, or reasons relatéd to 1ndustr1al or technologlcal

- v

deVelopment, or other instrumental types of concerns. But wewwould-habe R

> ! .
pd

here a second case where what goes by the name 'education' is not

necessarily what is most desirable to pursue .in education. Ak

- The problem, of course,vwith the first cdunter—example'is'that'it
brings 1nto play, in quite a natural way, certaln cognltlve condltlons
a il —

assoc1ated with’ the conceht of an educated person such as the acqulsltlon

-
L

of knowledge and understandlng, and we are, for the moment at least,
7

only trying to dec1de 1f 1t is p0551ble for the Value condltlon to be
‘loglcally necessary. ,We .are. trylng, that is, to. deal w1th the formal

74
relatlons between de51rab111ty and educatlon wlthout the 1mportatlon of

Ea

substantive factors. Peters mlght 1mmed1ately reply to the second’ counter—,'

example that thls klnd of thing is reference ‘to what are 1nstrumental
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a}ﬁé‘and objectives, thihés that éré; strigg,‘ Tpeaking, extrirsic

o .

to education apd not part of what it means tpy

Pl

n educated man.
fibtle ambiguities of

L

Y two instances

initiation into what is desirable or erthwhile' is not always true,
and therefore we have two possible cases in which the notion of
desirability is not necessarily connected with the use of the term:

-

'education'. P
There 1is a more subtle and complicated'problém running implicitly
through Peters' line of théught and Qe must now take a moment to at
least try to éxplicafé'it. It might be chbught so far that Peters,
when speaking abéut what is desirable in educétion; has been entirely
concerned with what different'groups of peopie decidé upon as desirable.
'queyef, it sééms.to me that tﬁere is évideﬁcevto 'show that this may ,
B ~ . S i
nq;ibe what he means by "is desirablé." It will1bé my contention here ’
.’that1wé'cannot be certain at timesnwhether, by "is desirable," Peters
is concefned with what différenﬁ‘groups think ought’to be desirable,
or, with what:ig,'in fact, désifable. For'phrposes of_discﬁssion,vthen;
wé‘need to maké a distiﬁétién. What i mean by "what différent groups
think ought to;be desirabie" is. simply the'case‘where different groubs
of individuélsvcan be seen to decide vn different things és desirable’
to pursué in education. In contrast, by‘"what.ii desirabieﬂ41‘mean aw
claim beiﬁg Laid ;o‘a’fofm of necessary ethical truth. In tﬁis‘case iﬁ would

be possible to specify certain true statements regarding education of the kind

-

»
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"Education is . .. such-and-such" where "such-and-such" would amount

L
to a more substantive expression of what, necessarily, was desirable

to pursue as far as ‘education is concerned (leaving aside for the
moment questions about the specific content of such substantive

/
expressions).

) So what sort of evidence could be cited in‘favdﬁ-bf the pOSSibility
that there does exist such a subtle ambiguity of meaning in Peters' : /N
argument?. It has been pointed out that, in effect, people can be seen

to have all sorts of reasons, purposesgfnd motives for engaging in
education, and educational policy is determined on the basis of many factors.

Peters, however, is primarily concerned with those aims, purposes, motives,

and reasons the value& which he believes E educational, that is,

intrinsic to the very joncept of education and dependent upon the qualities

of the educated man. Yirther, he is interested in p?inting out that this

¥ ar as education is concerned. But Peters

4'4_?“ . -

is interested in somethin®more than this. It seems to me that what he
wants, in addition, is to be. able to make certain Judgments cross-

culturally. ‘That is, he Wants to be able to observe another community

or culture, pick out its educational system, and decide that we should

not commit ourselves to the values being taught there, or that what

was being tau ht was somehow "bad" or "poor" education, or that what
. ng ght- _ .

’ . o . : ’ . ' 3
was being taught did not .come up to some required standard.
There are two problems we need to consider in relation to such
cross-cultural judgments. First,;to be able to make such claims in

the first place implies that we w0uld‘have'something which resembled

not just. a theory of value with regard to education, but also a theory
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of knowledge; it implies that we could prévide‘a set of wha; wé
bélie?ed to'be ﬁrue stéteﬁents about education ubén‘ﬁhich to base

our judgments.. Nbﬁ, whgt type of true éﬁatementSvcould these be?
Itageems to me that we,wauld have twélchqices, empirigal fact or
logical gértainty. If Peters is, in fact, concerned to make such
cross—cult?ral judgments, I do not see how empi;ical staﬁemen;s would
éolve‘his problem. Empirical statements would simplyiboinx té the 2

%hempirical factbthaé different groups af people regard different kinds

of things as. desirable to pursue in education. In';hisiéaSe, any
empirical statement of &he type "Education is . . . sucﬁ—and—sucﬁ"
“that was‘régarded.as "true' would simply tell Qé that a given group

can] Be observed‘to)hold ”suchfand—such” as desirable in education.

It seems to me that Peters needs something mére than this to 'get around"
objections concerning~culturql relativism. I$ our other altéfnaﬁive
aQZ;E9ré he}pful, thaﬁ is, Logical certainty? Indeed it would be if

it cQUld‘be Shown/ZG%;e the‘case;' This would be to show that there

are true st;cemenfs cdncérning whag i; desifable to putrsue in educétion
and that these statements are true on logical grounds, and this would

bg éomething separate frém any varigety of contiﬁgent circumstances.

The question is, of course, whether or not Peters has ménéged.to provide
any such logical grounds.

Second, sﬁch cross-cultural judgménts pfesgnt another problem whiéh
may best be put in thé form of a question. One might. ask with regard-
to another group or culture, "On whatbbasis or upon wHat‘cfiteria would
we Be able to,initially 'pick Q?t' and evaluate ;hé educational system‘

-of that culture?'" (What I want to say here is perhaps less relevant-



for communities similar to our own and more relevant for quite

different cultures and éroups ) If this 1is the case, two related
points can be made' (l) we may reach a point where, upon recognlzlng

a certain enterprise as fulfilllng our criteria .of education and
therefore recognizing 1t as education, we would begin to contradict.
ourseives'in saying that what we were observing was somehow "poor"A
education or'did not, in some way, meet our standards of,what‘is
.worthwhile,'and.(Z) this tells us, I think, thatrproblems‘of differing
cultural perspectives are rather too complex to be used as strong

arguments to show that somethlng 1s,pr is not the. case concernlng our

own concept of ‘education. Rather, it;seems that the opposite‘is-the o
) ]

case. Our concept of education would need to be shown to be loglcally

con51stent from within 1tse1f since, 1f such a thlng could be shown,

it 1s, after all the only basls upon which cross- cultural comparisons
of the kind Peters wants to make, could be made.

Other ev1dence could be - c1ted to show an amb1gu1ty in meanlng by

re—examlnlng the two counter—examples descrlbed earller. Let us- for the 'm;;

'moment 1magine that Peters is- telllng us what 1s, in fact, desirable, and

r

that thls can be demonstrated on loglcal grounds. If this were, the case,
we could then put’ aslde our first counter-example. fTo'say_that'what is

desirable in education is loglcally certaln, amounts to saying that those
47 N

-,

who do not regard educatlon and the conditions associated w1th it as
‘de51rable, are 51mply.mlstahen.. However, the'second'countereexample,
concerning extrinsic values, is not so clearrcut. It seems to me that
‘laying clalm to some form of - necessary truth concernlng what is o

¢
de51rab1e in educatlon 1s the only way in wh1ch Peters could say what



he does say ‘about ekamples of this t/ype. Remember thatv this seco‘nd‘ |

counter}example consists of a debate between the‘edvocateiof Peters"
concept of education and the advoeate‘of vocational or technological’

training.‘ Now,_strictl§ speaking, there'does not seem to be much that

is unacceptable_about educators pursuing‘certatn_extrinsic eimS‘in

education'if these aims, although not regarded es'most desirable; are

agréed upon as being somehow necessary or beneficial sooially.or

economically for exampie. Some aims in'educetion can be and'have

‘been shownAto be instrumentally valuable, However, note the following

statements by Peters: " . . .‘, the adﬂbcate of education mlght reply

. - . ) ) \ \“. . . oy o ) \,; X
form of life; for how could there ever be any end of. value beyond this e

which it would %gPpOSSLble to bring about""5

What could be meant by "ultimately 1ncoherent”° It seems to me,
‘that uﬁe advocate‘of_vocational training‘(the<economist) would,“in fact,
be incoherent if.he was concerned not merely with what different éroups
:-think ought to be desirable, but rather with a form of ethical knowledge
providing an answer to the question "What is desirable in education7"

—

Regardless of-how_different,groups of individuals are seen to behave,

- this advocate's position could be’judged‘unacceptable,zat least from a
.philosophical point of’view, simply because of a basic inconsistency.
.. In other WOrds, we-ﬁould find it quite odd, and indeed rather contradictory,"

for someone to claim to know what is desirable to pursue in education,

and then not pursue it. Herein lies a distinction, albeit'a difficult.
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one to descrlbe, between Judgments concernlng what dlfferent groups

thlnk ought to be the case, and Judgments based on claims to knowledge

of what actually 1s the case“f My p01nt is that if Peters is laylng

claim to knowledge of the latter type, whlch 1ndeed it seems he has to

/[ ' .
do in order to Judge ‘different forms of educatlon aS»"poor" or certaln

e . - .

values as not worth pursuing, then this knowledge pust be 'shown to be true
' R ¥ ) - _ . P \

on logical grounds.' AT T ) -

My ‘overall contention has been, then, that as far asfthe'desirability
- . . . .
o : : : g

Lt

' d’nditioﬁ is'concerned, we cannot be certai®’at times* just what Peters
) L. : St 3

has in mindl' The criticisms made in this section can be summarized as
. . i \ . . : : . *
follows's T S

I ) “wi _
1. It seems‘very difficult, 1f not 1mp0351ble 0 examine the de51rab111tvv

condltlon in 1solatlon from the substantlve condltlons which give it
: 4,~ E .

meaning. We cannot put the: value condltlon to work" without hav1ng

"\, in mlnd some‘idea of ‘what Peters“thlnks de51rable gg%@"is, we cannot

L . ; el -

.avoid_ those qualltles and states of mind whlch character1ze the

4 .(«. N X .
‘edncated man. . L R o ' o

.

N4

t‘Fan be shown that in one or two cases the statement "Educatlon is
. e . .
Lnltlatlon 1nto ‘what is de51rable or worthwﬁlle" is not alway's true.

B . 4+

N

.

Our ;nltial discussions.of'the{counterQexamples weré”relevant to‘this. i
l N . -

© 3. There are certaln amb1gu1t1es 1n meanlng concernlng what is de51rable .
Co - R A . T
‘£o" pursu%a;n educatlon‘ .1 have: argued for a dlstln;tlon between what
n ¥ -,_ . .
is’ thought to be de51rable and what is de31rable. Peters wants to
"y N
make cross- cultural Judgments whlgh presuppose- what I haGb called
- 'knowledge - of what is de31rable '
. ".)“' oo ’. . ’ .
4. Debate over extr1n31c and 1ntr1n31c alms in educatlon gives rise to

. «
S 1



A . 76 ) .,.,,;5;
l‘J
questions related to- che logical justification that can be glven

for each of theee'ch01ces. (This issue will be further addressed

LY

in the next section.)

~ , v

5. Finally,. it might be argued that if oneflaysfclaim to knowledge of

what”ii‘desirable, and if one does this merely by reference‘to
- . empiricml. observations. then one ‘implicitly commits qneself to~what

is thought desirable, and fnot to what ig_desirable. Logically necessary -

\ .

cqndit10n3>cannot‘be-pquided by cqntingency'alone. Peters seems,}

atftimes}eto be laying claim to knowledge of what is desirable in

education, ‘but he “has not given us fmuch that resembles .legical

The 1dea here, and thls concern was expreSbod by Peters, is that it as .

'dependent upon themt
~are the kinds.pf'things'thac'are,

rwith'education.

nécessity. o . : R , ‘
7 MR ’ . : : : o 5
> Y S . .y - : .
Cognitive Conditioms’ = &7 %> + .- _ o
e . " AN . (‘. ; ] ) ' )
g My purpose in the'previohs”gégtion was to draw attention to the

.4

p0531b111ty that the notlon of the value condltlon belng a logically = .

nacessary condltlon for the use. of the term

:

'education' ‘1s a rather

untenable notion.‘ In this‘section I want to examine more closely the

A3

questicii which seems to naturally arise from the valde condition already
- LY e ' ’ ) . ©

» ©

"_discuésed,‘and-that'is; "What thingé are desfrablefor_wbtthwhilerin“

education?" - This leads us directly into-those-qdalt;ies and states de

. Y

e . . . ; ., SN e '
,mlnd whlch characterlze;the educated'man,-that 1s,»the cqgnltlve COndltlons.

»

~ a

Nwa e ; - .

-perhaps this set oﬁ crlteria whlch is loglcally necessaqy fof use of S,

R

the term. educatlou and that the de51rabllety cond;tmon LS"ln turn: ‘ "
‘ Ih this case,’the qualltles of the educated han'
as a matte; of lpéieal fact,-aeShciated,
.Ihis‘makes ai‘F Of_education which are baéed‘on the
s ] . .

! . -
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concept of an educated man 1ntr1n51c to the very concept of educatlon

e B o

‘itself, and it also happens that these are the kinds of thlngs whlch it~

.
g ‘\ls thought de51rable to pursue. Let me for a brlef moment.summarlze
l '.once againvghe pognitiverconditlonsri They are:‘(l)‘knowledge andl
. A .
understandxng of fundamental prlnnaples of forms of thought. 1t is
requlre; that an educated man have an understandlng of the "reasons
1 why'" of thlngs and a,conceptual scheme for the organization'of,this
_ ; . :
»knowledge and understanding; (2) a conmitment to standards‘intrinsic
. -

wto forms of thought. One demghstrates a commitment to, say, the standards

) [ ¥ : ) .
- . . . . . . . . - . - g
of scientific inquiry such as precision, logical clarity;’ respect.for .
' W . . - . B . '
evidence, objectivity, and also cares about these standards of inquiry; ¢
. . . . ) . .‘ . . @ . :

# . o : :
(3) breadth of_cognitive perSpective. An educat@d man must:not be just

-vnarrowly spec1allzed he must see what he is dolng in the larger scheme

- ‘

deo : N
of things. A stlentist, ideally,‘shOUld bensenSitive to social’

4 -
.

implicatﬂbns, he,should know somethihgvahout literaturE' and also know-
what it means. to be creatlve' (4) the Ojtlook of an educated man is
A . . . JEIN Lt

N ~

Voo transfofhed by what h( knows. It. is not enough that the ﬁducated man
Y 7 i ¢
r ’ be"knowlédgeable' in- the sense that hlS knowledge is used only 1n
- " £> : § . .
w,,restrlcted contexts such as classrooms or in examlnatlons. Acqulred e

»

-~ By - . B B Iy

": knowledge and understandlng must permeate hlS way of Jooklnglat thlngs.

Lo N W -2

B ii U of llfe.z A depth and breadth of understandmng should be manlfested in

1t should effect hlS whole ;ange of actlons and responses 1n the llVlng

the entire 11v1ng of one's lbfe. I want flrSt to»examine the last three

L

co ditions, and then turn attention rowards the 'knowledge and understandlng

v ©

condition. -°The reason for this will be my eventual contentlon that this

P
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Y

for the use.of the term education.'v@ -

. whether or ﬂbt this particular cognitive condition can be observed and -

o . 1
'-evaluated, qr;in other,words,_whether it Canfbe defined.' Very»rOughiy

i

First, then, commitment to the standards of disciplines o}

P

‘of thought .. There are a number \Qf brief’ pOints that can be m?de here.

If we look for a moment at common uses of the term 'education I think we can

easily find examples of incon51stenc1es between the way we tenhd to’ use

the term 'education' and what we think we understand as being 'commitment

‘to standards'. Very simply put, there are people who are generally

- 0 -

regarded as educated, but who are not committed. We see examples of
various profeSSionals who very quickly become committed to certain forms
of success, and certain kinds of lifestyles which are quite far removed
from providing the quality of serv1ce for which they were educatesL‘

h . L e /. e ’r‘ [ ‘ M

33 1nterests which aie both

I3

And it is not JUSt that we see a

. . 4

to the-latter at ‘the expense of the former. So much.for‘arguments from

common usage. . There is no need to labour these points. S

4

-

There. is, however, something more impertant to-be said about v -
—~— . . ' . o “ ror LR

v . P . (N
L) N

» commitment,. Wé could ask the.question "What'does-COmmitment to standards

o3 o~

really mean?" | Now; ﬁhen we Want to find out what cbmmitment means, we

might ‘be inclined to look around fbr examples of it that is, we would

~

’lbok for‘manifsSbations.Of dommitmentz We are then asking, in a way,

>
- . . . . .

., S .
i N . AR ,'\ -~ E . M - e

R . v j _—
speaking, we- might say ‘that commitment refers to a certain type of action
ra ) \ . s
wh;ch is based‘o&qa certain qualmty or state of mind Where\do we find

such examples” 'we may be inclined to look for such . examples in -.k

demonstrations of "reasoned understanding" of the principles 1nherent

' B
v
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. a0 | o
' in_a’disedpline oriform of thought. Understanding»and consistent use

T
of these principles,,we might think, is a good indication that ‘'someone °

1

is committed. The problem here is twofold First, we are'not able

N

to "get past"'the common usage argument mentioned ‘earlier. Someone
.can practice a profession, demonstrate knowledge of principles, and

yet not be committed. Second, we would have the case where commitment,

.

as arcognitive condition, was actually‘dependent'for itsireeognition
upon the first cognitive eondition, i.e:; knowledge and understanding:
This would in fact ‘be the case Lf looklng to demonstratlons of understandlng’
of prlnc1ples was the only way avallable to conflrm commitment. There -
‘would, in essence, “be no oognitive condltion,of commitment as distinct
-.from'theIreasoned.understanding of proceddres>inherent in a disc{pllne.

But if we found these types of observatlon to be- unsatlsfactory, we mlght

‘

31mply ask aWout commitment.. That 1s, we mlght simply ask someone
o e
whether .or not he on she was comm!%ted ‘and we would: then have to accept

L &
.

the answer that we recelved as belng true.. The problem here 1s that to

. N

{ Qe i .
'accept the answer as true 1s to presuppose that the 1nd1v1dua1 in questlon

. »

: ls already commltted to what surely must be one of the most fundamental

l

, K v _ '
,standards intr1n51c to any form of thought that Ps, the commitment to

We would in essence, already be assuminﬁ'commltment;!o the

: fundamen‘al standard whlch is,din’ questlon, de thls does not in 1tself .
‘seém to help us ‘in Lnderstandfhg commltment és a dlstlnct quallty.' S
av \ R de - . £ 2 .

Generally, what is 1mp11ed here céan be put in the' follow1ng way. .
' - 4 « ( N 1
The standard of -truth in, - saya sc1ence, 1s part of the prlnciples and :

Lo,
9 procedu?es inherent in the dlsc1p11ne71tself and'th;s is the'casevnot T

.

: . . , L -
: only in science but in other d1sc1pllnes as well So, when one observes
o . T . oo 8 T : o o

e o

’ . . .o Lo . . . R

o T T
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the reasoned understandlng of the principles inherent in sciencey&

‘one is, in a sense, observing a commitment to truth. The problem is,

how are'we able to identify commitment as a condition distinct from the
reasonedfunderstanding-of procedures? Now of course if a .scientist
was found'“cooking the evidence" we would then be inclined to conclude

4 : : .
* ’ . C - B ’ : . . . -

. M y ; ey o . .
it 'seems to me that, first, there is no.
. - ‘ v

. i e A ’ . o R e . o . . . \

real. need for debate wvyer'™ ‘.sorts of cases. Second, thls'amounts

CoEe SR o : -

to only a partial answér%ud questlon concernlng ‘how we are able to
g R . g

1dent1fy commitment as a dlstsnét condltlon. wiFFan only recogn“ﬁ

s
R - - v

commltment by p01nt1ng to the lack of 1ts presence. - As” such, 1t,
, _ .

" be informative:in those cases where a scientist practices his profession,

W .
demapstrates. knowledge of principles, and yet may or may not be committed.

+

A | ~ S S
In other words, we are not dble to u§e,'truth!_as a cr%%&rién of

»

'commltment when commitment to tfuth lS part and parcel of the procedyres

. . ) \".
- T, ‘ . L]

which deflne a glven dlsc1p11ne.. If this is-correct;‘then-in effect R

-, . ) ‘ .
-all: sc1entlsts who demonst\ate re: soned understandlng of prlnclples-'
v P B “'&1" ’

-

©

“ﬁand ‘whd' are ot sejh'"cooking ég&dence"'ane committed. But thas merely

. s . .
,amounts ‘to all pract1c1ng sc1entlsts who are not caught "cooklng evidence."

