PROFESSOR MALCOLM ON DREAMS

I

Malcolm's “ Dreaming ” is 2 monograph in which he consiste-
nily applies a principle of Wittgensiein to dream- experiences the
principle that there cannot be any significant talk of a private
object, that ‘¢ an inner process stands in need of outer criteria 1.

If dream be understood as an inner process involving thoughts,
feelings, images, etc. of which the dreamer is directly aware and
of which no one else can ( logically ) be aware, then the following
difficulty arises. « Dream ' is a concept and, like any other concept
of a language, must have a rule of application, so much so, that,
its wrong application always remains a possibility. Now, if < dream’
means a privale inmer experience, there can be no criterion of its
application, no way of detecting whether a particular case is a
wrong application of the concept, because in the case of inner
states, what an individual says is not a case of following a defini-
tion, but a case of laying down a definition. What one says
ahout his private experience cannot be checked up, not only
by others, but not even by the individual himself. The distinction
between correct identification and being under the impresssion
that the identification is correct is obliterated. Such an identi-
fication has to Le incorrigible. In the case of dream, memory
cannot provide a criterion, because it itsolf needs one. If one
tries to find out wheiher his identification is correct by the help
of memory, his position is like Wittgensiein's man who buys
several copies of the morning paper to assure that what is said
was {rue.2. Thus, my identification of my dream experience may
go wrong, not only sometimes, but always get rid of the idea of
the private object in this way : assume that it constanily changes,
but that you do not notice ’%. In other wards, the 'supposition of
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private experience is a knob that turns nothing. *. Therefore,
‘““ what went on within me ¢ is not the point at all * 5.

For this reasen, in Chapter 14 of “ Dreaming ”, Malcolm calls
dream “ a queer phenomenon 7, hecause ¢ one tells a dream under
the influence of an impression-as if one was faithfully recalling
events that one witnessed °, while in fact, there was no event to
recall. no dream-experience which the telling reproduces. Dream-
experience is an unintelligible hypotbesis hecause, ¢ nothing can
count for or against the truth of this hypothesis. We can say either
that there were experiences during sleep or that there were not, as
we like "7. And, then, he approvingly quotes the last sentence of
section 271 of Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations : ¢ A
wheel that can be turned though nothing else moves with it, is
not part of the mechanism ”. In other words, the point that Mal-
colm wants to make is that * telling the dream " and “ having
the dream-experience ” are logically the same, since there is no
way of knowing what dreams are a-part from descriptions. The
descriptions may not be backed by anything; conversely, there
might be experience without narration. But then, how to know ?
Thus, we can meaningfully say only that description is all that
‘“ dream " connotes. The private dream-experience is no part of
the dream language-game.

In short, if the concept ¢ dream’® we meant to refer to inner
states, it would cease to be a concept, because, in that case, we
can never be sure that it has as a concept must have, a definiie
field of application. Thus, it has to be admitted that as a concept
¢ dream ’ means, not the dream-experience, but only the descrip-
tion of it that one gives after waking from sleep. The description
is its criterion, that is, the logical definition and not its evidence.
The concept dces not mean anything beyond and besides the
description.

1

It is normally supposed that dream is a private inner experi-
ence, because we speak of ¢ remembering a dream and ¢ remem-
bering ' means recapitulating a past experience. But, it is to be
noted that ¢ remembering ' in the context of telling dreams has a
meaning quite distinct from the meaning it has in the context of
factual memory, because it cannot be checked up. In a paper
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entitled ¢ A definition of factual memory ' Malcolm holds that
the knowledge that one dreamt is a case of factual memory ““ when
one knows that one had a dream last week or last month. But if
a person awakened suddenly {rom sleep and immediately declared
that he had a dream, should we call this remembering a dream "':®
Malcolm answers the question in the negative, since in the ordinary
sence * remembering " always presupposes previous knowledge and
there can hbe no quesiion of having previous knowledge that one
was dreaming.

Not that ““ T remember I dreamt P " has no use in language.
What is to be noted is that this is a special use, so much
so, that this use does not justifly the fact that what 1 now
remember was during sleep an experience, or, that °reme-
mbhering that I dreamt’ is logically. 'the same as ‘ remember-
ing that I met X at a party’'. It is this logical assimilation
of the distinct uses of ‘ remembering * that has done mischief in
the philosophy of dream and, to avoid confusion in thought, it is
necessary to keep before mind the distinct uses of the term. It is
to be noted ihat remembering a dream is not an instance of what
is commonly known as factual memory. Malcolm makes this quite
clear in the concluding para of his paper referred to above : ¢ The
conclusion T draw is, not that our definition of factual memory
is wrong. but that this special sense of remembering that one
dreamt differs sharply from the central use of factual memory
locution. Our definition gives a correct account of the central use,
but perhaps not of absclutely every use of this locution ® This
mees the charge of D. F. Pears:"........ must every type of
memory claim be verified sometimes, or atleast confirmed some-
times ? If so, what counts as a type ? 7 19,

Ir this case, Malcclm is following Wittgensiein srictly. In
‘ Philesophical Investigations ", Wittgenstein says : ¢ The ques-
tion whether the dreamer’s memory deceives him when he reporis
the dream afier waking cannot arise, unless indeed we introduce
a compleiely new criterion for the report’s ‘ agreeing’ with the
dream, a criterion which gives us a concept of ¢ truth’ as distinct
from ¢ truthfulness here ~ 17.

