A SCHOOL FOR THINKING: A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM
OF LEARNING DISORDERS'

HANS G. FURTH

It is hard to know where to start when one hasalot to say, so I'll start without
beeting around the bush. Would you like to see the condition of learning disorder
eiminated? | will suggest to you a plan about this. There is one sure thing
we know about learning disorders: it is a maadaptive response to the school
gysem. Now it is my thesis that this maadaptive response could be changed
if we changed the educationa environment of the early school years. | sy this
without any critical spirit on my part, fully knowing that change is of course a
very difficult process. But it seams that we as scientists have to be honest and
graightforward and put the finger on the principa cause rather than on secondary
and tertiary causes. We should date a desirable god, even if its implementation
requires dl kinds of political, soda, and academic changes, which are not easy
to come by. | am not suggesting then that an educationa change like the one |
am proposing can take place overnight; but | would like to talk to you asadevelop-
menta psychologis who knows something about whet intellectua development
means.

The theme of my talk could be summarized in two words—intellectud hedlth,
| usethewords'intellectua health' just like other people talk about physicd hedlth.
Children have a right to intdlectud hedth in a much more fundamental sense
than they have aright to read. | do not think our present school system provides
an environment that is intdlectudly hedthy. My remedy for learning disorders
isthen quitesmple; it would beto have aschod sysem that isintelectualy hedlthy.
If we had an intdlectudly hedthy sysem we would not have learning disorders.
How can | be 0 bold asto mekethis Satement? Let me tell you something about
my persond history as a psychologist.

| started working with children who were very severdy handicapped as far
as learning is concerned, namdy profoundly ded children. These children
grow up during the fird years of life, say, up to age five or Sx without hearing
and knowing a language, and without being able to gpesk. The vast mgority
of deef children do not have alanguage even much latle—mogt ten-year-old pro-
foundly deaf children in this country are woefully inadequate either in knowing
English or in knowing Sign language. So here you have a populdtion that is
certainly severdy deprived in terms of our traditional conception of intellectud
devdopment. Superficdly, the expectation of an impoverished deveopment
is fully confirmed. These children do very poorly in school. However, what
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about ther intdligence? Do they develop intelectud mechaniams that we find
in hearing children? And if they develop these intdllectua mechanisms, how
can these intelectud mechaniams be explaned? |s verba language a primary
factor that in hearing children contributes to the development of thinking and
of generd inteligence? What factor takes its place in dedf children? This is
the kind of questions | asked mysdf.

When | started working with dedf children, some 15 to 20 years ago, | fully
expected to obsarve severe intdllectud defidendes, not just learning deficiencies.
Obvioudy, if a child does not know a language, it is going to be pretty hard for
him to succead in our educationd sysem. On mogt achievement tests dedf
children perform very poorly, just as you would perform very poorly if you took
atest in alanguage that you do not understand. In such a Stuation we would
not be mesasuring your thinking but instead determining that you do not know a
certain language. Since we know dreedy that desf children are ignorant of
language, the fact that they do poorly in schoadl is no more enlightening than the
statement that they do not know language.  But, does the deef child show severe
deficdendes in generd intdligence or in generd learning mechaniams?  In order
to invedtigate this, one has to be inventive, precisdy because the dedf child does
not have language. Apart from this, language is not aways the best means to
find out how wel a child can think. | suggest quite generdly that dl children,
whether hearing or dedf, are more intelligent than they can show through verbd
means. They can think more than they can elther express or comprehend verbdly.

In this connection | propose the falowing relation between thinking and
language. In order to use language intelligently as a means of chdlenging one's
thinking, one must have a developed mind. You and | can be chdlenged by
verba propogtions that are appropriate because we have what Piaget cdls formd
intelligence. We should be able to make sense of these verbd propostions that
| transmit to you now. But you and | know aso that even for us thisis quite a
difficult job. Now, if it is hard for us to fully benefit from verbd language,
it should make sense when | suggest that the little child—not merdy the preverbd
baby, but do the s, eight, and ten-year-old child—does not use language as a
primary means of intellectua development. The reason is quite smple: the
young child's mind is incgpable of making full intellectud use of language. This
gsatement is not merdly theoretica inference but is buttressed by over 15 years
of research with degf children.