.

Thlsfdoes:not;ﬂstrlctly speaking, prov1de sufficiqnt criteria of identity

‘ “ 0‘ - .‘ . 3 I3 ' . 3 . ll:‘ » '
'for commltment as a.dlstlnct.condltlon of an educated.mpn,w;etﬁalone.a‘.‘w

necessary condltlon qu uS@ of the- term*'education A T -

. a

The condltlon of “breadth of cognltlve perspectlve or breadth of“'

* - .
S ? . . - -

'nnﬂerSténding‘is,indeed a qnality that.quite natu;ally-becomes associated |

1

with the notion,of being educgted, at léastMthis seems ‘to be the case.

We would surely want an educated man not simply-to be able to "do" things;

80
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: cake a momént to eXamlne tth concept—more closely.‘f

”but also to: undenstand the larger implications (social political “moral-

etc.) of What he was d01ng There are again two po;nts to be made with

) L

regard to this condition. The first I think, is'rather obvious. It

is, briefly, that the condition gives us really no. indication of. the

- limits to{(breadth;ofDperspective 'that need to be achieved-before this

‘condition is fulfilled. Does an eng;neer; say, need to study literature

- and mathematics, or besides this, philosophy; history, aifd art as well?’

. Indeed,'it could be argued that there are no limits to 'breadth of

perspective', ‘and that this is one reason why the condition a5 it stands,
v 'ﬁ . ‘ .
although perhaps 1mportant to thlnk about is of very little.help in

'formulatlng more precise educational aims which can, in turn, be used

“to guldé the course of educatlon.

" The Second p01nt 1s really an exten51on of the one Just made.
v !

Peters: haS closely assoc1ated 'breadth of undérstandlng with the notlon

ks
i

: that education is, or should be, 'educatlon of the whole man " He has .~

. . L, . .
in fact staced, "When educatlonallsts proclalm that 'education is of the

v

whole man they are enunciating a conceptual truth . e ”5- This‘may,f

. - [ ‘_**‘. .

1ndeed be a conceptual truth but, I suspect not for reasons 1ntended R

-

t : -
by Petersi To regard such a statement as a. concegtual truth is to take

“

3} for granted that there exists some clearly deflned and agreed upon set

a »
N B

‘of any sort of tr1v1al or amblguous treatment it mlght be Valuable to,

’.

»
; S
N

'Eduéatlon of the whg}e man'7 In recent tlmes 1n wrltlngs 1n thei
Bkl

[ -t v

A

phllosophy of educatlop, and in other educational areds, we have seen. the

K

«

" of criteria for what a whole-person is. So as not to’ glve the 1mpress;on

‘ emefgence of the concept of "whollstlc development," perhaps qnot’ exactly a R

R ‘ S Lo - . N . o _ ,

. I~ - - - . , . .. : N -
T Do - : . o T : R
- 2 o . . ‘ L : : :
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‘new.-idea but one that has indeed received considerable attention due . -
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‘to ‘what might bercalled a newly, percéeived i"need" in edudation. A- '
.to W ghi o gwWiy.pexrc neeg-, ecqucat N

4 : R T o
discussion of education -as ‘"education of - the- whele ‘man' .could véry
s . ’ FEE - v e N . - - X
- P . ' N e ) '

easily take oﬁ,éA};g;tlmaﬁf'dimeﬁgibhsﬂéﬁdﬁsﬁfély'ééui&'be an iséué to‘
which an:entire”imvestigéﬂidﬁ cduld{ge'dédigatedh So as not to "stray"
too far from tég‘ippic‘a;;hén&;"i w;liikégfﬁne the diséussion to Qhai :
seem to'be”the’mé%éiim@ediéheiy rél§vanﬁ’amﬁiguities.V J

Certainlyixhis_idea‘és}anh'aimf.iswqﬁé%chat most educators would
.be inclined to'take. seriopsly. It seems; in itself, an aim that would

“

be important andinaturally_wdrfhﬁhilefQQ'fuifill. However, [ suspect

there is a subtle problem in the ‘approach that is taken by many writers
on this .issue and I want to try, as best as I can, to clarify what I mean ¥_b
by this without Yetracting from the validity of the idea itself, whith,’

I think, is one that is important and should be something Par Bwicators
‘ : U Y )

‘are thinkihg'ébout,- B 4 )
We might try to Clarify'this preblem by examining what seem to be .

’,

thevfundamental aésumétioné.whfch underlie ;he noLionmof.wholiétié
develqpment and't;i-aléo_tg,deécribe ﬁiiﬁré expliéit te:@s.chis perceiyéd
négd in éduhatién: Tﬁis qéed,éould be describea.as a,nééd to oof?éct ) .
cr make iﬁpfovements on é‘certaiq inédeqﬁécyain-educ;tibnal OutédﬁeSf‘
Educacéré_ma;;havé“become awaré.of“theQEacg ;haﬁ edﬁcétiaé'is'ppdducing
Lo T - o ' . S S
one—éided-individuals. TooudughbstrgssAis being placed on thé_interiectugl;.
side of &gbglopmént, thaL is, ;tﬁéﬁtion has‘Beeﬁ paid aimés; exél;sively;~_

—_— . s ~ Y - . -

S . S T S : . ' S

to’ academic disgiplines-ahd traditionalbteaching (mathematics, chemistry,
physics, history, and so on) and not -enough attention has been paid to
other aspects'of'grdwth‘SUCb as the. emotional side;of'che person, the .

e ’ . o B WEE
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. be suggested that

e : . K K e “ . . / .
) ) . ‘r Co {

creative side through invglvement in the "expressive" disciplines, and

to the ethical side through moral educationl ' The line of thought is f

{ A

that these are important aspects of the idea of the - "whole person"
Lo ) R
and deserve attention {ogthe same degree. There lS even sometimes
P
» P vy

expressed thetidea that the education of these different aspects of the

individual amount really,'to different forms of know1ng, that to know

!

»aesthetically or morally is something different from know1ng scien f(ically

7

from what might loosely be ca}led'traditional eduCational approaches
a fore "child;centred" approach. :It has brought\along'mith it‘changes
inicontentgand method'that.are adapted-more to the immediate andzpersonally
felt needs and interests of‘the student. ) . )

Now it seems to .me that one of the notions at the basis of all
this is that somewhere along the way, the learner has become "fragmented,"
that due to numerous influences, perhaps not all educational, the learner

has somehow split into unrelated parts,'is, in some way, diSintegrated
\ -;x:gp,, :
Further, it'is assumed tha t thg/primary task of education has now become

¢ L

the task of "collecting together" these different aspects of the,

[ B

-individual to try to re-integratezgszizing'about_a synthes1s. 1t is

fthought that this "fragmentation" can%e attended to through the teaching -

a -

of different subJects which nurture the development of the ind1v1dual S

various aspects and forms of know1ng. oo ‘”p,VWL

What critiCisms can be raised to this line of thought7 'First it

ce, W v
*

might be argued that this fragmented definltion~of»man, in: fact goes'*_

&
against the grain of a more: "naturalistic" interpretation. It might

|

the child comes to the educational system already
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little céﬁoerning the reality of the actual state of man. It might

- desired outcome. This will require-analysis of at least two dimensions:

upon description of*a whole human belng,‘ The problem is, of course, that

whole, or at least potentially S0. When_we nurture the understanding
of ‘the 1earner‘we-do<not do so with three or four different oeople, but,

in fact, with one person. It might be argued that we have a naturaﬂ .
~ @ vg""

tendency to think of the 1ndiv1dual being ‘as a whole, and that LE

Lo

S RS
. B oo SR
is unnatural for ‘us to assume, in the flrst place, that the learner '
is subdivided into/"aspects." It might be the case that“&he whole
notion of fragmentption is a mere " construct," and teally expresses —~
5 ’ ~ X .

be the case that learners in fact become fragmented after exposure to

v

an educational system based on the assumption that different aspects

of the individual can be '"treated" by the teaching of different subject;f

‘Further,:along similar lines, it might.’be arguedfthat we have mistakeniy

.aSSumed!that intellectuai development does not make its contribution

to moral development, or that creative development does not effecgéthe
“, . N . . ) ' ! . . : . ’ - . ‘. :
intellectual side. = This would be in line .with the "fragmentedﬁ‘approach.

If it is,;in-fact;nthe»task of,education;to "educate the“whole.man“ E
. - FICTE i ,u i . : i

then specific aims will have to be implemented in order to bring about the

) frfgt,vwe will have to know much more about how exactly the individual

]

' is'fragménted. In other:words,‘are everyone's’needs theSsame? (2) second,

"W

we w1ll need to have a reasonably agreed upon 1dea of what in.faet a -

4

.

jwhole person 1Swm. In order for whol!stlc educatlon to ‘be- transposed into -

“

n_alms that can gulde content and«procedures we w1ll need a generally'agreed

~vp
..q

'”'there does not seem to be a commonly agreed upon descrlptlon. . Peters equates

'.ﬂthe whole man w1th "breadth of Cognltlve understanding,' that.is; exposure

(,
LI

2 ) e e Co i ) S IR . . .

»
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‘to a,range_and'variety of disciplines. - Others might require much more;' »,

L . , .
besides this,, They might require in addition, a high level of physical

development, or all this accompanied by extensive spiritual development.'ﬂy

‘ Finally, 1t could be argued that the idea of wholistic development

carries with it the notion of extensive'durationfof time. The. concept

of a 'whole person' tends to be a concept of very large, highly generalized<

scope. Activities directed towards this type of goal are of the kind which

’ ’ L .
would tend to6 go on during one's entire lifetime, and which may not

always be related to things we eommonfy,understand to be education.

‘It . is criticisms such as these that a#low us to ask whether or not this

is the type of aim upon which more specific objectives can be realistically

: / ) . o :
based. This question may be particularly relevant for, say, primafy and

"secondary education. T<T\

It seems to me that essentially the same criticisms could be made

concerning 'a transformed outlook' as were made against other qualities
of an educated man. The notion of ‘a transformed outlook suggests .that

Al N

W;Qhe s learning and understandisg is carried over into many if not all other

S

85 "

.aﬁpects’of daily . llVlng. .What is 1earned is not just,learned for the ourposes

*QﬁwpaSSgng exams and is not "hived off" so to speak after one'has
ful 1&d‘a given sec’of requirements or has met certaln standards.-
;4 ' ’

'V ‘I§ fe mqsc be shown to be relevant and unportant 1nfluences between

I-‘

]

‘¥ A dﬁat one understands theoretically and how one'"sees" ln practical terms.

-irhis condition ls, in-a- way, similar to commitment to 1ntr1n51c
A ORI .
wds ;. secdndhgy, or "para51t1c" upon the conditlon of depth and
_-_'Ml )

breadth 6¥ understdnding In'order for-one s outlook to be,transformed

_). . P
. S, .o,
- 2%

R

B



4

by whagibneuknows,and<ﬁﬁ§etstands,‘one musﬁ first, of coUrée,:knoﬁ

égﬁ}mﬁaqg§%and sqmethingf- Furtﬁer,'it seems likely to be the case

that one quld ﬁeed_fo know and understaﬁd quite a lot of things in

" depth before we’qould say wft%lany seriousness, “That person's og;look
has been transformed by whaf he Rnows."' So it might‘be the case that
- this particular cqnditign is dependent not just'on acquisition of

, : i :

knowledge but also on the possession of some significant '"breadth and

depth'" of gnderstanding. Indeed, thé%;again raises the question of
o o ‘j::) - ' ’ ' .

how we would ‘go about obsepving a tranéggrmed outlook. If we were to

A - .
observe someone, say, who related theogdtical history to his surrounding
-?G‘ -‘4 . Lo

architecture or his”present socio-economic,situation, or related the

Lo . 4 . » . : e
historical tmplications of science to the Technological Revolution, e

o

or who related problems of social anthropglog§ to e;hnié}and,ﬁgl}@ipal,

problems iﬁ his own community, would-weé be able to teli wheﬁher what -
. © . ' : v
we were seeing should préperly'be called a 'transformed outlook{,jor

a 'broad-COgnitive perspective'? To put this more succinctly, would

there be a case in which we would be inclined to say that one's: dutlook

had been transformed but that this same person did nétvpéssess much in-
. ‘ : P
.tﬁe.way of depth and breadth of uhdergténaing?- Some critics might’argue
that this type of distchtion’is‘éﬁo rigid.and.unnécessary.' The p¢int
"has beep'ﬁerély to show ché‘way in whiéﬁ,lat glme;vat least, the
,cbgdition of.é trénsformed outlook,‘invaddition to the notion of
;6ommi;ﬁenc',_is Heing de§cfibed nof'So much as a primary'éoﬁditidn,
‘bht_r;ther.as a manifested ohtcome of the_attainmenc of knpwledge‘in
ddpch and breadth. |
. ' : ¥ ) : : .
Fiﬁally;'wé could argue that, similargto the "idea of.the 'education

86
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of the whole peteon'V\a transformed outlook }é something often thought
of as being assoc1ated w"h other factors be51des the acquisitlon of
knowleédge and understanding and 1s,'1ndeed, somethinggto,be attained

only over'extended periods of'time.ot in'special circumstances../(I have
in mind factore,not necessariiy'aSSOCiated with book—learning suchAas

a certaln level: of naturlty'and wisdom, or a certain type of "worldllness
acquired from life= -transforming experlences,>fog example, the death of.

a close frlend or relative, deep rellglcns ;Zysplrltual commltments

or intense life- threatenlng situations.) In other words, the manifestation

of such a characterlstlc may be dependea; upon factors which are well

EN

‘beyond - those usually associated wffh educatlon and dependent upon

factors over whlch education may have little or no 1nfluence As such,

s cglt.is likﬂiy&ﬁHEE&uiffereﬁf”fdfﬁé of Such”afcharacteristic would be

. X 4 .
manifested in various ways depending on differences in circumstances *
H . / . . -

" and individuals concerned. So again, we could ask the question of whether

or no®this condition makes availabie for us mor® specific aims on the

3

basis of whic¢h we can plot the course of educational practice..,

Intrinsic Value

Vafibus.types of criticisms‘and counter-examples: of the'kind just

hdlscussed could be raised whlch would serve .to cast varylng degrees of -
vidoubt upon one or another of the cognltlve condltlons descrlbed by Peters.

"It has not been mylprlmary 1ncentlonjtovtry ‘to refutevthe practical

.,.

~validity of these conditions as generally accepted'characteristice'of
an educated man, but, simply, to lookicritically at their basis.

‘Rather, I think what is more important now?%S'that we redirect our attenrion.

[ -

toward what seems to me to be' the strongest condition or‘chafacteristic-



W

. to intrinsic standards of a discipline er form of thought. Peters does,

"' Other thingé are required such as khdwledge and understanding; in depth

‘. "J )

of an'educatedﬂman, agﬁ that is, the condition of knowledgé and

understanding.

-

,%'

One. could argue that, indeéd, if there is any condition which

‘could be logically negessér& for the use of the term- 'education™ it

must surely be this’'condition. One-might be inclined to say the

{

same thing

desirability'conditionn S%e might say, that is, that it would be 

about knowledg

o

e and understanding as was said about  the

- N -

contradictory to suggest that a person could be educated,dgr'could 9

receive an educaticn, and yet not be said to possess knowledge and

understanding. Peters has, on various od%asions, made this'quité

o

cleag?. It seems that part of what we would be saying is that the

A
TR .
term”™" educatd

beg

A

LR »

in-to ad

s predominantly used, points to the kinds

Zédﬁoois and universities, and surely this

% )
.

rextent, the acquisition of knowledge amd

 anything more to be said about the

[ SO : v
to the term 'education' and the concept

e

ed . 4 e

dress this question by examining what is

meant by 'intrinsic value'. This is a4 fairly central idea in Peters'

[

’ - B . : . . . ' )
theory and is, in fact, a noﬁ}on involved in one of the conditions

of the educat

13

ed man discussedpin the previous section, i.e., Commitment

v

F

of course, qualify by insisting that this condition may be a nécessary

e ?

88
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cpndition, but is certainly not, by itself,ssufficient for being educated. .

and breadth;_and,a-transformed.outlook.. 1 want to‘argpe, however,  that

N
i

&
'
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'thene is anvimportant distinc&ion to be.drFWn here. This distinction
. can be.explained by suggestlng that ‘the condition of 'commitment' described
by Peters is primarily a descrlptlon of . avcapacity,\quality. or state of

" i .. ] .

mind; 2 capac1ty by virtue of which one is inclined to engag@‘in-or
~ . A v

_ pursue activities for what one.finds in them rather han for extr1n51c

e
'

" reasons or motives. But thls depes not, by itself, concluSLVely show

P
that what is belng pursued or engaged in. is valuable or worthwhlle

in itself.. An_example may help‘for purposes of clarification. One
. B : N v ; -

can engage in,‘say,”golf}{for‘instrumental reasons. These might inglude}
fresh gir, exerciée,4or a desire to meet influential peodple or belong

to an exclusive club. -~ One can also pursué golflbecause of'what one
. - . -\ :
"fRinds in the game itself When asked the questlon\"Why play lf7"'the

Y

ané&er glven by the 1nd1v1dual who plays the _game . for the game 1tself

is, "Because I love dt!”'.Thls,is the golfer'who,in.fact ekpresses a

“

’ e "- o - | . , - ,' - . . . )
commitment to -the standards which make the game what it is. However,
. _ ‘ . : BN
this does not make golf (1) valuable in itself, or (2) necessarily an-
: o b . —— L & .

eduoational“experience.' It expresses merely .a capacity of the individual

- to find intrinsic value in his engagement with ;activitjes, and, it seems .
L N PRI T . L ‘
.to -me, one could w1dely dlrect this capac1ty. :

Now Chere ig a logical dlfference between the pursult of golf

-~
¥

and the pursult of. knowledge and understandlng : I think we can make

4

thls SOmewhat clearer by referrlng to the dlscu551on by Peters of the

value,o justification. Since this argument is_quite’familiar-tO'
) : . [
' v philosophers of education I will not extensively elaborate on the content

of the argument here. I will, rather, present only av"sketehf of the

logical conclusions. “'Peters discuéses‘the value of justification in g



"relafion to the value of truth and ‘the value of reason 1tse1f' He
vAnyychoice.between X and_y,means'one isvﬁnvolved injforms of,.

- . PR . .5," .
© .. concern for-truth; Tho@e procedutes

P actfvlty in question. The theory contains 1n 1t an 1mportant

C oL

A - ] - : . 0 ‘- v

[ . - . .
} i

jsuggests that the "demands of - reason" are inescapable in human llfe.;' s {

...u,

discrimination and understanding which, in_ESsence; constitutes?a"'
- o S g . :
S : S

‘ereby»one engages in the BNy

search for’ truth are in fact th?se procedures in which. knowledge and dgﬂ’

Ea ,

unﬁerstandlng are manlfested in the giv1ng of reasons.: To ask for
reasons s .to ask for what can only be found‘through knowledge and -
understandlng. .Therefore,cwhen one asks "What is the‘value ofi”_ o
. . . . '~‘. . ) '.. ) ) " - . L " /’ . ) . . . -
. Ses i on . LA : _
Justlflcatlon? one ls, in-essence; asking for reasons for-or,agalnst i

-~

.1t whlch in turn, presupposes a commltment to the value of the very

’

Justiflcatlon for the pursult of truth and for the’ pursult of knowledge
-a nd understandlng J z"'.*"‘.".".z . S T
0, . - : : : S

rY

QT The p01nﬂ to be made herebib that asking for Justiflcatlon for
the pursu1t of knowledge and understandlng, or asklng questions abgzt . ;
_the value of Justiflcation is qulte dlfferent from asklng about | |
‘Just1f1ca010n for, say,‘the pursult of golf or.sw1mm1ng 7 The dlfference,
11t seems to me, lles in the fact that*the pursuit of knowledge and
understandlng is self-Justlfylng, the value of such a pursult 1s 1ntr1ns¥c

to the very process ltselﬁ Thls can be shown to be loglcally necessary,_

'and'thereforefwhat .- known can be: sa1d to Qg obJectlvely true. It'Can(

" be expressed by suggesting tnat it 1s, in: fact a contradiction to ask .