To follow the connection Letween Malcolm and Wittgentein a
little fariher. Wittgensiein denies that a sensation-word denotes an
item in our(private )consciousness, because a privaie image cammot
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be identified. But he does not deny that in common usage there is
someibing like identifying mental images as when one says that the
Pain he now feels in the chest is the same as whai he {el: last month.
In his review of ‘¢ Philosophical Investigations " Malcolm says:
‘“ Wittgensiein who has no interest in relorming language,
would not dream of calling this an incorrect use of ¢ identify.” But,
Malcolm points out, Wittgensiein would insist on recognising the
distinct meaning of the word when so used. To quo'e his words
again : ¢ His identification of his sensation is an expression of
sensation... the identification is incorrigible.” We have here a
radically different use of ¢ idenify ’ from that illustrated in the exa-
mples of alcohol and rabbit”.'® The philosophical problem arises
because the former sense of ¢ identify ’ is iaken to be the same
as the laiter one. Similarly, the mistaken notion of dream is due
to taking ‘ remembering a dream ’ as a case of f{actual memory
when, in fact, it is entirely differen’. In ¢ Dreaming " Malcolm
as a true follower of Wittgenstein, is only * assembling, reminders
for a particular purpcse 13,

11

A great stumbling-block in the way of accepting the thesis that
description is all that the concept of dream implies is the fact that
in the case of one's own dream, imprsseion tha: one dream: and
not any descripiion of it, is what determines tha:t one dreamt. In
other words, I know that some one has dreamt from the fact that
he tells me his dream. But, surely, I do not need any telling to know
that I have dreamt. I know that from my impressions of my * dream-
experience ' but, then, ‘I had a dream’ and ¢ He had a dream,’'—
the first and third person statements have no doubt the same sense
which these could not have if the criteria in the two cases were
different. so, it follows that ‘ dream exgperience’ constitutes teh
meaning of the concept of dream, since only thus interpreted can
the first and third person siatements of dreaming be interpre.ed in
the same sense-the descriptions of dreams in the case of others
pointing to their ¢ dream-experiences ’ as one's impressions do in
one's own case.

Against this objection to his theory of dreaming, Malcolm poinis
out that, ¢ in the same sense ’ is determined in different cases hy
different moral uses, so much so, that it is fallacious to deduce any
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normal use from any case of ‘ in the same sense '. In other words,
it is fallacious to suppose that ‘ in the same sense ' must always imply
one and the same normal use in all cases, namely, the application
of the same criterion of verification. ‘I weigh 170 pounds’ is said to
be used in the same sense as ‘ He weights 170 pounds’, becavse both
are verified with the same or similar method of weighing. But this
does not mean that it must be so in every case of first and third
person pair of staiements. As a matter of fact, this is not the
normal use of ¢in the same sense’ in the case of the pairs ‘I had
dreamt’ and ‘¢ He had dreamt.” Here ¢ in the same sense ’ dces
not imply the application of the same criterion of verification. The
normal use of ¢ in the same sense ' here is only that none refers
to, say, day-dream. In short, * in the same sense ' does not deier-
mine the normal use, as the objectors wrongly suppose, on the
conirary, it is determined by the normal use. To quote Malcolm’s
own words : ¢ What it is to use the sentence of a first person third
persen pair ‘ in the same sense ' depends on what their normal
use is. One cannot deduce what their normal use is from the fact
that they are used in the same sense "'* Thus, though ‘I had
dreamt’ and ' He had dreamt ' are used in the same sense, it does
not necessarily follow that the pair must have the same criterion
of verification. In other words, it is not illegitimate to suppose that
in this case ¢ in the same sense ' has a different normal use. Asa
matter of fact, one knowns that he had dreamt, not because of hav-
ing subjective impressions, but because of {inding that these impre-
ssions are not confirmed by, or tally with, waking experience. This
is what makes one think that he had dreamt, even when the fact
was really experienced waking up for a short while at midnight in
a half-sleep half-waking siate, if others who were present at that
time conspire to deceive him. ¢ As one can know one dreamt, so
can one be mistaken. You wake up, for exarnple, with the impre-
ssion that a police man come into your room during the night; other
people in the house say this did not occur; you conclude you dremt
it; but the event really happened and the others, conspired to de-
ceive you ”. 13 So the impresions by themselves, are of no account.
They do not and cannot establish that one dreamt.