To my ever-increasing surprise, | found that deaf children were not deficient
in generd mechaniams of thinking. Take any five-year-old child and you will
find that it is hard for him to understand that one thing must happen, another
thing cannot happen, or that onething ismorelikely to happen than another thing.
Thetypica five-year-old child has a poor grasp of probakility concepts. Obvioudy
we are here not talking about the word ‘probability’, but about the understanding
and magtering of probability Stuations. Generdly, the world of five-year-old
children is a world that from an adult viewpoint gppears unstable, fluctuating,
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and vague. Three or four years later, however, we find that mog, if not dl
children have a pretty good understanding of the basic concepts of probakility.
Where did the children get this from? We may be tempted to think that they
got these concepts from language.  After dl, we use words like 'likely’, 'more
likely', 'impossible, etc. Now we observed that dest children performed smilarly
to hearing children on tasks of probability undergtanding. When they are five
years old, they fal consgtently as do hearing children, but when they are seven
and eight years old, they begin to understand probability Stuations, again like
hearing children. | can assure you the language they have learned in these
three years cannot possibly explain this intellectua progress because they have
not learned words like 'likely' or 'more likely', and in any case, probability under-
gtanding does not reside in knowing words but in grasping logica-mathematica
relations. In our ressarch projects we sudied many other concepts in dedt
children, such as part-whole concepts, dassfication, spetid transformations,
seriations, etc. (See Furth, Dedfness and Learning, Wadsworth Pub. Co. Bd-
mont, Cdif. 1973).

Now put yoursdf in the researcher's pogdtion.  You start df hypothesizing
that language Is very important in intellectua development. You fully expect
that deat children will have severe ddficdendes in intellectud development in pro_
portion to the defidency they have in language. You don't find it, not just
once, but agan and agan. So here is your choice.  You could ether interpret
the results so that you can live with them, and that is what most people do.  Or
you change your theory, and that iswhat | have done.  And the only theory that
| have found adeguate to explain the facts is the theory of Jeen Paget. If |
gpeek now with full conviction about the adequacy of Piaget'stheory, it is primarily
because it is this theory that makes sense of the many findings and the many
obsarvations that we have made and | invite you to make dedf children are
around and can be obsarved by anyone

If you encounter a def child who never mastered a systemétic languege and
if you observe how he understands a system of symbol-picture logic that we invent-
ed in order to be ale to communicate with them—the kind of symbadlic logic
that students learn at the college leved—when you see 13-year-olds, 11-year-olds
and 9-year-old dedf children succeed in this logic task and through this means of
an atificdd language show you that they understand the difference between a
logicd conjunction and a digunction, the difference between the logica some and
al, the difference between a negated conjunction and a conjunction of two nege
tions, | cannot comprehend how one can continue caling verba language the
main, or one of the main factors, of intelectud development. And ye, this is
gtill the common theory that prevals and in many ways, it is gill the basis of
our present curriculum a schooal.

Let me now add a few words about blind children.  Severdy blind children,
blind from birth, have no visud experience. Therefore, they do not have visud
images They have other images but not visud images Here again, most
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theories of thinking atribute an enomous rdle to the visud mamary imege You
are pposd to recognize a pearson because you meatch the parson in front of you
with the imege that you have within you, and you identify something because you
metch the thing with an imege that you look a within your brain. Thiskind of

theory isvay familiar to dl of us because we were dl brought up on this theory.

| ansure no onewould ogect to it if | taked to you inthoseterms. Perception,

imeges, memary and languege—that just about explains the whdle of intelligence
and the whdle of the thinking process far most theories. However, snce blind
children can develop intelectudly and have very adeouate spatid knomedge ad
catanly vay adequate ahility to recognize and identify things, and particularly
snoethereeqstdasfdﬂdrenmkothhoutlar\gﬁgesha/ev adeguate intdlec-
tua mecheniams thisargues vary srongly that atheory of intdligence and think-
grgtrk:t is besed primaily on mamary imege and linguidic rules missss the heart

the matter.