\
"What is the value ~¢ ﬁustification?"'and then to deny a commitment to

that very thing. When one commits oneself to what is intrinsic to

s

- golf, one expresses a form of subjective knowing in the sense that its -



B

e

‘e v,

pursuit is- valuable only to one: who has that interest *\It is ne

cont,adictiononot to commit oneself to what is intrinsic to goif To - ¢

commit oneself to the pursuit of knowledge and upderstanding is to commit
, T

.aoneself to the value of something which--by virtue of logical necessity,"

E

L

goes beyond subJect1v1ty. Hegein lies the distinction I was anxious to

4“.v

make and it seems to me to be whatbPeters -means by theq”other sense"
of worthwhile which refers.to the intrinsic value; of;thingsc-’]-
N o . ’ . e . - RN . " =

The'askiﬁg'df:theseutyoes ofsquestions'hrings:ds directly in line

- with an important related question... Is it the casé‘that if .we could

Kl

A

W

-

point out'those~things-whieh were~in;ﬁact desirabie in themselyes,. _

would we then have sométhing that was necessarily connectedfwith»education

-and’ the educated man? 'It‘seems fhat;some'things can"Be shown to be
desirable in themselves; for example, Justification and. _the pursuit of

knowledge and understanding Does this represent something which 1s
: . .
~"built into" the‘concept_of education? Indeed one could argue that

.Lq

‘a case, could be made qu1te easily along these lines,‘and 1t seems, at

. v
times,;aS‘if-Beters*and his followers have'done just this.’ ‘As was

mentioned earlier,ll think it eould be said‘that the.acquisition of -

knowledge and understanding is almost synonymous with the term education'

futas;it is now used and I think someone who made %his claim would be,

generally, duite'right. o ' . I V'JY
There are, however, one or two final points thap might be made.
First;‘what we would not want to do is tovassume that the pdrsuitiof}

knowledge. and understanding is part of education in the sense that it is

. a necessary condition for use of the term becalise the pursuit is found

tb'begdesirable.g If something such ashthis was assumed, it would of

T A N ~
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‘.course deﬁbnd updnsthe value condition (desirability) being a logically

- N

necessary condition for use of the term ‘education ‘ In other words,“

:it would depend]upon the staqement 'Education is’ initiation into what
is desirable' always being true, but various‘%ypes of counter-examples
\ v

can and have been raised to show that this does not seem to be the h

cas e. It is therefore unlikely that thls line of proof is. open to us.u

.

When we show, even on logical grounds, that the pursult of knowledge

and understanding has 1ntr1nsic worth we demonstrate only the fact . ’

- ..,..

'of that pursu1t itself as being desirable.v .1t remains fo be shown

'gthat the connection between the pursuit of knowledge and understandlng
. % . <

“and ﬂhe term education, is a necessary connection, and this must be
. o , , iy

~‘.shown on’ loglcal grounds and not merely by contingent c1rcumstances

if what we arg seeking are loglcally necessary conditions.

~ .
l N N A

Now it mlght further be argued that the necessary connection we

' need 1s the one which exists between education and the,conceptfof

.- 0 B T i

: lﬂ
an educated man. Knowledge and understanding are characteristlcs or .

condltions of an educated man-—they ‘are part of . what 1t means. to be
: g ,'\

educated. In tu#n the term, education refers to that whlch brings
_about the state or condition of being educated In fact)/it might

B <

be argued that a statement such as 'Education 1s what brings about //

the state of being educated' is, suff1c1ently tautological to provide

a necessary connection between knowledge and understanding and education .
once theaCOnditions of .an educated man are more clearly spelled out..y
One'might reply; h0weyer, that the relation between educationvand the

.concept of an educated man 1is not nearly so secure. It .seems that when '

.people engage ih” what is most commonly understood to be education, they
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’

:‘often fail,'according'tobPeters,-to achieve orffulfill the;conditions-

. required for being‘educated.u In other words, the kinds of things which -

5]

go ‘on in schools, attainment of a certain amount “of knowledgé and

~ . .~

Tt
] . \ﬁ

b

nderstanding,‘graduation With various types “of degrees, and so on, are
. ' i
not sufficient for fulfilling the conditions for being an educated man.

.

In addition, when we decide to look about for actual examples of educated

i 8
.l‘

men; they are, 1ndeed, hard to find. The p01nt is that Peters himself

k]

'rhasfclaimed on more than' one occasion'that the term education' and the

. . .
. P'

concept of an educated man are, in fact evolv1ng and~changing,'and they

*
.

havérnot done so on'exactly the same linesi' Atjone time, for example
thevterm 'education' was not‘associated.wigh the;sYStematic acquisition"
of knowledgewand understahding, but was rather used;~and.may st@li‘be,
‘usedgiin-a much‘more.generalvsense as.whenVWe might referﬁto'just anygsort
-of rleing or trainingt These arguments and descriptions are- in fact»‘

etymological arguments and descriptions, and in short they may be the

best argumenta,and descriptions we have for elucidating ‘the relations.‘

between the ﬁgim" education and what 1t means to be an educated“man. ?&J,

i

‘they are not,‘however, arguments in ‘terms of logical certainty

In light of the previous discuSSion, one tends to take a skeptical
rs .

position which can be expressed in the follow1ng way: strictly speaking,

N
£, .

there appear to be no logically necessary conditions for the use of the

. ‘ )‘-" -
. term ﬂéducation'.' This statement must . be qualified by the phrase .

'“_"strictly speaking," and what I'mean by~this is simply-that a'theOretical

analy31s is here being proposed in which the required conditions of proof
are as "strict" as pOSSlble, more ‘strict, perhaps, than many readers

-of Peters would be prepared to. accept. The overall implications of thisA



~;,discussion are, then, fourfold

3.1 have tried to argue that'there~is'no one'concept‘of%education by

v
-

\.., N . : . .

1. It has not been/my iﬁtention to try to refute the practical validity

,of the general position as presented by Peters. lndeed it seems

that he himself accepts similar conclusions. Note the follbwing _ Aﬁf

\
g

statements, "It lboks, therefore,'as if the" concept of education

-

P \ .
is_a very.flu1d one, At one end of a continuum lS the older and

»undifferentlated concept which refers to Just any process of bringin%
up or.rearlng-. C. There .may’ be uses’ which link it just w1th the
development of desirable states <+ . ; there may be‘uses wbich?pick.

"out the development of knowledge .. ."8

"2;dRather, the intention has 51mply been to "map out" the loglcal o

: cons@%uction of . Peters argument for the purpose of bringlng to. the

;forefront the 51ngle cognitive condition of 'knowledge and understanding

that I wish to further dlSCUSS. f7$” B ',f' . f,ﬁ

)

l

virtue - of logical nece381ty. This w1ll be important for us' to keep it

[

-mind when the condition of knowledge and understanding is re- stated

) . . . . . . -

~as a fundamental aim in education. The formulatlon of such aims: and
the ObJectheS which stem from them must be seen 1n the proper llght
of ‘the type of relations which adhere w1thin the concept of education

| ‘,-it.self .

4. It was also my implicit intention to try to show that we ‘may’ need other .

" - ways of talking about education. There seem to be limits on what

an analytic methodology has’ to offer for the solving of practical o
and conceptual educational - problems. ‘Peters' .congept‘of,feducation

as initiation"ﬂis generalfand ‘abstract. "As such, we cannot get a
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’
.
A

_‘ :clear 5"picture" of what . educat.ion might be' at a more practical level,

'-'.and of what: role notions of understanding would play here. We‘ | '.."

.

not get any clear sense of what might in detail be involved in: the‘--

.

,-exyerience of education. It is to these types of problems that ,,;

: the next chapter is devoted o e R S O
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CHAPTERGIV =

UNDERSTANDING AS AN AIM IN EDUCATION

. : o Ty . .
Aims in Education_ ’

We need to remember that processes of education are very practical

Y g

act1v1ties. Philosophical inqu1ry as applied to educational practice

can, therefore, sometimes be troublesome in that one attempts to say

'something loglcal about somethlng that is, in essence, practlcal and
/.

quite diverse in the various con51derations that go into dec131ons about

it. Nevertheless, there is one - area in which phLlosophers/éan claim some

expertise and make certain contrlbutions which w1ll have practical -

1mp11cations. This 1s, of course, the area of educational aims. “These °

- types.. of con51derat10ns are philosophical con51derations about what one

S

is trying to aCcomplish in education. As such;-discussions about aims

are, or ought to be, subjectvto something we might call‘the"logic' of

: educationalfaimsu This logic is’ universally appllcable for education and_

can be expressed in the follow1ng way. . Any’ dec151ons regardlng what is to be__

taught and how it is.to be taught w1ll to some signlficant degree be - based

on what 1s_to be learned. In turn, dec151ons about what needs to be.

'learned stem dlrectly from more generally spec1f1ed objectives expressed
“in part in terms of curriculum content in the form of subJects. These
.obJectlves are, or should be, more spec1f1c statements of general aims.

" One. would not - sen51bly go about- formulating obJectives and designing curriculun

for the purpose of teaching and learning without first being reasonably
A

LS.

clear on what were the overall alms of the enterprise. In this way,

96



‘educational aims play a fundamental role in educational decision-making
{

ﬁ their very nature, ‘goal- directed activities.

. 'In this way also, the actiVities of teaching and’ l@arning are, by -

Howevyer, it is_not the caSe'that any aims or obje tives willudo.

. When we make these types of decisions we, in fact make‘a ChOlcef We

Al

'the fact that.aims reflect our'concept,of education. A problem\occurs,'

‘ do not choose Just on the baSis of what is presently available and.

.

practical but rather on the b351s of what we think is 'best'

Educational aims- then, not only represent guidance for spec*fic'
educational actiVities, they, in a sense,'ﬁreflect" the values- and .

_desires of'those who formulate them. -This.bringshus directly to

‘gthe~COncept of eduCation:',Educationaleaims tend to be a more specific

expreSSLOn of- the general notions that one holds concerning such things
. - Joe

as the relation of education to the quality of life, ‘the function of
_education 'in soc1ety, and so ‘on. They reflect our "largest" and.

most general ideas concerning what education ought to be.'

: It:will not be the intentionﬁof this discussion to enter into'

1

2

were’ raised in the previous chapterin relation to Peters concept of

v s

”education. The p01nt of the criticisms made there could be summarized

in a slightly different way. The 'logic of‘educational aims points to ..
4

1t seems ‘to me, when educational aims are too closely formulated

'y

‘detailed questions of valQe, although to a certain extent when discuSSing

',re

;"educarional problem% it lS unaVOidable.j Some of these types of problems~“

,ba51s of ideal stic aspects in concepts of education..-This criticism' -

'”

‘was implied in regard_to.Peters' concept of the‘educated“man;‘ The

'idealistic element can also be seen in what I will call aims with a



\

-procedures on’ the bdsis_
;reach dec151ons on pra‘

,._aims because the alms, de 1ved in part from unrealizable aspects 1n

: -y o v v e
"second—order dependency," that is, a dependency upon {_9 acquisition

.

of knowledge and understanding (I have in mind certain cognitive-

conditions such as 'a transformed outlook' ich were mentioned 1n

the last chapter;) What we tend to do is to decide on’ educational vb‘ P

concepts of educatlon,,tend to be themselves, 1n a- way, unreallzable.

<y

We are then not in a’ position to make various sorts of Judgments on the

< - -

fbeSt educatlonal practlces even in llght of the fact that the loglc of

educational aims as described here ‘seems’ to prov1de us w1th reasonable

- and loglcal procedures for educatlonal dec131on-mak1ng '1 ¢

However, there is anotber point ‘of -view ‘to consider. The fact

that we cannot pass ﬁdnal Judgment on educational procedures 1s, perhaps,

somewhat to the good It might ea31ly be argued that 1t 1s not possible or

\
\ . -

even de51rable to place "absolute" crlteria on - what constltutes an

'bxeducatlonal process. We do not want to exclude the poss1b111ty of new’

. v
L

and 1nnovative approaches to teachlng and learnlng In_fact Iit seems

to me, we want to encourage thlS type of thlng.- What all thlS Seems. to'

mean 1s that educators will have to accept the fact that dec151on~mak1ng

in educatlon is. dependent upon diverse considerations. It mears that -

"varlous kinds of con31derations can go into a final dec151on, and practlces

-_based on this must be v1ewed experimentally and developmentally, that 1s,;'f

\

bflexible and- subJect to change. It would be a mistake, then,.to assume
'on purely 1og1cal grOunds, that the nature and scope of: what constltutes

' educational practlce.can be or should be strlctly set. We cannot;.that'is,

$:. . _‘ | ‘lv. N
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' connections by means of which the course of educational practice

.':bef'plottedr once and'for all?"  The problem is compounded it:s’ems

"y‘fto me, by the tendency to’ apply unrealizable aims in the solu ions
‘to problems concerning what is, in essence,nu,very practi

hsPhilosophers of education seem to be faced w1'

.k'h*\ . ; d'; j,;ia ?._ L L

‘suggest on strictly log al grounds that necessary relations adhere between )

particular aim and a particular practi . The question, then, is'/ﬂ
Yoo . |
"Should philosophers of. education pursue their discipline under the

i

assumption that practical educational problems can be solved strictly

\ -«u",

by,conceptual means; as if somewhere within the conceptual ddmain of

'°.education there existed 'a priori' knowledge, or logicallyvnecessary

uldr

act1v1ty;

a "doufle-edged"

1vd11emma; on,the one hand they»do not want to'dictate'absolute-criteria

3for educatlonal processes, while on the other hand theychnnotg

 eduest: | R

lfstrlctly establlsh what is or‘what is not the case as far as priorltles'

are concerned merely on the ba51s of 1dealist1c elements 1n concepts of

»

‘education,vor aims derived from‘them. - : - T

(I want to suggest a certaln approach as a partial solution to thls

o problem. So as not to create any further confusion concerning the

" position being advocated in this thesis, I want to makehclear immediately

that I am, in general, in agreement with those positions that argue®

) . ) - - . ‘. i - v . . . . § J N . ) . ]
for..a.concept of education based}“fairly and squarely" onkconsiderations

| e T 5 - i
of knowledge.and understanding.' It lS, of course, 1mpli d. 1n this that

a' - kS -

-a primary and ovér archlng aim in education should then e the~acqulslt10n

a

of knowledge and understandxdg hi~,;;fﬁgiﬁ o . , \\\‘
- ? S N :

' Conslder again that c Eain 1ncon51stencies ex1st dependin .upon
. g g.,.up

,_the_particular wax;one‘thinks about and chooseS“one\s concept of

Gt
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‘eduqation. This, in turn, has implications for the acquisition of

_kinds of learning, trainlng, socialization, 1ndoctrinat10n and so on.

practlce. The dlfference here is quite obv1ous. It mlght be expressed

is’ v1rtually,,"Anyth1ng goes."- If we agree that education is more “

'to knowledge and understanding as an actual aim in education.- Thisils

. ) r

Jknowledge and, understanding as an ‘aim in education. We‘are sometimes

¥.

Ainclined'to think about education in very "large" terms:.as.encompassing

'
[N

- all forms of learning and training, or, in. other words, as encompa551ng
 the living of life. -If we opt for the all~encompassing concept of education.
'then it seems to meathat we are convenlently able to flt all cases of

[learning and training into our concept and we'will,easily accommodate

dlverse uses of the term education when that term marks out’ varlous

If we opt for a more restricted concept of educatlon, and it seems to

. -

mebthat thlS is what we do most of the tlme, simply because of the fact
"that we want educatlon to be a sustained and organized activity, as in

school for example, then it assumes that we also opt for and take ser10usly,;

or Surely we ought to, ‘certain types of clearly formulated‘educational
I

. aims and" ObJeCtlveS whose purpose is to prov1de dlrection fof educatlonal

-

by asking, "If we opt for the all—encompassing concept of educatlon, how :

does thlS then translate 1nto educational ob3ect1ves7" The answer surely

spec1fically the" sustalned and organlzed pursuit of say, the -

development‘of reason, or rational mind then it means that we commit

P

ourselves to spec1f1ed ‘aims’ and obJectlves by which such a concept
can be reallzed Further, if we understand that such a thlng as_ the

development of reason necessarlly means the acqulSltlon of certaln

»klnds of knowledge and understandlng thlS also commlts us, to that extent




Ainclined'to'think about education in very "large" terms:.as.encompassing

- all forms of learning and training, or, in. other words, as encompa551ng ,. R
the living of life. -If we opt for the all~encompassing concept of educatlon.
'then it seems to meathat we are convenlently able to flt all cases of |
[learning and training into our concept 'and we'will,easily accommodate
dlverse uses of the term education when that term marks out‘varlous
_kinds of learning, trainlng, soclalizatlon, 1ndoctrination and so on.

If we opt for a more restricted concept of educatlon, and it seems to

. -

mebthat this is what we do most of the tlme, simply because of the fact
"that we want educatlon to be a sustained and organized activity, as in

school for example, then it assumes that we also opt for and take serlously,;g -
or Surely we ought to, ‘certain types of clearly formulated‘educational
. I

aims and"- ObJeCtlveS whose purpose . is tolprov1de dlrectlon fof educatlonal
practlce. The difference here is quite obv1ous; It might be expressed
by asking, "If we opt for the all—encompassing-concept of educatlon, how : ;_.:w;
does thlS then translate 1nto educational ob3ect1ves7" The answer surely
is v1rtually,,"Anyth1ng goes."- If we agree that educatlon is more , | -?
speclfically'the'sustalned and_grganlzed pursuit‘of, say, the -
‘development‘of reason, or rational‘mind 'cﬁéh it means that we'commit~
ourselves'to spec1f1ed aims and obJectives by which such a concept>
can be reallzed Further, 1f we understand that suchba thlng as_ the

development of reason necessarlly means the acqulSltlon of certain

klnds of knowledge and understandlng thlS also commlts'us, to that extent

7

to knowledge and understandlng as an actual aim in education.- Thls:ls IR,
: g R o - N : Tt . - t
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to decide upon a clear and concise description of a particular concept

of education, and- advocating such a description,.once it is agreed

.upon, as an aim-or aims in education, The point to be made concerning‘

€,

7*‘"’knowledge -and understanding as an aim in education. is that .as an aim it

is readily translatable Into more specific objectives which are both °
realizable and testable.. Part of what I have in mind here is, say, *
the teaching of subjects or.part§’ of subjects where it canybe said,

hﬂour'main,objective is for students tovacquire working knowledge of

v

such-and-such material and concepts' where '"such-arnd-such" refers to

a part of some'given'body of knowledge such as arithmetic tableg,-quadratic
. . . R . - N

P
W -

make this point is because it seems to me that there are other;hotions

B SO SRR

¢

'translatable in such a fashion. ,As already mentioned it is the.case

'that these nqtions have .a second-order dependency on the acquisition _

«of knowledge and understanding in that either the meanlng of such
:notions‘obviously-aSsumes this dependency relationship or, CHQ_J/

N

" elucidatign of such notions requires an appealvtodother more, basic

'types‘of knowledge,andiunderstanding. In the case of such'things.as

’

+ dcommitment to.thé standards intrinsic to a discipline' it is plain

.4 . : . . e e g ' : .
that one needs first to be initiated into adiscipline before questions

_of commitment could be addressed. 1In the caFe;of other notions such as
, I S I 3 »

,'happiness”for.example, or 'education‘of t whole man', I think it is

,fairly clear that no agreement exists concdzning—ihat constitutes a

‘ prec1se description of such things, and if squ -a description relevant
. ‘ -
to education were‘p0551ble, it_would‘very'likely be through an appeal

A

equations, the War of 1812, or the Vlays of Shakespeare. The teason I

FY

~ which are advocated as practical‘aims in;education which are not readily.

———



'~othér fundamental types of knoWledge and understanding by which such

‘

to the types of knowledge and forms of uﬁderstanding’tba; we do

nowﬂhaveu In other words, we.would want the implementation of such

an aim as 'happiness' or"educatibn of the whole man' to include:

“

-aims could gain'intelligibility. In facgz it seems to me‘thatwthis

is the only means by which this iﬁtelligibility could.properly be gained.
7 e } .
 Finally,\it may be that such aims as the ones béiné criticized

here are sometimes advocated because it is  assumed that education is

an all—perading'agent of'change; It id debatable as to whether
education in its presert state can have such influences. I think we

must realize that education as an efiterprise or an institution is

“only one among many: erprises-and institutions which can have a
y it :

.p:ofound;effect on. the gfowth and persﬁectives of individuals that *

-

interact with them. ' This.is another reason why I want to suggest that

large and ambiguous aims such . as '

Aucation of the whole man', or

I ~ CT : : .
'happiness' camnot possibly, #ith any degree of thoroughness§ be. dealt
with or-even understood entirely within an educational fréﬁework.