One of the intriguing points in Malcolm’s analysis of dream is
that he altogether denies the possibility of having any experien-
ce during sleep. On his aralysis, ‘ I dreamt ' does not mean ‘ I was



580 S. R. Mukherji

aware of anything during sleep.” Had I heen aware of anything, it
would not be dream but hallucination. His point is that if one can
be said to have any experience in dream, it must be conceded that
he is capable of making assertions in sleep of the type, for exam-
ple, as cited by Aristotle, *‘ some object approaching is a man or
a horse " ** the object is white or beautiful,” and so forth. But,
then, to concede that it is possible to make assertions in sleep is
to further concede that it is possible to make the assertion " I am
asleep "’ in sleep. But ¢ I am asleep ” is such a siatement that it
can be asserted only falsely. In other words, its falsity is a nece-
ssary condition of iis being made. This heing so, Malcolm conten-
ds, “I am asleep ” can not be said to be a genuine assertion,
since a genuine assertion, though may not actually be true, must
at least have the logical poissbility of being irue.

This position of Malcolm appears to be puzzling, because if * I
am asleep " is not a genuine statement, its use could not be learnt
or taught. But, then, how do we know that when such a statement
is made, it has got to be false ? To know that whenever it is used,
it is wrongly used implies that one knows that a given instance of
its use is not a case of its right use. But how is that possible,
unless one knows what a case of its right use is ?

This difficulty may be put in another way by applying what
Wittgenstein calls the principle of significant negation. Whatever
proposiition has a significant negation must itself be significant.
Thus, it may be said that, since * I am not asleep " can be signifi-
canily said and so taught and learnt, how can its negation *“ I am
asleep ”’ be non-sensical and cannot be taught and learnt ?

The seniences ““ I am asleep ”, “ I am unconscious ”, “ I am
dead " are of the same logical type, in as much as their assertion
entails their falsity. The peculiarity of these sentences is that,
though it is logically impcssible to assert them truthfully in the
present tense, these can be, and often are, asserted {ruthfully in
the past tense ( of course, taking ¢ dead’ to mean ‘not alive’).
I can meaningfully say ¢ I was asleep ”’, “1 was unconscious ',
“ 1 was not alive " ( when, for example, Russell was born). But,
then, these sentences in the past temse only indicate that I was
not having the normal waking, conscious, living experiences. If
something extremely unusual happens which it is difficult for us
to integrate with our normal waking experience, we wonder if we
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are awake or dreaming, that is, asleep. Similarly to say in the
present tense-“ I am asleep ”, ““ I am unconscious”, *“ I am dead”
wouvld only indicate that 1 am now devoid of normal waking,
conscious, living experiences. But then, the utierance of ¢ I’ would
not be censistent with such statements, because the very utterance
of ‘1" would show that [ am having the experiences which I deny
by the use of the verb and the predicate. In other words, “ I am
asleep " cannot be truthfully said, because the very utterance of
¢ 1’ shows that I am not asleep. Similarly, “ I am not asleep”
dces not make any specific staiement, does not give any definile
informaticn about any particular subject matier. In other words,
it dces not report or describe anything but only shows that I am
awake, that is, having normal waking experience which any utters
ance whaiscever of mine, nay, even any ejaculaticn cr gesture of
mine will shcw. For example, il some cne referring to me remarks
“«“ Fe is asleep” when I am really not, I may shcw him that
1 am not asleep just by turning over, cr by the movement of my
limbs or by producing some relevant sounds or just by crening
my eyes. Wittgenstein, in his Tractaius-Logicc-Philesopbicus, ma-
kes a distinction between saying and showing. In propesition 4-1212
he says : “ What can he shown cannot ke said. ”” Saying is assert-
ing cr cescribing that a state of affairs exisis cr dces not exist.
A prepesition says or staies scmething. Showing, cn the other
hand, is ¢ shewing forth itself ’, ¢ manifesting iiself ’, ¢ exhibiting
itself ’, and so forth. “ I am not asleep ", Malcolm maintains, dces
not say or describe any stale of affairs but only shows a fact which
can ke done without using any senience whatscever. Thus, “ I am
not asleep ', being not a significant statement, it is no wonder
that its negaticn “ I am asleep " also has got to be so on the prin-
ciple of significant negation. That T am awake or conscious or
living can not be said, but only shown. Prof. Ayer is wrong in
supposing that «“ I am not asleep” or “Iam awake”, on Mal-
colm’s analysis, “ expresses a significant statement, which has no
significant megation. "1 I can learn or teach the use of such
sentences, because in such cases the only thing to learn or teach is
how to use a demonstrative, here functioning as a subject, so much
so, that the addition of the Fg:dicaie does not add anything new.
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Malcolm considers instances of dream which may falsify his
theory. For example, during sleep some one may display behaviour-
utter the name of someone, smile, sigh, and the like-which may
be taken to indicate that he is dreaming in the sense of having
some experience in sleep. Now, suppose on waking he is not able
to tell any dream. Does this prove that he did not have any dream
to tell ? What about dog’s dreaming ?