So | am proposing to you a dfferent theory, neamdy Fiaget's and | will ssy
a few words about the theory, how it dffas fram the treditiond theory, but
beyond thet, | wart to meke afen remarks ebout the schod ewvironment thet we
could have if we took Piaget's theory serioudy. | do not minimize the practica
dfficuties When | ak teechers such as may of yau are, should the schod
encourege thinking, dl woud ssy 'yesand nobody would dareto ssy 'no’. But
maybe those who give that ansiver do nat meen it. Maybe we do not wart children
to think. These are prabdlems to which | have no solution. Howeve, if you
snocardy want schods to be places where children are encouraged to think—which
means they are encouragad to devdap their thinking, because we are taking of
little children at the moment—then Riaget'stheory hes alot to offe. How could
we be sure that we encourege thinking unless we know wht thinking is? Frankly
pesking, do you know whet thinking means and as you recdl your traning as
teechers have you ever had a course on thinking? Treditiondly we have re-
legated thinking into the background and much prefer to talk about vocabulary and
writing and languege skills—things that can be easly mesaured and that you can
put in abook fom.  Even philosophers prefer to telk about languege rather then
about thinking. Because thinking is a difficuit conogpt, Plaget's theory is difficult
to undersand. A mechanigic explanation of thinking is vary essy to conogp-
tudize. Thinking woud be arepresentation of an externd Stuation in the fom
of an internd image, and then we memarize this imege and then we combine the
icneges according to linguidic rules.  Itisdl vay smple and thisiswhy wefdl
o It
Rage's theory is differat. It is to Faget's tremendous credit that he
condructed atheory of the devdopment of thinking without basing it onimegesor
languege and without redlizing how well his theory fitted the findings with blind
or dedf children. | coud summaize the dfferee as fdlows  The theory of
thinking sketched aove is redly atheory of learning.  And according to Rlaget
learning is a differet psycdhdogicd process then the devdgpmant of thinking.
For many of uslearning indudes dmog evarything that hasto do with knonedge
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While we would not readily sy that 'a child learns his intelligence, most
psychologists and most people in education when they are serioudy questioned
would hold that the growth of intelligence islearning. Learning theories include
therefore the change of intellectud cgpacities that is so obvious in dl growing
children. In sum, learning is the main concept surrounding intelligence and it
encompasses anything the child knows.  For Piaget, however, there is a dear
distinction between learning and devdlopment.  Development is seen as nothing
dse but the devdopment of intdligence and this devdopment is a different
process from the process of learning.

Now, let us look at intdligence more dosdy. | am here not taking about
10 tests; rather | refer to any humean child that is dive.  If heis three years old,
he will have a certain intellectua level. Look at this child three years later, and
he is going to be more inteligent.  In Piaget's terminology the child is develop-
ing. He would not have developed if he had not had the motivation to develop.
And, here comes a once a very important point—you do not have to give a child
candy to deveop his inteligence.  You do not have to teach the child a certain
language to give him intelligence.  You do not need a pedfic indtitution, you
do not need a gpedific culture.  Intdligence is the birthright of dl human beings.
It is speciesspedfic, as Piaget would say.  The human intelligence is what dl
human beings have in common: al human beings develop their intelligence and
al human beings grow in inteligence as they change in age—dt leadt for the firg
twelve to sxteen years. What happens dter that is a moot point. Maybe we
were meant to continue in intellectua development, but apparently mogt people
do not. The fadt remainsthat dl children do devdop and in developing become
more intelligent.

Now | am inclined to say that the period of primary schod—age five to ten

is the mogt important period from the intellectud viewpoint. | should not
redly use the superlative and compare the importance of childnood periods.
It is hard to prove my point decisvely. | am saying this partialy because so much
emphasisis put nowadays on the early period and educators say, 'Y ou have to get
these disadvantaged children earlier than primary school. You have to ga
-them when they are three or two years dld, for if you do not get them at this early
age, it istoo late, and we cannot provide a successful educationa experience for
these children’. | do not beieve thisis true. Sure enough, the period before
age s, the preschool period, is extremdy important for socid deveopment and
for persondlity development.  However, around age Six there occurs an extremdy
important breskthrough in intelectud development: the child is beginning to
have his fird stable concepts.  As | suggested to you earlier, before this age the
child livesin akind of dream world in which redlity, dreams and sf are not very
wdl defined. The child's subjective contributions, his dreams, his images, are
not dearly differentiated from what we adults would call objective redity. Around
the age of 9x years heis beginning to have the firg stable concepts.  Therefore,
now heis beginning to think dearly for the fird time, and now he comes to school
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and is spontaneoudy eager to meke use of his newly acquired power of thinking.
What does the schodl give him in terms of thinking?