Happiqﬁss,'for example, as an ovetall;aim,_should'not and cannot -be the

direct responsibility of education. _Néw,'it is not being suggested

. that such considerations are things that both those eduéating and those -

»

being educated should not be thinking seriously abouc. It is one thing
to be concerned with.gettidéfrtudénts to tﬁink secioQSly about what

ey .

might be entailed in’concepts of a whole man. It is qhitévanother issue .

c

to pose 'education of the whole man' as a practical aim. The latter

approach is being:criticized here. The former is surely an important
and viable question, one. which raises more specific issues related to

SO

N ‘
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‘certainly they should be, then:it'willjrequire.some ratherhelaborate

5teach1ng and learning

o

j‘currioulum,;and‘teaChingwand‘learning;'

>

"If such "1arge" considerations are-to -be taken setibUsly, and

\ . . .
basis of knowledge and understanding by virtue:ofjwhich such Considerations

-

can take on a‘ﬁdepth"‘in meaning and "breadth" in scope rather than

being trivialized, fzrgotten, or. pushed,aside. Overall ho 95* such :
B ~ - ' '
‘aims are "tasks for living," they are. goals proper}y placed w1th1n

the context of the totality g& liv1ng The p01nt is slmply this.
. -, . . .
PhiloSophers‘of education do practicing teachers no‘faygurs by advocating“
L
far ~reaching’ a‘d sometimes "far—fetched" aims for 1mplementat10n in. \
Y They provide a greater service for*practitioners ’L\.

-

P, PR

by aiding them in thelr péimary task—-to first and foremost prov1de a S

- - thorawgh ba51s$of knowledge and‘understanding from which the'larger'

. The p01nt at whlch the;position 1n this the51s begins to divergegfrom

‘It will be malntained here that the loglcal aspects of the structure of

R C , B :
task of living can proceed in theé best ways possible.

So far, the acquisition'of‘knowledge and understanding has been @

-. 1 . . 0 . : 03 Iy B . ' .
emphasized as a primary aim in education.. This is generally in line

.

with much of the'writings in'this area by philosophers'of education}

~that- outlined by writers such as Hirst and chers is that essentially,

_those pbsitions-are anxious_to‘describe’the logiCal~aspects of teaching

and'learning in terms of the logical structure ot'forms of knowledge.

! »

forms of knowledge are those very aspects which are -not, and cannot be:

expressed in prop051t10nal form. If this position'iS‘at all reasonable;

;1t w1ll have fairly serlous 1mp11cat10ns for teaching and learning e

w1ll mear. . among other things, that there could ‘be an 1mportant aspect

& oo s



_and learning.

of learning that is'being either neglected or diminished in importance |

simply because of its ambiguity of cOurse, we will need to get as

.

/

P R
-‘clear as possible on what could be meant by "aspects not being expressed

3

in prop051tional form," clear on’ whether it makes any sense . to try to -

. describe understanding in these terms, and, if a description is possible,

. clear on what can be said in relation to practical aspects of teaching

] o ' ‘ o ' N

Understanding © T Lo T

b ,
-operations of understanding seems to be prerequisite for certain other‘A

| things.g ‘What modetof;understanding accounts for this differentiation?.

The general purpose of the discussion in "Part One' of  this

investigation was to explicate, to<sdme extent, the 'form' of understanding. -

,In”the3"Introduction" I tried’to suggest that the existence of»such

kind of knowledge. A restatement of the dilemma found there might

o

be expressed in the following way. Cases of the - analy51s of say;h

qualities such as"red',.'rough', or . square',would necessarily presuppose
prior'concepts to the objects of which 'the qualities are constituent

parts. We do not recognize 'red' in isolation; some 'thing' must be

red in order to retognize the quality.1 ‘Similarly,'thevrecognition.

of obJects, events, states of affalrs, and so. on, seems to presuppose

vsome forms of knowledge-or understanding on the ba51s of which those

'particular,objects and things are conceptually'differentiated from other

. The answer. suggested was that such: relations. were accounted forlby

S

the,vform"ofxunderstanding.' We”now,need'td;clarify'this_notion within

"the gegﬁral context of understanding itself aS'an;éimfin education.

."In order to discuss the-notgon'of understanding in'relatioh*to
©

3



education we will need to re-examine a number of questions so as to

P

"\d . determine whether anything more can be said about them" I want to- try‘ .

e L

to do. this 1n two ways. .One way . is- tovdecide whether or not there is f : .
‘*a distinction between knoWledge and understanding that is useful for us
'-‘to make w1th1n thevcontext of this discu531on. ,We'can do'thi@ by
recalllng to‘our attention the questlon of whether or .not there 1s
a- non-prop051t10nal aspect in understanding.- If ,1ndeed ‘we could
' reasonably show that an aspect of understandlng could not be expressed
in,prop051tion form we. would have a falrly strong basls upon‘which‘tc ﬁ: )
ldraw a relevant dlstinctlon between knowledge and understandlng oz
Secondly, we could ask whether'or'not‘there are alternate ways.of
'clarifying the notion of“understanding. The subsequent dlscu551on 1s,‘d
in;part,‘intended to6-show how we mlght begin to attempt this clariflcatlon
| ‘Let us begin,kthen,'by determining what we mean, in the . context
\wﬁ;” ‘of educatlonal dlscu5510ns, by "understanding" and "knowledge

W , .
Clariflcatlon of the concept of knowledge is a- task wh1ch 1s wide~ ranglng,

L

and a task to whlch much of eplstemology is devoted It is not netessary
for our purposes that we engage in extended 1nqu1ry concernlng the term
altself_for ultimately, it is a.certain concept of understandingrthat'
_we’are interested in.‘ It 1s hoped that along the .way, our notions af
‘what knowledge is will be somewhat 1llum1nated by ithe effect that the
understanding is seen to have upon it. Suffice it to say that for the _
purposes of th1s discus51on I-am u51ng the term. 'knowledge 1n a falrly
stralghtforward and strict sense.in that anythlng regarded as knowledge

can,‘in some way or. another,.be expressed in prop051tlonal form. This

“type of descrlption does not, ‘of course, tell us anything about'whatfis



knowledge and what is not, or about whether that which 1s negarded‘

as kndw1edge is true or false, but rather, only that the term used : R

- . L}
refers to what can be expressed in stdtement form.

o

A
The problem which becomes immediately apparent in relation to the

-

S

term dunderstanding' is‘that most-often (if not always) when we attempt
‘-to .describe understanding or its operatlon,iwe are re51gned to do thls
by reference to outcomes or,manifestations of understanding. We ask
~the question "What conditions-will be present when someone understands
x?" 1In other words, we tend to‘look forvsomething demonstrated or
produced; we tend to make a'judgmentlabout understanding on the basis
of manifested'behawior'or language, on the‘basiSZOf something that can
_he'recognized s explicit hnowledge. EWe thus~describe understanding‘
1in terms ofukn wledge. Indeed,uno one would arguevthatﬂthls_is‘a
fairlp reasonahle basis.on whichntovmake such judgments. -But “could
'thereﬁbe other ways to describe'understandlng? |
To get‘a hettervview of what type'of question thismis, wg\might

.examine briefly an argument and analysis put forward by J.M. Moravcsik.
.Moravcesik's position is that. there is in fact a non-propositional
. .. - . E T S o . )

-

v - : o _s S xas . . . ‘
component to understanding and this*p031t10n ls derived in part from
& / ’ .
~ an analy51s of the strwcture of proofs and theorles. 'Consider, then,

the formal structure of a theory or prqof along llnes 51m11ar SO

vMoraycsik’s analysiStﬁ(l) an‘agent k'ows theﬁpremlses of the argument,

'3,(2) an agent :knows the various steps .of - the argument, (3) the agent

; ,
'fknows certaln rules wh1ch Justlfy each steb,_(Q) the agent knows the

conclu31on, (5) the agent knows how to- produce the proof, and (6) the =

agent knows how to recognlze and produce the proof 1n new circumstances.

i E Y . .

- AR . . .
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This follows the general outline given by Moravcsik It should be»3
’

pointed out 1mmediately that considering the entire context of

“

Moravcsik's discu551on, indeed, ome finds a number of quite odd

. :
. proposals. One such proposal seems to be that because some type of

understanding is required even at the level of basic premises (step 1),

Or perhaps better put because some understanding is prerequ1s1te for

ba31c premises, ‘this undetstanding is of a non- prop051tlonal type.

" Another conclusion which appears to be based'on this is that_prOpositional‘

'knowledge is neither necessary nor sufficient for understanding Although‘

-I-am in general agreement with Moravcsik’s conclu51ons concerning a
2 .

-non—prop051t10nal aspect of_understanding, it seems'to me that certain

fundamental points are being miSsed.' ~Perhaps this stems in part- from
- ) .

the assumptlon that basic premises cannot be further reduced to-even

more fundamental propositions.' On the contrary, 13 it ‘not possible for

'_bas1c premises to either be Justified by some set of more general

o S LA . .

, statements or reduced to a set of formal propoéiK}ons7"These; in turn,
- might be juStified by or reduced.to yet another,set. It seems to be

the case that_evenwif.basic:premises of a theory or proof could be.

reduced to a set of fundamental prop051t10ns expre551ng, say, only
;logical form one could still argue ‘that this amounts to explic1t
knowledge in the form of SCatements. (of course,‘one might‘insist =
that we w1ll ultimaqely reach: the p01nt where no.further Justlﬁecation
as p0551ble and we would 51mply have to accept a certain propOSition
of set of prop051tions as true by v1rtue of "agreement in Judgment

This acceptance or "agreement" might in turn,_be argued for as a form

of non-prop031tlonal understandlng; However, it«is not at all clear -

‘



'f‘aszto'whether Moravcsik had this sort of thing in mind ) Overall

4 . [ -

: ﬁthis approach does not seem i' provide’the adequate explanation °f

Yga non-propositional aspect of understanding thgt we need It‘seems

_‘to me~-rather;'that the first'fundaméntal.question;'at least~in the

,:case of this‘analy51s, turns not on whether there are necessary and

PRI .
[; T i

g sufficient conditions for understanding itself (although this w1ll ‘be

"

a very”important and intriguing question), But on the idea that some

propositional knowledge is apparently neceSsary in order for us- to-

: ’ o 4
. make any kind of judgment at all about understanding.

Let us take a second look at the structure of the proof just

-outlined. How can we relate the notion of understanding to_a'proof‘

such as this? Consider the fact that the agent .in question could

-

memorize'all the significant statements comprising.the proof,vthat is,.

" the premises, the steps, rules and conclusion; and even present or: . °

-~

recite these in the proper order. Would we be inclined to say for.

.certain éhat‘he or she'understood,the proof? ‘Ivthink not. ‘Butnwe=

R
L )

might be much more inclined tQ"COncludéﬁtPét someone did understand

such-and-such i'f'_c‘hey,wer%.c,o, Af-‘u'lfill the last step (L@cép 6) of_the

proof, that 1s, 1f they were to somehow recognize or. demonstrate a, form

of the proof in new or novel c1rcumstances. Concurrently,_we migﬁt.
. . B >
be 1nc11ned to suspect that someone did not understand fully what was
. .
in question if they. failed to do.so. This conditidn, it-seems to me,
Y , :

' can be regarded as the "key" cqnditlon for- Judging the presence or

vabsence of understandlng of something However, notice that_even in
this case, manifestations of understanddng‘in'new situations would

niecessarily be in-the form of_some'action, hehavior‘or'language,‘ This,

\

v

s

v
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'in turn, implies that. the understanaing in question can in one way

-+

or another, be expressed in statement form. The isSue,is~even more

straightforward than this. It appears, so’ far, that nothing meaningful

[

at all can be sa1d about whether something is. understood if 1t cannot R
‘ ey
" be expressed 1n ‘some form by which. it can be publlcly Judged ‘This E

~—

means, of course, that all understandlng of the klnd we are dlscu551ng,

- 1f it is. to be understanding, must ‘be expressed in. prop051tlona1 form,

~

otherwise any queszlon_aboutpwhetherjif not. one understands‘is not o

‘really a question at all.. At this point at least, there does not seenm
.to be a significant difference between understanding and knowledge

" manifested in the form of statements.

" The notion of judgment,by,public Criteria.and standards is'a lime '
of thought which now- plays a prominent role. 1n contemporary phllosophy
'ofveducation. It is, certainly, somethlng that must be taken serlously
but’ which can be, at the same tlme, mlsleading It tends to dlscourage

‘y s

,_us from asklng further questlons about whether there are .other. possible

' ways of describing understanding I want to leave aside ‘for the moment

publlc cr1ter1a and focus attentlon on what’ I suggested was the key

condltlon for Judgments about understandlng, that is, recognptlon in-
(
new c1rcumstances._ It may be thatmfurther analy51s of this: condltlon

,w1ll'y1eld a relevant dlstlnctlon between understandlng and knowledge

Ifbwe can p01nt to something that begins to look llke a non—prop051t10nal
'.aspect of understandlng, we will have taken the flrst steps toward thls
-relevant distinction;. The type of questlon we‘need to- %sk about

understanding,'then; is, "What operations of understanding would be

.reqd1red in order to demonstrate a proof in new or novel 51tuations7”'



:Understandingias Analysis and Integration -

- . -

One becomes a bit suspicious about the element of futility which

'may exist in this‘exercise; »Inveffect one ends up trying to describe

a non—prop051tiona1 aspect of understandlng in terms of propositions.

It appears, at first glance, that what one 'is trylng to prove is

immediately refuted. Regardless of this, what we want‘to ‘be concerned

”’about‘is whether anything meaningful,at.all‘can be stated about an

; S - N . ) - L
alleged‘non—prop051tional aspect. Can we,. byfv1rtue of statements .

. alone, prove with any. degret of certalnty ‘that we have managed to "grasp"

'ghe notlon of a non—prop031tional aspect in- understand1ng7

., . . .

,I think it can be‘said-w1th some_crlticism that the idea of common:

. understanding in "forms of life" stands in a rather convenient

relationship to whatever‘is expressed in prdpositional'form. An . -

adherent of this' thesis 1n51sts that anythlng 1n statement form is, "(

-

ultimately, only understood against this "backdrop" of shared forms

vof life. —Indeed a p031tion such as this seems to further 1mply that

vthis common understanding is in fact the non—prop051tlonal aspect we /

: . v . , . : ‘ R
are searching for, 51nce it seems to be the case»that»all explicit

'statements-ultimately acquire»the_intelligibility that they do have

in relationvto this understanding. In splte of thlS, 1.would like to

'mage one last attempt to descrlbe understanding in somewhat different

'words,‘and, as I mentioned earlier, the "key" to‘this deséription‘seemsv

to me to be those operations whereby one is able to recognize or.

- demonstrate a proof or theory in new circumstances. -

L@t us first:examine'whether or notjthere:is"anythingfuﬁefnl to be

. galned frcm a'comparison of thevunderstanding of theories or proofs

BRI # . . to- . s -
v . . .



112

‘, . E ' . . : o

with the understanding of od;gcts and things in physical reality Take,

for example' the form of any simple physical obJect. The form of t/;s\i

. object can be (and usually is) descrlbed by reference to component

qualitles or attributes. When asked of the thlng, "What is its. form’"

:’we would tend to reply by saylng somethlng about v%rlous qualltles that

were apparent.to,us. In the case of, say, a red square.block,‘we might

‘make reference to its quality of 'squareness'. Further, we cen manage

to‘dﬁtcuss; to a certain extent, the nature and significancegof

individual qualities, in the way thatlwe,could‘ say, dlscuss the quallty
. * : ‘ : :
'red’ or_'square'. There are here two p01nts to note. .First, of course,

is the dllemma of prlor knowledge already referred to._ Knowledge of

:any partlcular quallty "p1cked out” in such a fashion presupposes some

understandlng whlch prov1des a background by virtue of whlch the

hquallty,can,’ln the.flrst'place be distinguished as such. Second, and

»related to thls, is the fact that nany@other‘things.could have been

sald about the obJect as’ well ‘things which we" usually do not and p0351bly
cannot know,at the time. If we were partlcularly rlgorous about

description, we might, for example, have commented on the objebt's

‘distance in space from us, on its density, volume, molecular structure,

o

texture, and so on. The point is,that_itiSeemsnto be the case that

O

. entire knowledge of all CQnstituent\parts is not neteSsary for recognition

1

fof the form of”a thlng,‘evendthough it is- constltuent parts by v1rtue of

i

Wthh we ‘come to understand xxe obJect We can, and ‘do in fact recognlze

an obJect w1thout flrst know1ng everythlng p0531ble about all. that goes;

3 .to make 1t up. Take agaln, the example of a‘bu1lding 4The'formiof a

C ﬁ""' . . .
bu1ld1ng can be descrlbed in . terms of its cdggonent parts, but step by '

.



¢

~step.disseetion of comoonents'is'not'neeeSSary for,Aor in fact
' p0551ble w1thout recognition,.first of- the general form of the buildlng
We must, that is,irecognlze a bu1ld1ng as a bullding. .
.‘Now is the case the same or 51m;lar w1th‘regard tohtheoretical

understanding,‘that_is;hwith_regard;tofthéuunderstanding of theories‘or
:proofsf‘ The dlscu551on.as so far outllned requlres us to now make-
‘exp11c1t.a dlstlnctlon which has already been 1mp11ed between the
reeognition/of things and‘objects,‘and a type ofvunderstaﬁding associated
wiéhvtheoriesiand proofs. ‘Reeognition, asvprevionslybdeseribed; is
a notion nhich'may be more aPPropriate when we are_ooncerned"with;
‘physical objects}' It was pointed out that the-recognition_of things_
is pOSsibie nithQUQ cdméieté knowledée of constituent*parts.rhButxwhen o
'fweboonoern ourselvesvwith'the:notion.of understanding~theories and
proofs, I thlnk we become“concerned w1th a more comprehen51ve type of .
understandlng. When we say of someone that they understand a theory
"-for proof;land'when this judgment is made’on.the_basis of‘him>or her
',.;béinglable to reéognize'or reproddcebthis'proof in nem circumstances;

: . o s ¢ ‘ B .

it seems to me.thac we are saying,~in effect,_that oertain essential
‘features hane been fuifilled._ Let me try to explain further-mhat 1 mean
b?ttﬁis. | |

. The‘elucidafion of this tybe of’understanding may be'aided‘by
'lreference to a fairly simple anaLogy, one which should be, to some extentii
,famlllar to. most of us.~ Thayklnd of. understandlng that I have in mlnd
.may ‘be alloded to by’ p01nt1ng to 1nstances in whlch it was not found

_It could be expressed by saylng that a lack of understanﬁlng woulﬂ be:-

. very much llke readlng the 1nd1v dual sentences of a paragraph and never



g;;:rffl vsraiplng the .overall meaning intended by the author. It might be

| , possible to. analyze the individual sentences and to some extent
understand them (in a- limited sense) | That is, ‘we mlght be able,

\\\\t least with emplrlcal statements,_to analyze their meaning and.
verify,thelr truth or fals1ty. However, this seems to me to be‘

>

1nsuff1c1ent as an explanatlon for the type of understandlng we are .

T

.concerned w1th.‘ Therehéeems td be a conditlon whlch is m1531ng,.
: condftion.’equ1red for the comprehen51on of the paragraph as a whole.
- .f‘» It mi\ t be argued that thls case 1s.not really much different
from the notlon of recognltlon of obJects JUSt dlscussed It mlght be
suggested that it is posslble to recognlee the™ overall meanlng of a
paragraph w1thout-detailed analysis,and‘likewise,'it.is poSsible to
recognlze the general form of a theory or proof w1thout detalled
analysls of all 51gn1f1cant component statements. Say; for example;
that whlle "brOWSlng" a soclology text'we‘come»across‘what we' thought -
'_ was.an example of functlonal theory. We mlght then’ assert "This looks"

llke functlonal theory to ‘me" and 1n fact on the face of 1t it  seems

that  we do thls kind of thing qu1re often. But in assumlng that this,

in 1tself provrdes an adequate explanatlon of the klnd of understand1ng
we are seek1ng, woufd be to ignore an lmportant p01nt whlch helps to o
. 1llum1nate the actual dlfference between recognltlon and understandlng
What I mean by thls lS the fact that we would not be able to Judge a
. K7 r
3 glven theory or p f as correct .or 1ncorrect true or false coherent
or 1ncoherent wlthout ﬁge fulflllment of at ‘least two essentlal
condltlons' (l) we would need to 'analyze' all 51gn1f1cant statemen*s.

N

Of course, there are- many dlfferent(methods of analy51s. What I mean

Cot

<



”:Uhere by analysis is explication of the meaning and truth of component
‘ parts of a theory, and (2) we would need to comprehend the logic of

~

their relations in the sense that we would require -an 'integration
‘of propositiong»in order to "see? the.theory or proof as a whole as
'.”being correct or incorrect. Aﬁthough we may be able to recognize some

) things by 'form w1thout complete knowledge of components, we could ‘not

-
- - °

be said to understand in the comprehensive sense intended"here, a
‘theory,or proof without the fulfillmént of@@hese‘conditions. My Eontention
then, is first, that we are most 1ncllned to say that someone understandsrl
‘a theory'or proof when it 1s demonstrated 1n new or novel situations;lh-

—~

and second that thls cannot be done- unless the two condltions are.