Malcolm iakes this kind of dream to be uninteresting. In such
case, one may have anything or nothing. It is the inexpressible
and the unknowable and cannot be talked of and what cannot be
talked of cannot be whistled off either. His behaviour is like ,that
of an operated patient who utiers words of agony under a nesthesia.
When he ¢omes round, he is not able to recall any experience. Did
he have any experience all the same ? Or was it all due to only
unconscious reflex action ? ““ And what meaning has this question ?-
And what interest ?’17. What would settle the question? so, Mal-
colm says ““........ our primary concept of dreaming has for its cri-
terion, not the behaviour of the sleeping person but of his subsequent
testimony.... Dreaming in this primary sense is of preat interest to
people and also poses philosophical problems. Dreaming that has
a purely behavioural criterion is of little interest.”®

Malcolm considers nightmare to be logically distinct frora dream
because dream occurs during sleep and when one has a nightmare
he cannot be said to be {ully asleep.'® The criterion of sleep, accord-
ing to Malcolm, is mainly behavioural, that is, ‘ present inertness
and unresponsiveness 2%, so much so, that «“ a man who was toss-
ing about, crying out and groaning in the thrces of a nightmare
“ would not be” a good example of a person asleep.®!

Narration of dreams to a pycho-analyst has importance in so far
as these disclose what ideas occur to the mind of the patient,
but not as revealing the patient's experience during sleep, since
his waking delusions are also of importance to the psychoanalyst.

Prof. Ayer, on the contrary, contends that the fact that the pat-
ients are able to ¢ reverse their accoun’s of their dreams ' and
« recall incidents, perhaps entire dreams,which they had not previous-
ly been able to remember "’ shows that there is a core of dream-
experience round which the report cenires. As he says, the recon-
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struction of dreams under the influence of psychcanalysis “ does
not accord very well with the idea that there is nothing to which
report of ¢reams can correspond . 22 It is, however, clear that the
fact which Prof. Ayer advances goes to prove the conirary of what
he intends to prove. Which experience did the patient actually
have during sleep ? What is the criierion ? He might have any or
no experience. Anyway, his suppcsed experience cannot be known
and, therefore, cannot be talked of.

For the same reason, Malcolm denies that dreams occur in
physical time. Whai hagrpens in time is an event and an event can
be talked of. Conversely, what cannot Le talked of cannot, with-
out abuse of language, be termed an event.

VI

The point that Malcolm tries to establish in ¢ Dreaming " is
that one cannot be said to use a concept meaningfully if there is
no uniform and objective critericn of its use. In this commection,
reference may be made to Wittgenstein's denial of the possibility
of private language?3. Following Wittgenstein, Malcclm means to
say that, as in the case of sensation-words, so also in the case
of dream-concepi, it is not the inner experience, which is not
only beyond all access of others, but also cannot ke identified as
the same at different times even by cneself, that constitules the
core of the meaning of * dream .  Dream ' ¢nly means the descri-
ption of the impressions that one reporis al.er waking from sleep
because only these can be checked up in the light of verifiable
facts.

What Malcolm means when he denies that dreams are cons-
cious experience enjoyed during sleep is not ibat there is mno
dream- experience, but that, since there is no cricerion for idenii-
fying it and thus for knowing it, no concept can be meaningfully
applied to it, whatever it may be. What Malcclm insisis upon is
the privaie exgerience is no part of dream langrage-game follow-
ing Wittgensiein's thesis ihat privaie sensation, for ezample, pain,
though mistakenly suppcsed to form the ccre of sensation-words,
is no part of sensation language-game. There cannot Le any
significant {alk about privale dream-experience, just as there
cannot be any significant talk about mystic or religious experience.
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I think, it is wrong even to say that there is no dream-esperi-
ence, because in that case we use a concept which camnot be
significantly used. Since the thesisis talk non-sense, it cannot be
said that the atheists talk sense. Both transcend the bounds of
langunge and try to talk about something which cannot be talked
of. What Wittgensiein said of private sensatian equally applies to
private dream-experience : “ It is not a something, but not a no-
thing either : the conclusion was only that a nothing would serve
just as well as a something about which nothing could be said.
We have only rejecied the grammer which tries to force itself on us
here %4,
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