If you are dementary schodl teachers, | would like to ak you this question:
What did you do today in your dass that chdlenged the child's thinking? If you
cannot readily answer this question, you will at least get the point | wish to make.
| believe the schodl should be a place where the child's inteligence is encouraged,
where the child is provided with occasons to grow intdlectualy. We may not
be able to list exactly those Stuations that meke a child's intdligence grow, but
we can have some farly dear picture what is chdlenging to a child's mind. If
atask is chdlenging to a child, then it will help the child grow. | doubt if teechers
redly think that a child struggling with letters or with spdling is engaged in an
intellectually chalenging experience. It may be chdlenging releive to a particular
kill—it is what 1 would cdl a spedfic learning experience.  But mogt teechers
know very wel that teaching reading does not by itsdf provide an intellectud
chdlenging experience for the child. Teachers may argue that the child must
learn to read before he can be intdlectudly chalenged. Probably most teechers
redly think that a child can only be chdlenged through language, and since books
present language in a convenient, stable form, a child has to learn to read before
he can be chdlenged. However, | propose with Piaget that chalenging Situations
for five to eght-year-old children are Stuations that are primarily nonverba such
as Stuations where a child handles things, where he is active, where he himsdf
asks the quegtions, not where he learns the response to a question that is given to

him from somebody dse

| have incorporated the idea for a school for thinking in the book, 'Piaget
for Teachers (Prentice-Hall). Inthisbook | tried to daify the possible influence
of Piaget on education. Piaget does not propose a newv method of teaching;
he has nothing to say about the choice of a curriculum or about teaching spedific
tasks. Some people are going around teaching Plaget-type tasks to the teachers
and to the children. Thisis arather slly use of Plaget and is in direct conflict
with the core of his theory. | see the main impact of Piaget in subgtituting a phi-
losophy of thinking for the prevailing philosophy that focuses on spedific learning
skills like reading and writing, in other words, promoting a schoal for thinking
rather than aschoal for learning.

Now let me hasten to add a word of caution which illustrates why a theory
like Piaget's is so difficult. | have just made a diginction between deve
and learning and talked about chalenging experiences that can contribute towards
further intelectuad devdopment as agang other experiences that sarve a best
the am of learning. And having made the digtinctions, | have to sy that, of
course, in concrete Stuations you cannot have deve opment without having learn-
ing. These things go hand in hand. They are two aspects of the same behaviour.
Take achild who is beginning to learn to ride abicycle.  As far as Piaget is con+
cerned, this can be a developmenta experience in Which the child is beginning
to coordinate his body postion to achieve afirm bdance. Thisis a very hedthy
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intellectual devdlopment. But, at the same time, he hgppens to learn to ride a
bicyde. There is nothing wrong with that either. But what is important is
whether we put the accent on learning a spedific performance or encouraging
the child to engage in a potentialy chalenging activity.

Can you guess what would happen if our curriculum demanded that a child
in the first grade has to ride a bicyde according to some arbitrary performance
levd? Naturaly, we would have dl kinds of bicycle-riding disorders.  This is
exactly what | mean about reading. It strikes me as dlly to sacrifice the intellec-
tual hedth of our children on some God-given norm according to which a child
has to read by his sixth or seventh birthday. A schodl for thinking would not
neglect the teaching of reading, but it would put reading at its proper priority.
It would take serioudy what al of us teachers pay lip service to, namdy, not to
teach a kill to aperson until he is devdopmentdly reedy for it. | think that
the greatest percentage of learning disorders is due to the fact that we force a
child to perform at a certain levd when he is developmentdly not reedy for it.
If a9x-year-old child cannot ride a bicyde, this does not necessarily mean that he
may not be an excdlent cydist when heis seven years old.  Similarly with reed-
ing. Give ustescherstime. A schodl for thinking can guarantee to you that a
child will read when he is nine years old. But it does not want this child to be a
falure when he is Sx, seven, or eight years old.

This is one main point which emphasizes avoidance of fallure. The next
point is a postive one: what do you do if you do not do reading? Dr Wachs
and | have a book which is called, Thinking Goes to School: Piaget's Theory in
Practice (Oxford University Press, 1974). We describe there an education pro-
ject inwhich for two years afirst and second grade cdlassroom meade red our ideas
of having a dass for thinking. This dassroom was full of activity. We cdled
these activities 'thinking games. The children played thinking games in smdl
groups. Many of these thinking games you may recognize as being the kind of
exerdises done in remedid teaching. The difference is of course that other schools
permit the children to become falures firgt and then they play sensible games with
them, wherees we try to avoid fallures. It is so much better for the childand dso
for the teacher. So the day is full of thinking activities: thinking with the body,
thinking with the senses; eye thinking, hand thinking, logica thinking, mathem-
atica thinking, socdd thinking, dfett thinking, musicd thinking. There are
many other beautiful programmes avalable—such as stence thinking—but none
of these programmes make much difference in traditiona schools because they are
used in an overdl amaosphere where wha counts is a certain performance level
rather than the thinking process.