»fulfilled In this way,,understanding is defined in terms of those
essentlal condltlons Wthh prov&de for its proper manlfestation, those

-

condltions, the absence of which would make 1mp0551ble the manifestatlon -
4,

>

of the type of understandlng we are seeklng To put’ thls anather way,»,
we attempt to describe understanding by trylng to answer the question
N . PR

‘»"How is. it possible to recognlze or demonstrate a proof or theory 1n

" new c1rcumstances?"

1

Now it might Stlll be argued at thlS p01nt that although the

ﬂ{notlon of analy31s (flrst condltion) is relatively clear, what is not

at. all clear is the second condltion, that is, the notion of integratlon.
It might be suggested for example, ‘that there.ls really no such thing

.as ,1ntegrat10n as a mental operation and that iv¥ merely amounts to
somethlng that is a result of analysls, that 1s, what we have been trying :
to descrlbe as understanding is merely a function of analy51s.; What we

‘.would not want to do 1is mistake what has been said so far as implying some



1

. ' e . o ] .
statement 'Water freezes at 0 C' is true. However,wexperlmental

- [

sort of ° temporaﬂ'briority such ag, f1rst~-analysis, then——integration.5

The problem 1t seems to me, is. that this type of argument 1n31sts that
: ¢

explanatlons of understandlng must be given strlctly iv terms of

analy51s of statements.' The concern in this discussion is that this
. - - e ’ “".r.“’- . oL o '

. . . . _~:¢.u\- .

is certainly'not'adequate; and,perhaps-even 1mp0551ble. Consider, as

:¥a|further reply; the Eollowing case. If one were to go about dec1d1ng

n

whether or not a glven theory or proof was . true correct poherent and
8 8

" so on, and one, attempted to do thls by maklng Judgments about a certain

statement‘or set;of.statements, that is, if one attempted to'do this ' f-

u s f -

through analys1s of constltuent parts, these Judgments would in. turn
/presuppose that one was able to see the proof or theory as a unlfled
whole, as an integrated collection of statements. This wduld be,

in fact, the basis upon which we/were able, in the first place, to-

~

" maké such judgments. " Now we are not so concerned hereswith merely

. the truth or falsity of individual statements‘soumuchfas with the

relevancy of,statements.l The meaning and truth of individual~statements

(emplrlcal ones. at least) can be determlned by observatlon of states of o

affalrs.- What cannot be determined, per se, in the same mannet is the
relevancy or irrelevaney of this truth and.meaning.. Usually the

-

conditions could be set up, based on a theory, where the statement

is shown to be false. What we,tend‘to’be concerned about in this type’

-

"of case'i5<not juﬁt that‘the statement is true or false but why. .That

-

is, we are concerned with the relevancy of the truth or fa151ty of the

3

statement determlned by the context w;thln whlch one Elnds the statement

6 . .
to be trueyor false. . Cons1der further that 1nstead of 'a rule or step

* s
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now reasonably argue for a distinctign between explicit knowledge
’

ﬁNYEXpressed\in statements and a non-proposdtional aspect 1n understandlng

which seems to- account for loglcal relations among stacements and
.grcups of statements.' If the arguments provxded are reasonable then
we are Much closer to Justlfylng serlous con31derat10n of the 'form!
of understandlng in educatlon; The final task‘before us is to enemine

"~ what implitations this will have for teaching and learning.
N ) . . B . '..

L 4
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CHAPTER V-

. TEACHING AND LEARNING

Domains of Knbwlédgé and the 'Form;‘of Undefstanding’
In.the-previous‘éhapter aﬁ attemp:‘was made.to e;ucidate a’éertain
‘concept of understahdingAin relationsto education.  Also, a speéific
onective for the practicing teacher, theidevéiopﬁént éf undefstahding
in ﬁhé individual learner; was advocated on the bésis of this elucidation.
The~pufpbse of this chapter is to méke some attémptth addfess,more
prgctiéaljproblehs-of ﬁééching‘aﬁdvlearﬁingvin light of what has élready
been said‘about understanding. In of&er to do.this; we.wi}lbneed to
examine thé;work of P;ﬂ.'ﬁirst,,since it is the case that h;s work
‘has faﬁher direct.impiihétioné for curriﬁulum issues, andvthus féf .
issues éssociated.with te;ching.and leérniﬁg. It is through his
approach to qhe;tions:conce;ning the stfﬁctufe of knowledge that we
may be better able to describe’understanding'as a prac;iqal objective.
AZWHeH.Hifstis,arguﬁenf-for the pursuit of knowledge is closely
examined, one fiﬁds,,l'think; prbblemsLéi@ilar in nature to those found .

_ in Peters' concept of education. In other words, in sbowingifﬁac,the

A, o
w ..

pursuit of knowledge is self-justifying, or rather, that we éaﬁnot'ask
for. justification of knowledge without presupposing commitment to it,,
we demonstrate simply that‘fgct and not that there is a connéction of a

3

~necessary kind between this.pursuit and thétuse of a given term or terms.

_Put 'straightforwardly, when we look and obseiié,_we méy.indeed find that
_differént groups of people mean quite diffe-ent things by the use of the
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term 'liberal_éducation]. I,am‘not however, primarily concerned to *
‘make this'criticism against‘Hirst. .I am much more concerned with the
connectlons between the acquisition of knowledge ‘and the structure

of mind, and- indeed the concept of mind that surely must be 1mpllcit

in Hirst s theory.- . . BRI ) i,

Now it seems to me that there are certaln ba51c phllosophlcal
, ! g \
7premlses upon which Hirst~ develops his 'forms of knowledge' the51s..
These premlses seem to imply a certain cohcept of mind Which; no doubt,

has had far-reaching implications for'practical.educatiohal“probiems

concerning curriculum; content, methods, and the like. We need.to be

ES
R

concerned about these implicationms, therefore, without going.into great .

detail an examination of these premises-is warranted, although one

- hopes that the brevity af thre :xamination- is. not taken as a trivialization

or "watering down'" in any way of what is, essentially, a quite‘complicated

T

and seriously thought out position. I want to.try to show that the

relations implied in these premises are in. fact suspect, and that in

v

"at least one case that can be pointed out, indeed one that Hirst himself

1 . . . . .

.refers to, the concept of mind implied does not” seem to make much sens

The first basic premise,'then, seems  to be the idea that nothing,'-

at all intelligible can be said or maintained about. anything without
reference to some explicit set of statements or propositions which are
grounded in public forms of understanding.. Thls idea might be better

expressed by saying that“pdhlf%gﬁrlteria and standards, that form of

shared understandlng by which: thlngs are Judged are in fact thé basis'

upon which .the entire spectrum of ‘our experience arid .knowledge is

“articulated and made intelligible. I think, in one sense, this is




generally correct, bult we need to be concerned about where this
. . N I'a ‘.

k".;ipe of thought leads. Note the following statement by Hirst:

~v

"I regard it as a basic philosophical truth'about the nature .of,
. ' L . . . L .
knowledge that, whether we like it or not, all knowledge is differentiated

‘ ) : ' : S 0. L,
into a limited number of logically distinct forms or disciplines. "

On what basis would Hirst make such a claim?‘ Put another way, we need

‘to know in more exact terms what he means by "ba51c philosophical truth

"T fe suggesting that human knowledge lS, as a matter of fact divided

£

N . e

up into varlous domains, and that we had better JUSt accept this as

. "t%& way things are"’ " 1f this is indeed what‘he means I should think’

we would be somewhat disappOlnted In any case, it seems to me that
if he intends for us to accept "the waybthings are" this’goes a long -

way’ towards show1ng us nog§that the d1v1510ns of knowledge are a ba51c

philosophical truth but rather that this 1s merely a matter- of contingent

fact. That is, the.divisions of knowledge fs contingent seems to be the

proper philosophical response to-someone who suggests'ghat things are
such—-and-such a way because they just are, i.e., we merely observe‘that
things:seem toVbe a certain way. But perhaps ke does not mean this.ﬂi

Perhaps he means. . instead that knowledge is differentiated into distinct

K]

forms beéause this is in fact the way the mind is‘structured or organized.

’

The mind has, so to speak, organized -human knowledge and experience on
the basis of its own inherent structure. Again, the following assertions

by Hirst may give us some further clues: " . . . , the development of mind

‘which involves the making of a distinctive form of reasoned judgment . . . "

has been marked by the\progressive differentiation ‘in human consciousness

of some suven or eight distinguishable cognitive structures, each of

-

1Y

2



'"the achlevement of knowledge is necessarily. the development of mind.

Hirst's basic premise, in terms of public forms of understanding.

'and,'"lt is rather that to have a'mind basically involves‘coming to

\

have experience articulated by means of various conceptual schemata."3

X %
One could easily opt for this second explanation of what Hirst means

" by "ba51c philoSophical truth" because it seems to be the most

obvious means by which he could reach the'important conclusion that

-“

(Italics mine. )« But then how is, it that Hirst can ‘make such claims

about the deyelopment of mind? It seems to me that“the'Only-possible way

- ’

-he could_do,tﬁis would be by reference to the.observed-differentiation

of:knowledge into distinct forms or disciplines. Any'description of

s

the Struciure of mind would have to be, if we are to remain true to

He is,,injeffect, saying that the mind is organized in Such—andisuch

a way because'this is, in fact, how we find human knowledge and experience

~

to be structured and organized. .
. ' .
.

Hirst seems to‘think that because of “the fundamental’problem of
intelllgibility being based on public standar&k, we must necessarily
resign.ourselves to describing thexdevelopment and structure of mind
entlrely on the basis of the observed structure of expliclt knowledge.'

He seems to want ‘to suggest, and this appears to me to be a matter of

-
oy

contingent fac;ffthat because human knowledge has been organized in
certain'weys as "'domains" of knowledge that this necessarily constitutes B

the stru%ture of the‘mind; that because public forms of understanding

form the‘basis.of our judgments, the organization‘of'these public'modes

must in fact represent the nature and organization of the mind. He is,

»

in essence, de}ining the development of mind in terms of the differentiation

", . . . . .




_ o% knowledge'and“thisfdlfterentiation; in turn,.on théﬁb;%is of'the,w;
‘structure‘oigmlnd;k Ve need'to ask ourselves then, whether-this can
-be regarded as an adequatehexplanationiof either the development of -
mind or the organization of:knowledge.f Although somewhatlplausible,

I think there is still room for some skeptic1sm with regard to the .
view elaborated by lest due to .t suspic1ously circular conceptlon
of mind uoon'whlch it ls based, Thls can be put-another‘way,' When
‘ione sets out to assert that A ahd%b are the same or similar.inbnature,'
it supposes; t'o some extent at least; that one has the means by whlch‘

the characteristics of each can be examined. But in the case of the

.-

sl

domains of knowledge, the oublic criteria and forms of understanding

. : e
. which are to be assessed are the only means by whlch asseSSment iﬁn

take.place accordlng ‘to. Hirst (although he mlght reply that the forms
of knowledge the31s does not preclude the assessment of one set of e
criteria by another set of criteria)r In the case of the development-
;of mind, as Donald Davidson has tried to point out, anything said

about the nature of conceptual‘schemes is Vinfected" by the,limitations

of the conceptual scheme used in description (altﬁbugh*in the chapter

on "Conceptual Schemes" I pointed out counter-examples-which address more

directly positions such as Davidson's).
uvHoweJZr, perhaps Hirst does not mean this kind of thing either.

Perhaps we have so far been'mistaken as to what Hirst means when he

' regards the differentiation'of knowledge into logically distinct forms

as a basic phllosophlcal truth 'Perhaps what'Hirst intended to mean

was the loglcal distlnctlons could be observed w1thin the structure

123

of the forms‘of knowledge themselves. What’we<have said so far ‘has been
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' Quitergeneral What wé need to do now is to examine sqme 1mpldcation$*
. ,f . " B .' . .

.
~a -

4
of - this particular line of thought on a. more practlcal level and 5

s . . R u'u o

) T
: indeed I think we can detect "traces" of this line of though; whrch "o e
' ' . &).". ; -; :
;have rather far-reachlng 1mplications for teaching and learning ) Forv et

Y

' example, with regard to the teaching of deduction as an 1neéllectual
w-*

skill Hirst states "To teach children to deduce is not to teach them.

A

to think along particular psychologlcal channels, it is to teach them;.:
... - to produce certaln patterns of statements in the end. .éy wa it
seems tp me 1mmed1ately that in educatien this 1s, with the except&on'
. f
of spec1al cases, the type of thlng that we generally want to av01d
In- 51mple terms, the recitation or other public performance of "patterns
_.of statements?»doesvnot, in itself, constitute understanding in the
sense in.whichiit interests uslhere. If this»were not.the case, ncte
that the criteria for the successful teaching of‘deductlon could be
fulfllled by a five year old child For example, a flve year old Chlld
could be tralned tb recite the proper sequence of, say, a mathematical
equation or a syllogism., Does thlS mean that the.child has acquired
the sklll of loglcal deductlon or that he or she understands what
ldeduction is? Hirst wants to 1n51st‘thatzthe forms of’knowledge;
' erpressed as modes of thought constitute forms of judgment which are B
distinct-in;logical character. The forms of knowledge thus represent

“

what amounts to differentiated structures of reasonlng and rational
understanding w1th dlst1nct forms of JuStlflCathn. Hirst wants to
»make understandlng 1nt1mately dependent -on content éxpressed 1n the

_'form of the domains of knowledge. Again,»this may be another’reason'why

"he can equate the development of mind with the achievement of the



-

‘1_Hf'hiffeféﬁémforms‘of:knéwledge:_ L - . - - . g

However., it seems}égiff that we are able to recpghize the 'form'

of, say, deductivé reasontng (to stay with Hirst's own’ example)
1 . < . w . . -
‘independéhtly of, any pafticular content with which it is associated.
That is to say that jin a givén mathematical equation such:as '2 + 3 +
R

.. 4 =9" or in the s&}logism."Allvbabhelbrs are unmarried, Joﬁnnis a 

' = . bachelor, Therefore, Jth‘iSfyﬁﬁgrried' 6f in any case where C is

deduéed'ffbm.qféﬁd B,  we"do not conclude that the logical reasoning
ig one case is something entirely different from that which occurs

- » e o * N ’ . ,

o %n the' next; -If we were 1inclined to do so, a number of unfortunate
conditions would adhere. If we were to adopt Hirst's point of view,
that is, if we were to regard the. achievement of the forms of knowledge

L 9N

t 'aS'the aéquisiFion of Aiszinét_forms of reasoniné, first, it seems to
me thétqtbig wéﬁld be very much like §§ying thatvthere are in fact a

'given set of séatements_based‘on oné kind of logic that we.regérd as
trﬁe, and ano;hg%_set.of.sﬁétements baséd'on énother Eype'of logic,théf

we also regard as true, and so on. Second, as a result of this, the

. term "logical deduction' would, refer to no specific outcome,

least the term wéuldﬂnot'refer to a specific kind of outcome basdd on

rather specific operations. “But.-again, this does not seem to be the
.case for we do in fact recognizé a'deduction~irrespective of the content

-with which it is concerned. That is, it seems very reasonable for us .

to say in‘science,'mathematics} history or philosophy that such-and-such

is an example of deductive reésonfﬁg. Ther?-is;another'point that can
be made. If we can accept thé fact that the 'form' of dédgctivé?;

~

reasoning can be recognized independently of content f‘think that we.
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can. also be fairly sure that there are limits to the types of

mental operations involved in such reasonings. In other words, it

'is not: the case that we think about anything at all or think in any way

at all when it is said that we are able to deduce such—and such Now

'granted, something in the way of specific content is necessarysﬁgthat.

R

1f we are involved in mathematical deductions we are not in fact

contemplating historical’ geography or what we plan-to do on our summer

holidays. ’But likewise, logical deduction would also reqUire that we

",contemplate given .content in rather specific sorts of‘ways. I1f, foﬁﬁg'r -

example, we were. concerned to deduce, on the basis of a'given set of -

. - statements, it would require that we not think in anx way at all about

:the&statements, .or, in other words, it seems to me that we would not

acﬁ?%?e the desired end by fantasiZing or day-dreaming, or. by perceiving

the statements poetically from the point of view of rhyme or alliteration.

It would require, rather, that we be concerned about meallng, and, it

R .
would require that we direct our attention, so to speak to the 'logical

relations which adhere among- the statements concerned It surely must

be the case. that this would be required ﬁor the recognition ‘or demonstration

of deduction in new circumstances.

. '.:,' - '
Hfgst warnts deduction to be the achievement of certain "public

' performances." My. contention is that this is’ not: adequate as an explanation

. o ) Fi
of the understanding of deduction and further, that the distingtion Jﬁ:.

-between verification by means. of public criteria and the account of

understanding given here is ‘an important distinction for educational

.

reasons.' It seems to be the case that we are in fact able to recognize

fthe "form' of certain'kinds of understanding, deduction in this case,

@



and'thislIJthink, points to some sort of hcommonality" in the
s “ ” . ;
- operation of understandlng We can state this in Hirstlan terms.

”Gf$En that the 'form' of deductive reasonlng can be@&ecognlzed as | '
descrlbed here, in order for agreement to be reached as tﬁ'what ,
'constitutes puhlic'criteria and standards for something being a

logical deductlon, 1t\assumes in the flrst place some ba51s upon which
agreement could be- reaehed by those 1nvolved 'some basis upon which
deductive reasoning can, be reoggnlzed as distinct‘ﬁrom otherAforms ot'

' reasoning. Logical deductions are -not random eonfigurations of o
statements orfproposltions.' When wevas the question or‘Hirst,

,"What provides for ‘the recognition‘of this configuration as opposed

to others?" no adequate answer seems to be provided.

Teachlng_and Learnlng

| - When wefashrqueStions about how a subject is to bertaught,‘these
questions very quickly lead'to.questions about how a subject‘is learned.
In order to dlscern what constltutes good teachlng methods or the’
- methods one w1ll want to 1mplement we will, most naturally, turn to
ohservation of how suocessful they are'in‘hringing about the desired
learning. >What is involved ln teaching a subject ‘should, then,;be
intimately related to what is involved in learnfhg a subject.’ Hirsth
has maintained- that bodies of knowledge exhibitvlogically necessary

features, anquuestions"ahout teaching a body_of knowledge are, in part,

questions about adherence to, logically necessary features. That

isi it is presumed, and indee it does ‘'seem reasongble to presume, that

the teactlng of any subJect should to ‘some degree be con31stent w1th ‘the

logical features of thefsubject itSelf,f‘Hirst refers to the problem as

.



‘ beingvone of adherence to the "rules of logical o'der" implicit

in a’ subject He makes a further distinction between two levels of

logical order expressed as logical relations. One‘distinction is
referred to as- "loglcal grammar" and means, in effect the network
géjgelatlons between” the concepts by v1rtue of whlch prop051t10ns

anetformulated Thls amounts to, roughly, adherence'to rules for

T ~~

the,dorrect use of terms, without .which a given discipline cannot.be

o<
3

Understood} In this sense,_science or history has a certain logical
%rammar. But . dlsc1p11nes of this kind would also have a "logical

Qﬁnuence of valldated prop051t10ns" in terms of which theory and

M.

N explanatlon can be elaborated HEre what Hirst seems to have in
: ) - S _

v

- ) i . . 3 ) ; o ! > + ‘ -
-.mind are more fundamental propositions and truths upon which various

disciolineS-are built.” In this sense, explanations for true ‘and false

statements™yithin a;giscipline WOuld, in'turn, be giveh by reference
e o - @

to more basic opositions,‘which in.turn, might be founded on

' &

statements more fundamental to the 1ntelllg§£111ty of the dlSClpllné\\

' and soon. ... . f ST - Q%

Nonetheless, Hirst's contention is, briefl¥, that ‘this logical

sequence does not dictate any temporal sequence for the teaching of

.. statements and truths within the discipline. The logical sequence of a

N

 discipline is something that is "pieced together'" as.one deepens one's ’ﬁ’”<

ﬂunderstanding of that discipline. - However, in the case of a disCipline’s

. : .3
‘loglcal grammar, Hirst maintains that this 1mplles a procedural pr1nc1ple

for the teacher of a dlsc1p11ne, without which that dlsc1pllne is not

Ty

properly'undg;stood. Thus,. it seems to follow,that some logical order
LT | e
should be maintained as far as the grammar of a-discipline is concerned,



\
1f for no other reason than the fact that the learning of certain

concepts logically nece531tates the orlor learning of: other concepts;
although, Hirst suggests, some disc1p11nes will manifest a mofe strict
logical order‘than othersi thus requiring;a more strict adherence to:
logical grammar in theeteaching ptoceduret

Now this seems to me to-beza faitiy ecceptable attempt to explsin
the logicalAstructnte of domains of knowledge'and the implications of
" this for'teachingi_ There are_however a numher of small'points which
might‘be made:which will serve to tast some degree ot doubt:on the’h éé:,

oy

types. of 'di‘st.inctions rrl,aintain'ed by Hirst. First, I think there is a .
sense in‘ﬁhich.logical g?ammar? given that we accept the distinction *

for the moment?;tdleest,_cends,to be deceiving. Clearly there are

- cases whefe we ;ouidjnot wenthto discuss some‘concepts before discussing
others. In music, for exanple‘ students may not adequately comprehend

" voice- leading without first knowing something about - 1nverSions of chords,
‘an;ilikewise, we'could not, say,tdiscuss thefcoﬂcept of harmony'in ;hy
depth'(ot melody for that matter) Qithout students,knowingvanythingd
aboutfintetvai reletionships.u In these cases, mo;eledvanced musiceij‘
concepfs are dependent upon an.understanding of more basicvtndiments
of“music. But we should not, it seems to me, either construe loéical \\‘
gtemmar to imply a dictation of strict temporal sequence,vor, assuﬁe_that*;
the undetStanding of a thing meéns, in fact,;an~understanding of‘all

’fits constityent parts. There may, indeed, be cases where{discqssion of
!concep@s of harmony serve to "deepen' one's underStending[of‘interneis.

One may come to "'see' intervals working'in harmonic ﬁovement. One‘coold

_also.atgue that in the case of science, where a definition of a molecule,

.



l

" .v

o

.

«

. : _ T . e v
v say,_is given in<terms df atoms, one would normally presume that //'f" ¢

underseanding of. molecules zcould not be fully achieveq‘without an

~ - ¥ »

understanding of atomsw But this does not necessarily requ1re that'

1

one teach atoms before one teaches molecules. ThlS would depend upon

the loglcal order found to be most valuable for dlfferent groups of

students at dlfferent times. (Emplrlcal studles nght be helpful herefjfy‘

-1t mlght beffound for example ,that‘the concept of an atom can be

<
1ntroduced effectlvely through the concept of a molecule v Lf the -~

,understandlng of a. thlng requlred knowledge of all its component

parts it would mean thatsthe understandlng of a molecule required a

' detalled understandlng of the components of the atoms of wh1ch it is .

¥

¢

comprlsed But 1t seems to me that a good deal of dlscu551on of
A .

science gan go on“in. schoolé w1thout the deta1 e knowledge possessed
by sc1ent§sts. If we were to adhere‘to the pr1nc1ple of loglcal grammar-

we might argue, for example, that the concept of numben is logically

prior to the learning of arithmetic tables.' HoWever, chlldren do learn

: addltlon “and subtractlon tables, equatlons such as '2 + 2 =j4', without

.

prior” abstract knowledge of concepts. such as number or 'equivalency'

Of course lest czuldoconcelvably reply that these are problems of -

b

logical sequence and not logical rammar, and as such are 1rrelevant
g q 5 8 g

N to the problem of temporal sequence.

. -

. ) ' L4
. Thls brlngs us to our second crlticism. It can be brlefly stated It~

> N

by”asking whether there_is,‘in fact ‘an actual dlstlnctlon worth maklng

between loglcal grammar and . loglcal sequencef It mlght be argued that

'# "

no such dlstlnctlon ex1sts. lest “has characterlzed loglcal grammar§§

‘ _.,"»v

‘ as those relations between concepts by which meaningful prop051tlons

- LN
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are formed, while logical sequence refers to those rélatiqns between

. : L R : o,
propositions which allow for explanation and proof in a given discipline.

But sureiy one .could quite easily argue that in any given set of

", . fundamental propositions used for explanation one will also find various
important concepts. To the extent that these concepts preééﬁc problems
N fo . . ' S i . ’ - . .

of‘logiéal.grammar, Ehere will alsg nébessarii§ be problems of_logicél.

sequence; Hirst has suggésted that th lQ%£§aiiseqdence of fundamental

propositions does not, in_fact; dictatle any temporal sequence. But it
geems to me ‘that we would not want tp‘iﬁﬁ%b&uce,c&rtainAbasic propositions

where there were discrepancies in logical grammar, that is, we would not
want -to introduce propositions, theories, op‘broofs containing concepts

for which:.other concepts not yet learned-were prerequisite. In other
words, in these cases problems of so-called logical grammar generate

. . L . : s 6
problems of temporal sequence with regard to fundamental propositions.
- i . N P y . . ~
. < .. . . - '~ )'. . . }
‘What makes this distinction mere: questionable in the first place is .

-

‘the fact that any définition or.gxpléqation of codceﬁfs that can be
N - T N e - ) -
given requir€s statement form. It might be.the case that certain
conlepts are so essential in explanation in a given discipline that the
: ‘ L - oy . o .
propositions by which they are stated are, in essence, fundamental to -

that discipline and thus are understood in terms of logical sequence. -

- | S Vo, , | ' . . :
Does this then not make them problems. of grammar? = The point is that

- we need to know a great-deal more about how given statements could, in

the first place, be differentiated in terms of logical grammar or iogicaL

sequence. -
This raises an even more serious problem. If it can be accepted

that sets of propositions which;are'fundamental to explanation and-
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, v - ‘ . . 9 ,
proof”also_contain.important concepts,'concepts ln,terms of which. -
.. the propositions can be meaningfully stated'and concepts which are
,important‘forbthe learning of theusubject then what Hirst is saylng

)
about grammar in relation to sequence appears to be somewhat contradlctory
He would be saylng of such statements that in ‘terms of loglcal sequence

no temporal sequence is d1ctated while at the same tlme 1n terms of

logical grammar, that is, relations between important concepts contained

" . ) . 4
in the propositions, theories or proofs, problems of logical ordering

do in fact exist. For example, take the statement "In any cycle of -
fifths chord: progression, the seventh of the'first chord resolves to

u

the third of.the_following chord." As’straightforward as this

S

statement may'seem, it is, in effect, a fundamental pr1n¢1p1e of

harmonlc movement ln.tonal music. Clearly; there are problems‘of logical

A._grammar; .But does this not also create problems of temporal sequence

wlth regard to thq,statement 1tself7v Even Hirst would agrée, it seems

to me,Athat such a prlnc1ple could not be 1ntroduced at Just any point

in the development of'mu51cal knowledge and surely it 1s a prgnc1ple

wh1ch could be-reintroduced at_varioUs points.to,facilitate a deeper/

meaning'of the concepts involwed. Can we -draw exact dlstlnctlons

between concepts whlch are stated in proposltlon form and- prop051t10ns»
R L S :

w1th1n which concepts. form ‘a constltuent part7 The answer would seem

: to‘be-in,the_negative.

Critical Questioning’
It was not the original intention of this discussion to provide
_anythlng in the. way of speclflc prescr1pt10ns for teachlng and learnlng

practlces, however, there is one additional factor whlch seems to me

>

Vi
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to be.so central to the concept of understanding that it warrants

at least some further explanation. In the previous chapter, 1 had

. .argued for a non-propositional aspect of understanding on the basis

of the condition essential for recognizing understanding, i.e.,

demonstration of .that understanding in méw situations. In turn, .two

‘conditions, analysis and integration, -had been pointed .out as necessary

for this taking place. We now need to attempt to describe a factor
on the experiential, level which is important in the devgfapnent of
o e :

understanding. I willvcall this factor "eritical questioning."' It~

was stated earller that the prlmary obJectlve of ‘the practhlngaéeacher

is to "enliven and develop the understandlng of the 1nd1v1dual 1€arner
I w1ll in effect, now try to explaln what is really meant by this. o
It is possible that the suggestlons in this the51s could dn- fact

be adopted and yet the teaching and learnlng process would, in splte of

this, amount to llttle more: than a. sophlstlcated form of tralnlng

-y

(not to suggest that there isvanything wrong with this under certain,;

«

- . B Z ) . ’ 'A<' .
.do is essentially exercise the 'students' ‘abilities to analyze and

conditions). That is, we might decide that ‘in order. to develop the
kind of understanding,with which we are concerned hefe, what:wefshould

Y

’

synthesize. 1In a case such as this; what‘We'might'tend to get as a result

‘2

is very efficient analyzers and synthesizers,; who may, to a certain

extent, be able to»ppoceed'to demonstrate certain proofs and explanations

in new situations. But is‘this enough?

" As a prellmlnary to what needs to be dlscussed here it'may be
¥ .

helpfal to compare the concept of understandlng thus far described w1th

‘what Gilbert Ryle says about the difference between 'teaching“that‘oand

o
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) ’

'teaching how'to',7 There are, it seems to‘me subtle similarities‘

which may help to elucidate“the concept of understanding. Ryle suggests

,

that e do not properly feel thht education has taken place until at

. . i
S ., R

’:some point in the acquisition of knowledge the learner is capable of

-taking his own steps, that is, self—motivated action, toward his own

' self-learning of new material. Ryle elaborates on tﬁ&s distinctlon
: ¢ Py
by suggesting that a great deal of subsequent learning depends for

its’ achlevement on previous forms of simple rote training or repetition,

which amounts to the instilling of basic but necessary skills. He

n/

stresses“that this is even the case in dlsciplines such as philosophy

But sooner.or later, according ‘to Ryle, we want the student to take

his own,initlative. What seems to be 1mplied here is the transfer

of basic skllls ‘and the development of more complex formseof knowledge
and understanding. It is the culmination of the teacher's‘task to bring
_about such a state of self-motivated acquisition of knowledge. Central
* to Rylefs positionvis the notlon of the learning‘of certain methods,
certai approaches or. modi operandi that one . acqu1res in relation
‘to.-various domains or disc1p11nes.and which one" brings ‘to new problems
or'situations. Learning ‘how to' involves, to a significant extent,
being initiated into7warious 'modi Qperandi’._ In Ryle's terms,vnew
problems are solved, new 1deas expressed when, by self-motlvated means,

one brings to those‘situations one's acquired 'methods' of understanding,

A
. v

thus expanding the scope of one's knowledge and abillties.‘ In terms.
L2

expressed here, one demonstrates understanding of somethlng by recognizing

or demonstrating the 'form of that understanding in new applications.

'& B
It might still: be argued then, that. the explanation of understanding

évl‘

L]
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el .

'S0 far given is not entirely adequate. ‘What'dotwe*ﬁo, for example,

.

about Gilbert Ryle's" insistence om. the seiﬁ:motiveted.learning of{the
h

'student as an-objective offthe teacher?; Indeed it .seems to me that
- N .'qt "
'agreement could easifyvbe reached among ‘educators that this 1is in fact

-

“the goal of good education. i Surely it is the case that at least ultimately,
. : N :“ - \ I3 - . . . X
~d i ‘- N . : 0] 3 e P % N ) ' - ’

we want students to take-their own 1n1t1at1%§%in théﬁ&nquiry process.

: ‘ ' : ' L RS . : v
How do we address the problem of self-niotivation? I think the answer

: s : S

to this, or at least a partial amswer, can be given by.directing, .
attention toward Certain "experiential' aspects of teaching and. row
, - CoL- . : LA oo

leerning; This, to a certain exteht, is my-criticishggﬁimﬁch:thlosophical'
ano other theoretlcal work in educatlon. i@tseemé, in theAcaee'&f" '
phllosophy of education at least, that no matter how close welthlnk a
we are getting to the practlcal problems of educatlon, the theorlzlng,
in soiteﬁof Lhis; tends to remain "aloof" or detaohed trom‘the releyent. //'
'vpraCfiQa% issues. I_Want to suggest‘that a partral eolution to this
‘problehhhay be>aqhieved_byiéttemoting to sa§ éomething.aboUt the actual‘
’experience'ofiteach;ng”ehd.learning, "- - o
NOW'wevmight desorihe'this deSired-stete of eelf-hotiVated-ihquiry,_
‘.roughiy, es‘somehsort‘of combihatibn'ofiinspiration and curiosity. Myb
intent here is not to provide any-psychoiogical_defio}tions of or
‘;explanetions for~inspirationfano corioeiQX, but ratheriit‘ieban'ettempt

to givefa'sort.oflroogh "senee" of what we might descrihe in actoel'
experience as Eelf-motiﬁated inquiry. Certainly other theoriets could
prov1de other terms. whlch would be equally as helpful hWheh we sey;v

‘then, that someone is self-motlvated to do somethlng we might also say

that that person is ingpired to .do that thing. And ﬁurther, forfone to -



inquire into something, assumes, in the first place that one's curiosity
has been raised in regard to that thing But more important than all
this is the fact that when- Ryle, for example, discusses selffnotivatedh.
-_learning, ultimately what is being referred to is the kind of motivation:
. that is~fundamentally"intrinsic. All action is, in a way, self-motivated.’
It is possible, it seems to me, ‘to regard most actiqpsithat are not |
involuntary or refleXive as being self-motivated in the sense that they
are one's own actions, regardless of whether factors involved in
motivation are of .an - instrumental or non- instrumental kind It is not
necessary here to elaborate on the nature of intrinsic value. This
was attempted in chapter three. - Suffice it to say‘that‘what Ryle
:seens to mean by self-motivated learning is that type of motivation
.which is inspired by the intrinSic value of the pursuit itself 8 Thet
important point tolbe made is that self-motivated learning must it.

seems to me, be dependent on'some form of experience of the.intrinsic
‘value:bf learning The self-motivated pursuit of learning assunes

that one is, in faéi -aware of the value of what . is being pursued.

This awareness, in turn, must have an experiential base. What I mean ‘
by this is that the purSUit of learning for its own sake presupposes
» experience of the“value of learning_itself, otherwise the aWareness |
of‘thevvalue'of such a pursuit would not bevpossible; Even if one were

interested in fX', one would not consider that that interest would be

further satisfied by undertaking learning about,'X unless one already < 7

‘had Significant experience of the value of learning in relation to 1tems

1.of intrinSic interest, giving the general sense of the potential value

'7\ ’ g
’b A

. ‘of. learning’ Eer se. One who purSues learning for the sake of. SOCial oﬁi;

monetary gain alone, that is, one who pursues learning as a means to

136
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:-extrinsic ends rather than for the process of learning and - special ‘

,understanding gained, need not directlz experience the value of these '

-

ends in prder_to-believe in their yalue sufflciently to-pursue them.
This does.ggg seem to be the case as-far as self—métivated inquiry”' R
" 'is concerned.
What type:of experienee; then, would‘provide this awareness.of
the value of .learning? Herein lies'the key to a missing ingredient
in our discnssion of teaching and'learning. Students'mustigevput‘in the

way of penetrating ideas which will provide a feeling for the "spirit'

of inquiry, ideas which touch on’what they see as important to them.

It is not enough, then, to provide demonstration and exercise in analysis
' ’ ’ ) ' - v

‘and integration. Students need to be given the opportunity for those

N

experiences which provide the appropriate "gseed" for theAgrowth of

self—motivated“inquiry,.andtthnsﬁfor the growth of understanding. Students

2
®

muSt'be _stopped in thelr tracks" by che power of penetratlng 1deas.
There?is'no easy way to describe these experlences. Whatsne are concerned“v
with-'is SOmething.that occurs on the experiential‘level sf‘teaching and
learning. It islsomething that might he therved in’terms of changes’ in
.facial»expressions,.bodily novements, change in‘attitudes; beliefs,
behaviors,'and:perspectines on the part of stueentsg and'it“will‘be
.something‘that is remembered as a special-event'in their.ownﬂseries of
experiences. Perhaps better put in;Jacob»Needleman's terms; stn&ents;-
neee‘to be‘faﬁed with the task. of "critical self—questionin‘g.".9 1f 1t

is- the case that the desrrable end of self—motivated 1earn1ng means, 1n

. s »
‘ essencewgnertaln changes in behav1or, attltudes, or perspectlves, then .

students will have to be put in the way of those 1deas whlch can provide



) . s

the opportunity for critical self—quesqioning of behaviors, attitudes,

7

perspectives,'and so on. .That'is the ideas must be felt to throw into
question some fundamental aspect of the meaning of their own lives.:
NOW'lt seems to me that what,critical self—questioning‘ém;;nts to, in

effect, is critical examination of one's own knowing, for ifawe~are

genuinely-interested~in the knomledge.and understanding of the learner,
‘then; surely; me need to bevinterested in his or her knowledge;and
understanding, and . this cannotlbe knowledge as expressed entirely in

.- terms ot'publicly accepted sets of propositions,’notlif'it is to be
’regarded as thevknowledge and understanding of the individual'learner
by that learner. ‘Indeed; on the experiential level of'teaching‘and
learning, it is exactly’this that we need to effect if we are'to hring
about self—motivated inquiry in any real sense. It waa#ﬁ?fintention

to imply this kind of . notion when it was stated that the primary i

'

obJective of the.pract1c1ng t ach&nrwas to "enliben and develop the

understanding of‘the individua learner."

LU

The purpose of the.previous discussions has not been tu negate
the value of Hirst's analysis of the logical structure of knowledge,

but only to point out those areas where certain ambiguities exist and
certain areas Where I find’it necessary to develop alternative points

’of}view.‘ Hirst has empha51zed explicit domains of knowledge and the

-

distinct 'forms of thought which they embody. If in fact certain forms

of thought are conspicuously characteristic of certain disciplines then 4

-

one. of the tasks of tshe educator is to provide for the fac1litation of

' these forms ‘of thought along with habits of mind and other articulations

e
e . .
e
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whiéh?eccdmpahy them. It follows from this, therefore, that the

teacher should have not only a wérking acquaintance with the various

levels ef>content.of a discipline, but also a knowledge of the'legical

aﬁatomy'of the forms of thought which are endemic tovthat‘discipline;

As a teacher, depending on the level of students, one

.

Qbuld, explithly

or implicitly, be interested in imparting more or less of this logical

anatomy. The point being made here \is that whatever the nature of the

\

structure of forms ef thought‘or“for%s'of knowledge, understanding of

this logieal structure‘ié; in part, a philosophical ﬁaek, and is .

therefore a mode'ofaphilosophical understanding. This, in itself, is

I think, a feirly strong reason for justifying philosophical inquif§

in teacher education.
A

‘THere are other ways to view this issue. What is it that teachers

are doing when they are actually teaching? The -philosophical posiﬁion

being advocated here is expressly not one which stresses the mere
: ' . ] . . .

transmission of information. That is, it is not one based solely on a

conception .of mind where the acquisition of knowledge

' passive accumulation of'bits and pieces of furniture,

a@ounts to the
“w . F
where the.

23

development of understanding means that more-furniture has.beeﬁ,accumulated.

It seems to me quite clear that we want more to be happening in education .

than this. Based.on the preyiqu discussion, a significant part of

learning involves the acquiéition of concepts and the
'abstract logical relations. “This, it seems to me, is
what understanding means. - If the development of this

i ‘ C .

is being viewed as a realistic aim in education, 'then

“ from this that ;eacﬁefs»should‘be expected tdieequite

deQelopment of

a necessary part of

type of understanding .

it 'seems to follow

knowledge and



' experience concerning the nature of this understanding and the

‘facilitation of it in learners. Further, philosophers and other

educators need- to consider that this kind of thing must’ be brought

.

to the experiential‘leve} of‘teaching and learning. Previously, the

. notion of critical questioning was. introduced as one possible educational

'approach by whlch students could be put in the way of those questionlng

experiences which are seen as essential for developing a selfﬂnotlvated

'inquiring attitude, If these;experiences_are regarded as valuable
aspects-of~learning, then surely we'will,want'teacherg‘to have some© -

‘acquaintance with these experiences and the logic:.of the subject matter

in relation to which these experiences can be brought about. In other

words, it would be foolish for teachers to be attempting to encourage

~

the development of something about whlch they have no adequate knowledge

)

and experience.

-,

‘There has been a good deal of emphasis lately on‘thé practical

aspectsvof teacher education.' Roughly put, there are those who mlght

say that good teacher education con31sts in ‘the learning of one's

subJect area, the learning of various teachlng methodologles, and -

_behav1oral studlesvw1th an empha51s on relevant practice in the'field.

L

And of course» in one sense they are correct in that we always want

to malntaln .a proper balance of theory with practical con51derations.’
tf- \

The acquisitlon of skills and aptitudes 1nvteach1ng comes partly through

practice of thos kills and aptitudes. As Gilbert Ryle so aptly ppt

it when referrin to learnin 'how to', " . . . he learns the ro es,
‘ erring » g : , . rop¢

‘not much bytgaaing‘at them or hearing about them, but. by trying to climb

o

them . . 10 On the other hand, it would be unwise to allow important

,
3

P
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education.