Our am was to provide an amosphere that is conducive to intellectud deve-
opment and that iswhat | meant by intelectud hedth. None of these children
were hed back in reading. In fact, the children in a sthodl for thinking read
according to their devdopmentd levd. In other words, there will be severd
children who come to grade one knowing how to read, and other children who
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will not be ready to read. Teachers may argue that they never force children
to read if they are not ready and do not condder them fallure.  But if reading
isthe main activity that takes place, and if reading is the main criterion by which
the child and the teecher isjudged, then the child knows that he is a falure if he
does not read. Now in our schodl for thinking reading is merdly one of many
different activities. So, if he does not read, he does not experience himsdf
asafalure. Hethinks and heis dever. He can show df that he is dever and
he knows it from his dassoom experience.  Every day the children are playing
20 to 30 games and within three wedks the teacher begins to know the child.
Theteacher doesnot need an 10 test or adiagnogtic test to tell her in which particu-
lar area a child is strong or week because she is obsarving the child on worthwhile
thinking tasks dl the time.

Here is an example.  There were two children working on a problem of
trangposition—such as what a design would look like if it was turned around 180
degress. Such atask can be made o that it is very hard for you and me, but it
can dso be made easy for any six-year-old child. All the thinking activities in a
schooal for thinking are of thistype, so that they can be made chdlenging to fit the
individua child. One child was doing a rather complex trangposition problem,
a problem where an adult would be chalenged, and a schod inspector came
dong and admired this peformance.  Next to this firg child was another
child who worked on a very smple desgn. The inspector sad to this child,
pointing to the work of the firg child: "Yoursis much eaeser, isn'tit? And this
child looked up and sad smply, 'No, mine isjust as hard’. What the child ex-
pressed here was an important experientid insght.  The smple task wasjust as
chdlenging for him as was the more complex task for the other child.
This child got the message that he was in schodl for the purpose of thinking.
Once the children get the message, they do not mind individud differences
They do not need reinforcements, in terms of stars or marks or prizes. They
enjoy doing the activities and they help each other and they are sengtive to each
other's needs.

| want to finish this tak with the following reflections. | daresay there are
some children who live in an environment that is S0 severdy disadvantageous
that perhgps no schodl can help these children.  There may be some children
who have some spedific neurologica deficit; but | would like to seethis neurologica
defidit diagnosed on some independent measure and not on the fact that they are
doing badly in school. And maybe this child does need some very spedfic
treatment. But for the vast mgority of children who are now diagnosed aslearn-
ing disorders or behaviour disorders, | can think of nothing more important than
to change the school and to provide an environment that is developmentaly hedthy
to these children. If.the environment is hedthy for indlectud developmernt,
it isdso going to be hdpful to the children's emationd development.  Children
who are bored dl day are faced with an impossble task.  What dse should they
do but talk and be unruly? 1t is basic sdf-defense that forces them to do this.
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If a child comes to you who is hungry, starved, and emationdly disturbed,
you do not do psychothergpy with him.  You firg give him something to edt.
And | propose to you that many children who have behaviour problems are
children who are intellectudly starved. Boredom is about the worst thing that
can happen to intellectud deveopment. Fortunatdy, there is such a terific
biologicd drivein dl children that boredom never dominates the entire Situation.
So most children deveop intdlectudly outsde of school, if not in spite of the
school. Thisis atragic Stuation, particularly for children who have some ob-
sarvable defict, whether the defiat is socid-culturd or whether it is neurologica.
Other children become learning disordersfor no other reason than the normd varia
bility in the rate a which different thinking capacities devdop. Some children
entering school are good in visud but not auditory tasks, others are good in
auditory but not visud tasks. Remember do that we redly have no meaningful
normsto say that afiveyear-old child should succeed in this or that performance.
Our sthoal sysem forces about 20 per cent of the children to become school
fallures because they are not ready for reading. These children are not stupid
or 3¢k, they manifest normd individud variationsthat aschoal for thinking would
take care of in the norma way by what is going on during the school day.

So | am proposing that a schodl for thinking would be the most desirable
antidotetolearning disorders.  And | think it is good not only for dedf children,
for whom | firgt proposed this, but for al children, and | know it would be most
welcome by many teachers who love the children and are as much frudtrated
by the children's falures as the children themsdlves

At higher educationd levels achild obvioudy must be expected to learn and
understand a certain amount of facts, but during the developmentd period when
a person changes intdlectudly from a mind typicd of a child to a mind typica
of an adult, the most important thing that we can do a schodl is to see that the
child devdops his intdligence.  If we put the accent on that, we will have two
benefits.  First of dl, the child will develop as a hedthy, thinking and feding
person. And a the same time, the child will learn the things that in so many
cases he does not learn now.  Because in the find andlyss dl learning is based
on a proper use of intdligence and this is a digtinction which Piaget dresses—
not that he says that learning is unimportant or that language is unimportant,
but these two things depend on a hedthy inteligence and not vice versa.  For-
tunately a hedthy intdligence is one thing that dl children have, otherwise
they would not be dive,

(The falowing remarks were made in response to oedfic questions).

| am not overly pessmigtic about humanity, otherwise | would not be taking
about a schoal for thinking in the firgt place. | think mogt people enjoy thinking,
even adults, eventeachers. | blame the structure, the sysem.  Give the teechers
achance where they are permitted to let the child be athinking person. A good
proportion of teachers will enjoy this, because dter dl, teachers are not happy
with faling children. Moreover we have had experience of putting the school
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into practice. We worked with two or three teachers. Now these were not such
outstanding persons.  Sure, in order to start a change, one has to have a certain
amount of courage and mativation. But, the principa point is, that a school for
thinking provides a structure that by itsdf encourages the child's thinking. Ours
was avery structured environment. We provided the teachers with alist of varied
activities.  Within this Sructure the teecher wes left free and was not foroed
to insist on a certan arbitrary standard of performance.  So that a child who
dasdfied on a preoperationd level was not told by the teacher, that he should
have done it a better way. The child was left done and was presented with another
classfication problem next day, and next week, and next month.  And the teecher
was not impatient and the child was not impatient. Thus the child had an opport-
unity to grow.

How do we implement this concept of a schod for thinking throughout the
country? Of course, change will only take place if enough parents and teachers are
dissatidfied with the exising Sate of afars The tremendous number of persons
interested in learning disorders tedtifies to the fact that there are too many children
who fall, and that these are not merely children who come from poor environments.
It is a tragic failure that effedts everybody concerned. Moreover, most nove
educationd ideas, such as modern science, modern mathematics, fit into the school
for thinking concept but unlessthereisaschoal for thinking, none of these modern
idess are redly going to be fruitful. Dr Wachs and | propose the schod for
thinking as a framework in which dl these good ideas can come to fruition.

As to the difference between thinking and storage of learned content, Piaget
condders thinking to be an internd action and inteligence the sum totd of a
person's avalable action mechanisms.  You do not have to remember intelligence,
but you do have to remember things that you learn. In other words, when we
deve op certain mechanisms of thinking, that means, we change asthinking persons.
We do not have to remember that, because this change is part of our person like
acharacter trait.  If we are honest, we do not have to remember to be honet;
we do not need an extra memoary to behave in this sense. So, a the mos, we can
tak about biologicd memory, but the mechaniams of intdligence are not re-
membered in the strict sense, they are the framework in which we face redity. We
cannot forget our intelligence unless we have some illness, wheress in learning
you have to memorize and, therefore, learning needs specid motivation.  Intelli-
gence does not need a specid moativation.  Inteligence needs a common human
environment, and, therefore common human moativation and any human child
who livesin an ordinary environment will become an intelligent person.  Learning
requires a oecific motivation and things that we have edficdly learned have
to be gored—like a pedific teephone number or a speafic name.  But this is
a dorage of a quite different character from the generd knowledge that is part

of our intelligence, such as understanding of dassfication or of probability.

In short, whet is learned is stored, but what develops as intdligence is an integra

part of your person that is not subject to forgetting.
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As to behaviour modification, | have bascdly nothing agang it. | see it
as alimited method to reach alimited god. Behaviour modification does not give
usagod; it makes achild behavein acertain fashion. But we need a theory like
Piaget's to set psychologicdly hedthy gods Behaviour modification by itsdlf
would never cometo theingight that reeding performance is a very inadequate and
sometimes quite ingppropriate god for a Sx-year-old child.

Asfor evauation, | can only say that a schodl for thinking is perfectly willing
to be evduated, but give it four years. Our children would dso read, but you
cannot have both things: you cannot have a free amosphere for thinking and a
the same time be tested on performance every fev months. It isjust impossible.
The teacher knows she is being tested and hasto show results, and then thinking
leaves the school, and performance takes it place.
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