EEN

VAR

n

cheoretigal aspecfs}to be{ovgrshadowed'by'mere practical cénsiderations,
Entire focus on theoretical aspects runs the risk of becoming~ifrele§ant,
‘purely "academic'" for any given practitiéner, while emphasis on sbacigic

unreflécpive_pétterhs of action runs the risk of‘bécoming educationally,”

’

" redundant. It is practice without insight as to fundamental purpose.

I think this applies to everything from fencihg to philbsoﬁhy. The

. premise béing argued for here is simply this: an important part of

learning. involves the acquisition of abstract concepts 'and relations,

.

thefefore<part of teaching will require an analysis aﬁd manipulation
of the structure of such concepts and relations, andﬁthis, it seems to

me, if bursued to adequate depth:will necéSsarily.iﬁvolve a philosophic

. '

aspect to inquiry. A good teacher must be ablel%b'déal'éompetently

BT

with abstract forms of thpught, even at the lgyéi>bf philosophic

;>\shg\is expecting

at some point from students. It is alsd‘fequited §9p>judging‘what is

generality, since *this is essentially w

and is not to be considered as-tghllz educational. Here is a point,

it seems to me,.tgét'needs-toﬁbé taken far more-seriously in teacher

«
f

f



A CHAPTER VI
9 .

CONCLUSION

In order to present in concise forn the main concluding‘p01nts
I think it worghwhiie to modlfy the mode of 1nqu1ry used. Thus, the
follow1ng concluSion.is presented as a dlalogue between myself and a
practicing teacher, and is intended’ to concisely unify some of the,main
. ) P
lines of thought in the thesis, while at the same’time pointing out

s;gnificant practical implications for curriculum and teaching. I would
f

pha51ze that the dialogue presupposes a careful reading of the preVious

P v,

chapters. : ) : )
L 1S ) . . : oo

I o
TEACHER: f have‘read qbor thesis and we haveJheen casnaily discussing\\\~g;///(
certainapoints. I must admgggth£V/I do not really understand what you |
are tryiné to éay. What 1n the’ world do you mean by a 'form ij_'!.,
understanding and .how is thé clarification of Such a thing going to
.help me?,QMy ”hunch" is that even if.we could reach a clarification on}u
this, we would still be at a loSs‘in translating your,philosophy into
terms which are practical and'relevant for teaching. In other‘words,
does yoUr'philOSophy of education maké any practicalﬁdifference? That's
really what.I am interested inr .
ME: Well,wso am I, but first, yop”ﬁave askedttwo questions. 'One concerns
"the 'form' of understanding and the other concerns Lts releVance in

. teaching... I think it would be wise: for us to examine these one at a.time.

“

t
142



_ . - T — . g
if we are not clear on the firsﬁ, we éertaihly_will not be ablevto
dié;ﬁéé.the‘second. ' ."- '.1 RN e |
TEACHER: So you-are gding to start witﬁvthe 'form' of understanding?
ME: Rather than jumping ;ighﬁlin; we can set :he stage byvreViewing oﬁe

+ ¥

or two prior questions.

TEACHER: Like what?
ME:\Qpcali tﬁat I began thé discussion‘in the thesis'witﬁ\ggﬁt is,
:-éséentiélly, a'"form—congént" problem, the rroblem of ra valid disti;ctioﬁt
~ between what is formal‘énd whaﬁ is sugs;antivé-in understanding;  This
problem was deait Qith iﬁ a numbér of differeﬁt contexts; a discussion

of percep;ion, conceptual schemes, the &istiqction betweep langugge'and
thought, aﬁd so on. Howe&er, the form~content problem is also very much

an educational problem, and it was within this context thatvthe question

yo .

initially arose and motivated ‘the inquiry. -
_ TEACHER: How is it an_educétional problem?

S , g S o
ME: My point of view is simplyv%hat the?@mphasis in education has been -
. AR} 4% X
predominantly on content, thﬁgiggﬂ -3?‘

o

#n examining and emphasizing
& !

CH TR

teaching of content, and I am i

. : ;. qf.%'
the other side-of the relationship, thé

ﬁiorm' of undetstanding;
TEACHER: You fealize of course that the notion of fofm>;:thout content
is éomplétely impopent, it is essén&iglly vacuous. _ .

ME: I_wégld gg;ee;‘but this. does qpt refute my own point of view.
TEACHﬁR: T do'no; qﬁders;and why not.

ME: If we assume for the moment that it is correct to assert the form-

content distinction, does. it not also follow that content without form

oy
N . : L

s not ‘sensible and perhaps not even possible? If we suggest that it

rfl .

v

143

dy of knowledge in.subjects—ethe‘
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is sensible, then we have no account of the meaninéful organieation
of content. Could it be sald, then, that both form and content are
equally 1mportant in education°
'TEACHER If you put it like that I can agree, for the moment at least.
ME: Then here is Fheged@catlonal hroblem; the“empha51s ‘has heen on COntentv
to the negleét of"formf} | tf . S ,f |
IEAéHER: Alright; then prove to me that the diStinction you have drawm
between form and content is correct.
ME: Well, you may have to re-read the the51s However, what I may be
able to do is summarize the' line of reasoning that was prov1ded for
such a proof. , ' ‘
TEACHER: Please do. &
ME: I thiphttheiptohlem initialiy_stemS»fron an amh%éuity in the notion
of a concept it;elf.‘ Recall that in-the first chapter'on."Conceptual'.
schemes" I ergned'that'from Davidsoh'e discussion we cannot he certain
as to.what’he regards a concept to be.
'TEACHER: I don't follow you. ..
Mﬁ: Therevisla conflict in our undefstanding Qg—COHCEPts’betweén t%gafding>
them as sb@e sort of entity "possessed" by.the.mind and reghrding them-v
as part of the;public.domain.
TEACHER: WhiCh da you choose?
ME: Weil; etrictiy sneaking, neither.‘ An exact ontologlcal c£d551f1catlon
of a concept is something that I have not claimed to'provide in
- thesis, and it nés_even implied that such a thingimay.not be po LPle.

. . } . ) . * K ‘
TEACHER: Wait a minute. If you can't tell me anything about concepts,

v T e
how are you going to tell me anything about the form-content distinction?

©

.



ME: I did not sugges£ thét nbtﬁing at all could beisaid about céﬁcepts. 
I am noé as interested in wﬁat a concebt is, as in;what can logically

be said'abput‘it.

IEACHER;kAnd what_can'be said about a c0n¢ept? - l ‘ .
ME:—Whatevef else can be said regardihg cbngéptdl one thihg sgemé certain:
any concept whatsoe&er ié only intelligiblé by‘qirtue of thé étatements'
whiéh~eipress it. ~Wouid you agree? ' ;‘ _ '

- TEACHER: I suppose‘I wﬁuld ha&e to'égree. But dde§ ﬁhis not amount.to

.a very aifferent account of concepts from those that imglicitly construe
concepfs'as‘part“of.some\mental scheme? | | |
'ME} Indéed, it does. 1In gffect, it shows us that éoncepts ca& be
identified or Qisééfned sﬁe'fromlgndtherfon tﬁé basis of statements which .
exp?esg them, does it not?

TEACHER; Ié would seem so. 'However; is it not possible ﬁo cdﬁbeive of

" something and not be ablé to expfesé it?

ME: I'm éuge it is, but I think>this méy be a matter of constihg thqughts
and ideas, whaté&er»they may be;Lwitﬁ cdngepts. VDo>you recali’zhat I
Vsaid'ih the.firét chapfer?T;When a concept X becohes ihteiligible, and
.giVé; adequate 1anguage\ability,_it can be expressedvinrthé form."X is
A,‘B,‘C, D,'. L Té-say that X isiintelligiblgugéaﬁs, eséenéially,
that i£ can bé expressed in language th;t is agreéd upbﬁ.' If'this is the

case, do you notice that.something else can also be said about concepts?

v TEACHER: What is that?

ME: If they are intelligible by virtue of statements then it Seé‘s 0@
follow that concepts cannotvbe‘nonfSubstantive,

TEACHER: I do not understand.

3
Kl
.
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" ME: Do you agree that concepts ‘must’ have content? Otherwise, how could

[T .

’

- / g
they be identifiet ansu%gz gog would they be expressed?

£

TEACHER. Welﬁ,ii..' "
iME Let me put this another way-. I think'wevcan easily‘aéree that concepts:
must” have meaning If not they would provide. no form of communlcatlon.

If they have meanlng, then they are about somethlngi Would you agree?

TEACHER: Yes, 1t seems to be the case But 1 do not see the polnt

v
e

you are trylng to make. _ '-'Fﬁ."s - ' . “,

ME: Whether we are concerned w1th those phllosophlcal p051tlons whlch

-

want a very close equlvalence’between language and conceptual schemes
or with those that do not,‘my cr1t1c1sm of all such accounts is that
they do not manaée'to_address questlons of the type, "What distlngulshes'
and organizes'qontept?" "What provides, for the 1ntegration of groups
of statements and at the same time. prov1des logical relations which N

make one group dlstlnct from another7" } amuinterested in loglcal
o . . o P L 8.. ) .
relatlons between concepts and groups of concepts. e

o
L

TEACHER Well, I'm not sure I agree, but I am‘beginning to,see;dﬁét

you mean. - ". . 3 JH',, S ; ;f‘ ;w ’f
ME: Let me now refer you to Qhapter IV and the proof . I trled to provide -

.. N 'Jr' .
for a non—propositlonal aspect in understandlng. 1 thidﬁ we w1ll see _
that this is the other step in show1ng/the truth of@uhe notion of '

ST
'form' of understandlng ‘ , Cad

Rk

’

I

TEACHER: Flne; 80 far I fall to see it.

“« ME: Remember«that I trled to show that any?ﬁnderstandlng of groups of’
T Y . : PN . r/’-;
7statements 1n terms of analy51s alone is 1nadequate as an explanatlon

because Qhe analy81s 1tself presupposes .Aan 1ntegrat1ve capa01ty of




-

understanding? } ‘._ .ﬂ 4

2,

TEACHER But can we not understand statements $¥st through analysis7 ,f;;"ix
ME: What do you reallyg.‘an when you use the term analy51s'7 Strictly

speaking, to show t

g

ty cannot be the case we need merely to stress 'k S

<, i e

that statements, concepts, prop051t10ns,‘and so on, cannot acquire

meaning and relevangy in isolation. ThlS 1s achieved by belng part of
g D ’(\v
systems of concepts. The questiof is, ”How,aln turn,.ls thlé possible?

Even simple-statements such as 1Water4freezes at 0°C' presuppose a = =

r : . co . x

great deal of krowledge. v‘f‘ a

TEACHER: Yes, I would -have to agree., i l‘ g o ;: o 2

ME: This is why I dealt with groups of statements, that ls, theorles

or proofs, because dealing with the problem in thls way gives 1n51ght
* ‘ . i

into the non-propositional aspect of understandlng. o e

TEACHER: I still don't clearly sep. your point about a non-propositional
’ . } N \\ | I. . .
\ . . ‘ . "

ME: I wanted to show that there must be a mode of unders%andlng by

aspect.

. é
which content, 1n thlS case statements, groups of statements, prop051t10ns,

and so on, is dlstlngulshed.and 1ntegrated, and that this mode of
) ‘ - ‘ 1‘

understanding is non-propositional because it is that'bz which propositions, *

statements, and groups of statements are logically related.

TEACHER: Yes? -

i

. N . . N . BN
ME: If it is non-propositional, then it must be non—sugitantive, that

¥

is, without the partlcular content of accumulated knowledge and eiperlence.
If so, then here is an argumentqfor the form content dlStlnCthn belng

a valid iistinction. Would you agree7

TEACHER;vThat seems to make sense;'at the moment,‘anyway.
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II.

ME: If this distinction is valid do you see the. educational implicat10ns7

~ TEACHER: I'm afraid not. They do not accur to me‘.

A itd . o . ' ‘ . .
e 'ME:* Would it,not be important for us in educationrto be very concerned

about the 'form' of;on&érstanding, about the formal aspect: of

understanding7 &

. ' TEACHER. Maybe so but thls stlll sounds very abstract to me. What,
[ 'i"

Cos vin practlcal terms, can we do about such a problem, if it is really a

4//-4 g

problem?

Y

ME: What do”you mean by that?

TEACHER Well, we don 't know anythtng about how this.'form' of

e
¢

( understanding 1s déveloped From what you have sald we don't really
;u'know much abou; it at all apart fgom the inference that it muet exiet.
Whatcdo we do, teach fofm?"Maybe'it is impossible, or maybe we teach
it'without‘knoming it. @: - o |
.ME;iYeSJ bi know yoo ace asking for practlcal relevance..
TEACHER Of course % 'ma teacher.
ME;wwell, I think something can be said on the basle of the philosophical
: foundataon I have prov1ded which will be seen to have practlcal relevance
'TEACHER. Please go'on. I am interested. |
| 4 :ME Conelder agalneﬁlrst s 'forms of knowledge theory. Do‘yoorfind
~thlS'CO beva senslble and loglcal point of v1ew7
"TEACHER Well I am not exactly certaln I understand 1t
'ME Con51der that you,, as well as most other teachers, are’most llkely

teachlng on the basis of 1t

TEACHER: I do not follow‘yon.

-



ME: Well, you p;imarily teach content, don't you? That is, you‘teach ‘

- »
subjects. C W ﬁ

e -
TEACHER: Yes. . ‘ . & . .

ME: And you téach sﬁbjects with the éssumptioﬁlﬁﬁ.’ this is pgedominantly
what is involved in developing the minds of stﬁdenté. |
 TEACHER:;3éS.

ME: Then you.aré teaéﬁing faccording to a Hirstiaﬁ philosophy.

TEACHER: And what's wrong with ‘that?

£l

ME: Well of course, things could be a lot worse, but what I mean is,
what about our form-content distinction?

TEACHER: Yes, -of course. You are suggesting that in teaching subjects

we merely teach content &nd therefore do not adequately address the

, N . ‘ .
development of mind, ‘which would require that we also address the other

aspect of understénding, the 'form' of understanding.
ME: Yes, that's closer to what I mean.
TEACHER: But this stff1l doeslnot'tell’me what to do. What if someone

‘were to ask, "How do we teach and develop_%&?%bform' of understanding?"
o . o :.5{ A . - , . )
. ME: Let us not move o quickly. We need to consider Hirst a bit further.

" Do ¥ou remember iﬁ_Chaptér V.- where I‘discussed the problem of different
forms of knowledge manifesting different sorts of logic? It is Hirst's

contentien that this is’the

o

‘cﬁée. Do you find this ;6 be sensible? - -
TEACHER: Again, I do not knﬁwgbow to answer. 1 suppose it @ight be

right. He is persuasive, but I;don‘t feel I can judge. It seems out
of. my depth. . s
ME: Does it ‘seem sensible to cogalude that history has its own logic

-

and that science has another? What then does the term 'logic' refer to?




Is'deduction.one‘sort of thing in mathematics and another thing'in
science?. . : ‘ ".‘ L f = kA ;Q
TEACHEhr N%, it sounds fairly unreasonable, especially if we ean ugg %

the same word 'deduction' for both, and T now remember your discussion "

in that chapter : f‘ o . ; |

ME: It seems toime that philosophies"such as Hirst's fail'to address
adequately questions like "What is presupposed in being able‘to differentiate
disciplines7" "What holds their fundamental principles together -and

V.at the same time makes ore group (of statements) distinct from :nother7"
When mind is discerned strictly in terms of the assimilation of bodies

", of knowledge such questions fail to be addressed ‘ Without our‘form-content
distinction such questions cannot be properly addressed. “;ﬂu

TEACHER: Yes, I see what you mean.

ME: T have trled to develop the point of view in this the51s that 'forms

of understanding emerge as a logical foundation across the spectrum of
different domalns of‘knowledge, and that this is the proper account of
.logical.relations between concepts and groups of concepts. Now, |

concernlng your question of practlcal relevance — '

TEACHER: Not so fast I have been curious about one thing. You

N

sometimes}refer to '"form' of understanding, and sometimes to"forms'
of'Understanding. -Which is it? | -
ME: I was Eoping you wduldn 't ask that question.
TEACHER Ah yes, too bad Explain'this to me.

ME: I have made no claims to have provided a direct ontological
. . .

' descrlption of a"form or 'forms of understanding. So far, my words
have been inadeqUate’in‘describing what I am after. I merely wanted to

L3
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therefore very important for educators to be awate of. Because of this,

.of knowledge are <counted, Qould be misleading; it wduld be  to assﬁme

' TEACHER: 1 see.

 TEACHER: {f

-anything -about an actual approach in terms of curriculum.

e ) S

try to show that such a thing is an important'aspéct of thought, and =
o ' - b/ C .

any description of "foﬁms of understanding)' themselves can be misléading.'
o w R o |
I used 'forms' because there may be more than one, and I use 'form'

N . . . .. . P

v

» . .

because I am, in this thesis, primarily interested in the logical 'form'.

) . . KN ‘ . . / . -.V."'
It could be the case that any name implying a quantzlt:at:n.\;;a/descrlptl_on,,t

/

»e

as if 'forms' could be counted in the manger in which Hirst's forms
‘Q
too much. So I Epave it open, for the time being, as to 'form' or

'forms'.

ME: Let us save these ;houghts for a bit later. You wanted to discugst

the practical implications. Shall we proceed with that?

'TEACHER: Fine.

“ME: If we can agree that the 'form' of understanding 'as such is not

defined in'termS’of separate bodies of knowledge, whaf does that tell
us about teaching?

Mt sure I follow.

agreed that  just teaching subjects is not adéqﬁate for

the development of'miﬁd, and therefore not adequate in any proper'account

of what it is to 'educate'.

WK: So, do you mean we need to teach the "form' of subjects as

ME: Weil, perhaps, but that does not get us anywhere; it does not say -

TEACHER: Oh, do you mean something like,iﬁtegrating subjects, curriculum



@urriculum integration, what type do”you mé%&?”‘

integration?' o , R o ) , ) ’
ME: That s one possibillty I had- in mlnd , é iy a
¥ R d,)‘ . . ’ -a
TEACHER.' But remember, thlSa is easi{er sald than; done.igﬂxeq y% o -:, h
. : a o AR

- ‘ ‘»'n,

M

ME: Of course, I do not mean that we should dissolve aﬁl&boundarles S

N
Y

between subJects. This would be entlrely/lmpractlcal and in fact,
1rrat10nal However it seems to me that if our argument so far 1s
valld certain types.of propoéals would follow father than othe}?{ and -
we ‘could make these pro posals od’loglcal grounds.

TEACRER: Such as?

ME: Curriculum integraﬁion,lfor one thing, must be viewed as a!serious

alternative, especially:in light of our argument against the'notion |
’ = . ) o~ T
that different disciplines manifest separate and distinct forms of
' . . . >
logic. It seemsJto me that we should be interested in searching.out,

common ground among various dlsc1p11nes, similar concepts, and hlghly

~ . v
generalt)common 1deas, connecting principles, and so-on. An example

- might be the 1ntegrated Social Studies currlculum.

TEACHER: Yes, thls was going to be my point. Are we not doimg this

1]

. already?v

- ME: To a certain extent. I would, however, like to see deeper studies

&

in this area, particularly studies concerning the most important reasons

" for such an-approach. I would be particularly interested in connections

between more diverse areas, for example, "Are there loglcal 31m11ar1t1es
£

between mathematics and.art?" or, "between art and ethlcs7" Could we
not teach science from an historical point of view, that is, from the ..

point of view of the periodic changes in knowledge, rather than only-



Y
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. from xhe‘boint of_yiew of what we see to-be "state of the art" now?
Imagine what effeét;this would have in giving real meaning to the”
- question "What is knowledge?"

- TEACHER: This sounds as if you want to bring a university curriculum
S ‘o .
- - v
into high schooils. -

T

ME: I think that is a bit extreme; wxh of the point would Be’left

tacit7 I‘%ean, for e;ample, I am not suggesting the explofing qf'

Kﬁﬁﬁ's parédigm—shift theory. ‘HOwéver; I do thiﬁk there are certain
subjégt areas which could be applicablé‘in high school at an iqtrodpctory‘
level which aré not now being utilized. BJ% this is not all I had in
mind.i;Let me develop another point which you may findxmore”intgrést;ngyl

It also seems to follow that we should consider a phiigéophical mode of

inquiry as an aspect ‘of teaching various subjects.
TEACHER: What do you mean? ‘

ME: I mean that in.the teaching of say, science, history, mathematics,

s - : :
art, some time could be devoted to the asking of philosophical questions

.about the ﬁaturg of such'disciplines.

TEACHER: This is a typical answer o§ a philosophy student. You want to
justify your oﬁn pursuits by suggesting this form of inquiry as a
solutién ;ofeducatiégal problems.

ME: We should not:bé too hasty. The claims I am making I think can ée
reasonably.madeAoé logical grounds. |

TEACHER: How so? | '

- +ME: Lat's‘re;examiné q?r'thinking>on-the ’form"of_qnderétanding. I

have ‘argued for such a 4!§for1i\' being a logical foundawpon distinct from

A

PO " .
separate domains of‘knbwleggeqk‘In fact, such a 'form' seems to provide -

"
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-

or specific theories, it is part of the very meaning of what we ~

‘w,

- | : ‘ - ] uff‘f:.l. : B ' .’w

-anlanswer'ﬁﬁ gyestions.cbncerning how we are able to integrate and

distinguish bodies of knowledge in the first" place.’

TEACHER Yes.

9

-

ME: It seems reasonable. that as educators, we willswant to be concerned

about this 'form' of understanding, since, like the facts,'squects,' " S

>

understand and;&now.
TEACHER: So it seensf
ME: And ne already eetabiished that, as far as achieving this end is
concerned, teaéhing from the point of view nf remembering and utilizing
specific content alone is inadequete.. N
TEACHER: Yes. I can see ehat approach as‘beigg a bit trivial now--in
factidsomewhat-distorting of the graspuof-the content? |

ME: Yes. Now, what mode of 1nqu1ry do we want to emphasize as valuable
in stimulatlng a more consc1ous awareness of the 'form of understanding?

'

“Would we want to concern ourselves only with particular details and

1

‘know' * oo Wb qre idiosyncratic to each separate diseipline, this

b .ng the sort of “in‘ormation‘proceSSing" mode that we were critical

of, or would we want t. 'mphasize coneact with more'general and abstract
ideas?

TEACHER: The latter, I suppose. » . ‘ é

3.

ME: And if we are concer-ed with logicel similarities and connectipns

between various disci: .nes, when do you think students will most readily

#
discover such simil~: .ties and connections--when they deal with’

particulars '+ or-when they "grapnle" with the larger, general.ideas

1 -
and concepts?:

TR
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to glven ﬂlSClpllne ' , S ‘ ﬁf v

\ \

ME:VYes. j ﬁ,Wﬁéﬁ mode of inquiryvis general enough to be‘suited to
address the >qq¢a ions of any and every specific type of knowledge

| andglnquiry? |

TE%CHER; Do you ean philosophy? It -also oceurs to me that this may
be a way of stressing the importance of the nature and function of
philosophy in relation to other disciplines.

ME:.Yes. " So, I advocate a philosophical mode ef ihquiry, at en
aepropriate level of eemple;ity, in addition to reguler subject—specific
content teaching for 5 number of teaeone. First, stqdents very much

need to be exercised in dealing with the more general concepts- and

ideas, ideas which have greater potential for engaging the neglected
aspects‘of'undefstanding. What I mean, is, when we teach history, we

could also take time to iik what* it means to'make statements about the "

past and claim they'arerreasoneble énd gue ‘and when we teach mathematlcs
: ’ o : Hol ,,
we could take the time to'ask”notﬂjust whether 2 + 2 = 4, but why7'

This mode of inquiry has the;pb@%ntial»to bring into qhesgiﬁﬁ'the assumed

. o . Chatl,
Wi Il “‘,;‘. .

centalnty of facts, lnform?tlon, theorles, and so,ew"and this, it seems

RAR R
av.. v

fo me, is prec1sely %Fﬁ point in developlng the 'form of understandlng.
We want to confront students with the 1nterplay ‘between what is known
and the "unknown.'’ This is an important. part of what creates and

suétgins inte;égg; My contention is that when students are confronted
Ll A . o .

-with this i
A“'f

develop new strategles and skllls for deallng with the complex1ty ‘and

o



'“-ambiguity that they are faced with. This is, properly speaking,

rt of what learning a subject entails, and, it‘seems to me, is what

>nnderstanding a.subjeot reaily'means. We surely do not want-stndents
to acceptvbodies of knowledge withont,question.

TEACHER: No, ofvcourse, we‘do not.

re, throngh‘this process we WOnld‘want gtudents»to learn

respon51b111tyffor the extent of thelr own knowledge.

They will thus deal in a more 1n51ghtful and 1ndependent ‘way with any:
partlcular knowledge—clalm they encounter.
TEACHER 'I am not’ sure I agree with the reasons you have given, but I'm

beginning to see what you mean -about practical implications.

ME:‘Also; remember that what I,snggest as a philosophical mode of

v_inouiry is part of curriculum invf“h@tiontproperly understood. Ig‘is,

so to speak, one means towards the educa ohA end.

- TEACHER: 1 don t follow this connectlon.you are making.

'ME I say this because the concept of curr1Culum 1ntegratlon as' I would,

advocate it must be understoo% fro the p01nt of view of consequences
L
. . Al ~ . . f ‘

for‘the learner. In other woris we would want te see a ”deepened and

i

it Tty N
broadened" understandlng on the p rt of the learner
A

" TEACHER: Yes: r have ‘heard’ Uhesé terms, 'depth' and 'breadth' used
‘quite often. What’do you. mean by this? . R >

_ME By: a‘“deepened and broadened" understandlng on’ the part of the
<
vlearner I refer to the extent of conceptual connectlon."That»&s, we

. . , - i

would be 1nc11ned to admlt chat students who understood not Sﬁﬁy

'connectlons confined w1th1n a subJect but. also loglcal %elations among

fundamental concepts .between subJects, had acqulred what we mlght call

156
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understanding in depth and breadth. It would be very much like saying

" that one had come to understand not only one's subject, but also- .
. e ' ‘
relations to other subjects.

TEACHER: Alrlght, but I still don't quite follow your p01nt connectlng

phllosophlg lnquiry and curriculum 1ntegrat10n.
ME: Thus far in our talk on curriculum integration we have emphasized

acquaintance with general and abstract ideas as a means for discovering

l

logical connections and similarities. among disciplines. Curriculum
integration cannot.be merely a matter of putting subjects together

'temporally and spatlally, but not’ conceptuallyn, The point is, a %

<« -

phllosophlcal mode of inquiry is one method by whlch we facilitate the

coneeptual integration of subjects, since it is, after all, the mode of

el

\ g
inquiry which seems to be best suited for dealin§ with universally

k]
r?

general and abstract ideas. i
TEACHER: Yes, that nicely puts into words my vague notion that integfatioﬁ.

is i&portant,éemehow. ‘ '

Mg:The notion of a 'torm' of understending, it seems to me, also points
to another cenclusidn. ) . . .
TEACHER:, What is that? |

ME: If the argument as I have devdloped it is sound, then a case caﬁ also

be made against -the notion that mathematics, say, is valuable in

developing one aspect of understanding, and art for develobing another.
TEACHER: I don't see what you mean. The notion looks pfetty sound to me.
ME: Well, a predominant assumption in education has been that mathematics

is going to do something for us that music, say, cannot. Mathematics

is valuable in developing intellectual skills end'music is valuable in




-

¥

e

v ah
educating the emotions, but not vice versa, or something of this
sort. : . o - SR
TEACHER: Yes? So what's wrong with that? T

v

ME :&1s this"not another example'of exclusively content—oriented

educat10n7- Is*&t not one example of thinking which is based on the

- »

_assumption that what goes on in one subJect is in every way fundamentally

B

L]

« :
dlfferent from what goes on in another?: This,,it seeths to me, is to

. ) Y
confuse the 'form' of understanding with its content.-

TEACHER: But is it not the case that what goes on in mathematicS'is in

v

fact quite different from what goes on in music? -

ME: Yes, considering the present state ot education I would have to
agree with you.

TEACHER: What then are you suggesting?

ME: If we are.to take this.notidn seriously, it would mean that before,l
the relative merits of nusic, say, are cémpared with mathematics in
terms‘of what they-contribute to'cognitive development, it will reduire

that music be treated, true to its actual nature, not only as an grt but

N

,also as an intellectual discipline.

i

N _". : ’ ._

TEACHER: I'm not sure I understand what you mean..

ME: Let me try to give a general example. Essentially; the canons of

' mu51ca1 harmony are logical in nature. Even atonal music involving

I
& ":‘ e . g

. are similar cases. Now, tHis is'certainly notjall that is’involved in

.

u

tone-rows and serial wrlting follows procedures which might loosely be -

called more‘mathematlcal"‘than*mu51cal;' ‘The rules_of counterpoint

{

.

mu51c harmony or counterp01nt, but it is in fact one aspect of them.
The -point is that art, in this case music, is accompanied by complex
bodies of knoWledge.' We have already argued against the‘notion that

B

oy R

.Isg.y
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different forms of knowledge manifest distinct forms of'loéic,-'Thus,

P . :
students would need-to become acquainted more thoroughly with the :

v

. . : " , o .
body or bodies ‘of knowledge associated with the art. That is, 'students .
' : 1

would need to become acquainted with the lqgicel relations fﬁndamental

to the theoretical aspects of the art. In this way, in conjunction
. * . <

with its creative potential, art would be allowed to make its valuable

. cognitive contribution. fti , o R o L

TEACHER: I see. - S o
ME! This sort of thing is not now being done. Yet, only on this .basis
can we fairly judge the educational merits of one subject or the other.

I haveJQSed music only as an example. If the case can be made for

music the chances increase that a similar case could also be made for °

’other arfs,'ahd further, ;hat a case could be made'forremphaEizingvthe

art, the beauty, in mathematics and séienee,’as'eésentiel to pursuing
them serlously |

TEACHER Well what you have said implies falrly drastic changes : 15
thae part of what yOu meen by "practieal relevance'?

, : . N L
ME:uYes. It occurs to me that the implications of this,mhéory are quite

far-reaching and, from some points of v1ew, 1mply radical changes in
. -'-~ /*\

approach ‘to currlculum development and its use as educatlonal

Rt

TEACHER: Alrlght, bu; wait. Let's go back to a prevlous point. I

k4

understand more clearly what'you have been trying .to say,‘buC'I am not

totally convinced you have actually managed to prove anything. For
instance, what about this business of ;here‘being more than one 'form!

of undérstaﬁding? Do you n&@‘subject-Ycurself to the same sort of
. ) ’ N ’ L 4
criticism that Hirst is opengto? Perhaps there are geven or eight 'forms'

o0 e . . L . »
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3# . “*ME Yo§ 1 realize this ispa problem, ‘but I think that overall, the

160

P - ,
of uqderstanding, or perhaps twelve or fourteen7
8

e reasons I have given in argument make such a possibility logically

”

implausible, and this, it seems to me, is a good enough starting p01nt
for a re-examination of the entire issue. You must also remember that

whag’you have read is not intended to be a final conclusion to inquiry

_ but more a position from which to continue one. Thére is much more we can

and probably should know -about these problems. , o
TEACHERi Yes, I agree. I can see that clearly, now.
ME: Do you now feel that‘the‘philosophicallfoundation I have tgied to

provide has practical relevance for education? - . » ;

Ll

" TEACHER: Well, in a certain sense T do. In one sense‘my understanding . -

is!more informed and yet .in another, I.am still confused. There are

so many points of ampiguity. This worries me, since we must be very
£ |% Lg y . ‘ ! y

careful about what'azo how welteach?- Why are there so many ambiguities?
ME:_I’know how you foel. One of the reasons.is that educational
practicefis more of an "art' than an exact science. 'As such, the "essence"
of it is very much immediate inspiration in the doing ‘of it, ‘and not so
much a set method. And it is always. educatlonal practlce towards whlch
.other educational endeavors ought to be dlrected Your concern about.'

V

practical relevance should also be the: concern of philosophers of

- education. But, you see, you. are the lucky one.

.o'

TEACHER What do you mean7 B “cl>

' ME You, agW% pract1c1ng teaqher,,are in the p051t10n to actually e§plore

more 1nterest1ng and effecthc ways to awaken 1ntelllgence and develop
RN

the understanding of individual learners It is the 1nteraction between
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-for very little beyond intellectual amusement.

161

“ & ; "

2

yougand‘the developiné'stu&ent,'yogr un&e:slanding and skill; and}the
growing unders;an@ing of the;individnalbaeafner tﬁié uitf%ately matters.
All ﬁur aims need to be manifested in this actuaI growth of understandiﬁgy
if not, any claim we maké cohcerning aims in education seeﬁé to count
TEACHER: That's only coﬁforting and.éxciting in one respect.

ME: In what way isn't it? |

TEACHER: I suspéct, in fact I am sure, thét'what?yéu have suggested, -

if fully enacted, wou@a constitute not just a few changes here and

/

‘there, but a revolution: in the general approach to teaching.

ME: That worries you? .

TEACHER: What worries me is the graves that accompany a revolution. : 7
. . ' ' . -
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" FOOTNOTES

Introduction : ' S . ' B

\ o : _ .
eré/}%he discussion is not quite as strajghtforward as is.made out
h - For details see Bertrand Russell, &gf.dinguily into Meaning and

‘ Truth (London: Allen & Unwin, Pelican Booi“*i\ %), pp. 266-69.

.. ) . 7l
Chapter T

e T

‘ lDonald Davidéon, Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), p. 184.

-

21bid., p. 198.

3See Anthony 0'Hear, Education, Society and Human Nature
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1981), pp. 79-8Q.

» 4I accept Quine's definition of extensionlsuchlthat "The class of
all entities of which a general term is true is called the extension of
the term."  (Italicg his.) See W.V. Quine, "Two- Dogmas of Empiricism,"

Barrett, 4 vols.‘(New York: Random gfuse, l%@%);fA‘-QB

~in Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, eds.fﬁénryfﬁ.nAigen and William

5Davidsqn, Truthuan&'Interpretationé p. 1@4
’ 6151d.

e e

“Ibid., p. 185.
/’

8

Ibid. .

v » o , _ ‘ . , R v o 1
@See A.N. Whitehead, Modes of Thought (New York:. The Free Press,

. 1968), pp. 34-35, Following is my interpretation of the logical point

made by Whitehead. - :

- lOSee'I. Murdoch, A.C. Lloyd, and G. Ryle, '"Symposium: Thinking and
© Language," Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 25, supplement (1951):
'65-82.. c : : : R
oo - B S
11 ¢ )

Ibid., pp. 25-34. -
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Chapter II
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'121bid.; p. 29,

13P H. Hirst, Knowledge and the Curriculum (London gRoutledge

- & Kegan Paul, 1974) p. 41.

l'[‘Ibid.,_p‘vl;o For a more complete description of these rela\}gas

see pp. 23-26, and 38-43.

-

‘141‘" : . ) . ) \ 4 . . .
W lImmanuel"Kant Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, with an
Introduction by Peter G. Lucas (Manchester University Press, 1953)

pp. 18%21.

R R

, : SN e :
%See the chapter entitled "The A _Priori" in A.J. Ayer, Language
Truth and Logic (New York Dover Publicatlons,,Inc., 1952) pp. 71~ -87.

3'See Quine,'"Two Dogmas," ppﬁ 102-21.

albid.

’Ibid., p. 104.
O1hid.

7 . . I3 ) . - . . . -
For more desailed comments on these problems see the chapters
entitled '"There is at least one a priori truth," and "Convention: A-

" Theme in. Phllosophy,f in Hilary Putnam,. Realism and Reason (Cambrldge
,Cambridge University Press, 1983) pp. 98-114, and k70-83.

Quine,'"Two Dogmas," pp. 102-21.

9For details of the dlscussion by Grice and Strawson see H.P. Grice g“;-f,
and P.F. Strawson, "In Defense of a Dogma," Phllosophical Rev1ew 65 '

(1956): 145-47. ‘ ' ‘ o I g

OFor the general explanation glven by’ Qu1ne see Quine, "Two Dogmae,”
.pp. 118- 21 . _ ) v S ,

11 | e '

This &ort of hypothetical example is referred to and cr1t1c1zed by
Putnam. The line of. thought presented here is also influenced by Putnam's
ideas. - For details of his argument see the chapter entitled "There is at

‘least one a priori truth," in Putnam, Realism and Reason, pp. 98-114.
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12See comments by Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, pp.'77-79;'.Also
included is a summary of Kant's definitions of analytic and ‘synthetic.

13See discussions‘byvA;C. Lloyd, in "Symposium: Thinking and Lapgﬁagé,"”ﬂ
especially pp. 44-57. 1 regard this point of view as misconstruing the =~ =
logic implied in traditional definitions. = ° w : : IR

a

vChapter II1

lNumerous instances of this description are given by Peters. .
See, for example, R.S. Peters, J. Woods, and W.H. Dray, "Aims of Education=-—
A’ Conceptual Inquiry," in The Philosophy of Education, ed. R.S. Peters
(0xford: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 15-16. ' - :

2For a good description of this and other counter-examples and .
- Peters' answer to them see R.S. Peters, "Education and - the ‘educated

man," in A Critique of Current Educational Aims, eds. R.F. Deardeny
P.H. Hirst, ‘and ‘R.S. Peters (Londong Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972), .

pp. 1-7. : )

_ ‘3Certain objections have been raised by critics against the value =
condition as being necessary for use of the ferm 'education'. This
partigcular objeétion, that is, talk of poor or bad’'education seems ‘to be

for Peters an acceptable state of affairs. For a closer look at these
objections see Ibid., pp. 4-5. o

4Peters, Woods, and‘Dray, "Aims of Education," p;‘l7,

>

3Ibid.,fp.,16.

S1bid., p. 19.

-~

7For the ‘details of this proof see R.S. Peters, '"The Justification
of Education," in The Philosophy of Educatdion, ed. R.S. Peters (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 239-67. See. especially pp. 251-55.
‘Although there -are other epistemological implications and somewhat separate
problems for the devélopment of curriculum, it is interesting to note that
P.H. Hirst's justification of rational owledge is worked out in quite
similar fashion. For the details of this discussion see the chapter
entitled "Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge" in Hirst, pp.
. 38-43, ' o S o : .

8?éters; Woods,fandvDray; "Aims of Education,“.p. 55.

i
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~ Chapter IV

llt should be pointed out that. the case of geometrical shapes mayv_,“
not be quite the same as sensual qualities such as 'red’'. ‘ '

7'2

. ‘ﬂfaa*wv . O similar problem is elaborated by D.W. Hamlyn in- Eerrience
.4+ ~and the Growth of Understanding (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978).
Ve ¢”§eefespecially chapters six and seven.
w3

A See,J;M.5ﬁoravcsik; "Understanding," dialectica 33 (l979);201-l6f

&

W 4Thls last statement tends to be misleading. What is meant is
T "'51mply that no judgment concerning ‘understanding will be intelligible
' : apart from the statements which- express the judgment and by which the
Judgment can be.evaluated. "o ..

e

It-must be noted that 1 am’ not concerned ‘here w1th any sort of
; temporal*pr10r1ty This, it~ seems to me, is a developmental question,
" : "and is omg perhaps better left 'to- psychologlsts. In the context.of
- this dlscu581on ye are concerned m6¥e w1th loglcal presupp031tion and
neceSSaryéconditlons“

Thls, of éourse does not exclude the p0551b111ty of show1ng
-an entire theory to ;be false by show1ng one statement to be’ false
However notlce ‘that even in this case, such a Judgment would assume
i : an integrated view of some sort., :

,Chapter-vi .
lHif%t, Knowledge and the Curriculum,‘p;'S.d B o ' E

.

2Ibid., p. 25.

s 3 . . - ® i 3 R A P :
~1bid., p. kL. o o o
AIbid., p. 20.. 0 . Lo |
- - | T

S_E‘or a complete descriotion _see Ib/ld’,pp 122/{2) :

In all falrness to lest, he does, in pa551ng,vacknowledge this

' problem by suggesting that where grammar reveals elements of - lo ical
order, these must equally be respected g\*\\§

L.
Lo B .
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‘7See Gilbert Ryle, "Teaching and Training," in The Co;ceptpof
Education, ed. R.S. Peters (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967), . _
pp. 105-19. | , P T L

' » : ‘ B e . C

81 am assuming that this is what Ryle means, although it ié pdt o
- perfectly clear. For a complete look ut this point of view see ‘Ibid.

-9See Jacob Needleman,-Thé.Heart of Philosophy?(Néw York:”AIfrgd'Af”

Knopf, Inc., Bantam Books, 1982). What is being .said here is-influencedi
‘in part by Needleman's point of view. To get a thorqugh look at

- Needleman's line of thought see chapter eight, "Eros. and Ego," and P

Py

~ especially the "Conclusion'" which contains a summary of his entire
position. T '

'

et
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Ryle, "Teaching and Training," p. 116. . ‘ Coow R A
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