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ABSTRACT

COGNITIVE PROBLEMS. METACOGNITION, AND PHILOSOPHY OF
LANGUAGE

December 1997

Rossen I, Roussev. M.A.. Sofia University ~St. Kliment Ohridski™. Sofia. Bulgaria
MLAL, University of Massachusetts Boston

Dirccted by Professor Arthur Millman

1 compare the metacognitive procedures for overcoming cognitive problems (such
as “low self-esteem.” "permanent anxiety.” “motivational deficit.” “bad lcarning
strategies.” or “student-teacher contlict of values™) with the procedures contemporary
philosophy uses 1o overcome its traditional problems (such as “absolute truth.” “ideal
knowledge.” or “adequate language™). By means of J. Habermas™ concept ot philosuphy
ax a mediating interpreier 1 conceptualized the two types of problems as probslems of
mediation which remain out of the scope of science as an expert field but in the scope of
philosophy as a non-expert field. and thus justified their eligibility o be overcome
through the latter procedures.

Four scientific concepts were examined. including M. V. Covington’s concept ol
strategic thinking. 1. Lochhead's concept of the role of verbalization in thinking. R.
Paul’s concept of conceprualization and elements of thought. and M. Lipman’s concept of’
the role of phitosophy in children’s cognitive development. which all consider

avercoming of cognitive problems. Four philosophical concepts were examined.

iv



including L. Wittgenstein's early concept of the correct use of language. his later conzept
of language games. J. Searle’s concept of speech acts. and R. Rorty's concept of the
political answer to philosophical questions, which all consider overcoming of 1raditional
philosophical problems. Since both scientists and philosophers regard their problems as
being epistemological in character and see their gvercoming in the utilization of
appropriate concepts of cognition. I attempted to delineate the scientific procedure of

metacognition in terms of concepts of contemporary philosophy of language.
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The pragmatist thinks that the tradition needs to be utilized. as one wtilizes a bag
of 1ools. Some of these tools. these “conceptual instruments” — including some which
continue to have undeserved prestige — will turn out no tonger 1o have a use. and can just
be tossed out. Others can be refurbished. Sometimes new tools may have to be invented

on the spot

Richard Rorty



INTRODUCTION

Reason has sphit into threc moments — modemm science, positive
law and postiraditional cthics, and autonomous art and
institutionalized an crilicism — but philosophy had precious tittle to do
with this disjunction. Ignorant of sophisticated critiques of reason. the
sons and daughters of modernity have progressively Icamed ta
differentiate their cultural tradition in terms of these three aspects of
rationality such that they deal with issues of truth, justice, and tastc
discretely rather than simultancously.

Jurgen Habermas. Philosophy as Stand-In
and Interpreter

The Issue: In what follows, I try to show that negative psychological and cognitive

19 e, T

dispositions (such as “permanent anxiety,” ““motivational deficit,” “indifference to
learning,” “low self-esteem,” or “inappropriate strategic approaches” (Covington 1985),
which interfere with problem solving (and which I will call for convenience cognitive
problems), are often rooted in individuals® philosophically naive notions of how their own
cognitive abilities work. [ will discuss a possible relation between cognitive problems and
problems that are said to be traditional philosophical problems (such as “absolute truth,”
“ideal knowledge,” or “adequate language”). Then | show a relation between the solurion
of the cogpitive problems as proposed in four educational views
(M. V. Covington (1985), J. Lochhead (1985), R. Paul (1990), M. Lipman (1985)) and
the dissolution of philosophical problems proposed in four philosophical views
(L. Wittgenstein (1922/1963, 1553/1958), ). Searle (1986), R. Rorty (19591)).

If my argument identifies a common concepiual content in the main points
of scientists’ and philosophers’ approaches to, respectively, cognitive and
philosophical problems, it will enable me to cornceprualize the two types of

problems and the procedures for overcoming these problems within a common

terminology. Such a conceptualization will provide a ground for justifying a



methodology of ramsfer of the procedure for overcoming the philosophical
problems as a procedure for overcoming cognitive problems.! Subsequently, if 1
am able to illustrate how cognitive problems can be overcome through a
philesophical procedure, 1 will have conveyed an argument on behalf of the
contention that these problems can be adequately rreated as still ‘undisolved
philosophical problems’ which persist in individuals’ personal views about
intelligence. In this way, [ will have also conveyed the argument that a specific
‘extension’ of individuals’ philosophical backgrounds would adequately help
overcome their cognitive problems.

Concepiual Content: To conceptualize the two types of problems and the
procedures for their overcoming within a common terminology, I will examine and
summarize the notions above mentioned in two compositional concepts’,
respectively, scientific and philosophical ones. The former involves M.V.
Covington’s concept of sirategic thinking, J. Lochhead’s concept of the role of
verbalization in problem solving, R. Paul’s concept of critical and creative
thinking, and M. Lipman’s concept of the role of philosophy in education. The
latter involves L. Wittgenstein’s early concept of the so-called correct use of
language, his late concept of language games, J. Searle’s concept of speech acts,
and R. Rorty’s concept of the political answer to philosaphical questions. Such a
synthesis of different concepts in compositional concepts is intended to highlight
their common conceptual points rather thanto1  ct their conceptual differences.

In my argument, what is in common to a// these concepts is a notion of
philosophy which they employ (either more explicitly or more implicitly) in
treatment of problems that are essentially the same. Accordingly, 1 will try to

show not only that these problems are conceived of as different because they

‘The distinction between method and content is itself a controversial issue in philosophy and I make it
herc in a conditional sensc, Regarding this question, my position is in favor of the notion that methed and
content overlap in the accounts which are empirically insufficient and arc fairly distinguishable only in
the accounts which arc empirnically sufficient.
2 [ understand as ‘compositional’ a concept that consistently involves 2 few other concepts so that their
points can be interpreted as complementary.

2



reflect different conceptual frameworks, but that as they appear in one such
framework so they disappear in another. From the philosophical point of view
which I will consequently adhere to, the former framework is termed
metaphysical, while the latter one is termed therc  tic which could be the
appropriate name of this principle of treatment, too.

Inmy ¢ ment, | will presuppose that scientists and philosophers treat,
respectively, cognitive and philosophical problems in terms of both explanations of
their sources and prescriptions for their overcoming. In these terms, my goal can
be formulated as an inquiry into whether cognitive problems can be explained in
philosophical terms and overcome through a philosophical prescription. 1 argue
that the conceivable connection in the treatment of the two types of problems
initially comes up as a matter of explanarion which poses them as being
epistemological in character since they are concerned with the use of cognition.
Thus, as traditional philosophical problems can be explained as stemming from the
use of epistemological concepts or concepis of cognition, so cognitive problems
can be explained as stemming from inappropriate uses of those epistemalogical
concepts which individuals spontaneously form by combining the various
epistemological poinis in their views of how their own cogpnitive abilities work.
General as this explanation is, it may be used in determining individuals’ cognitive
proolems (which were originally detected in the scope of science) in philosophical
terms. 1n an attempt to do so, I will use, on one hand, Rorty’s term “set of beliefs”
to signify what in the above explanation of the two types of problems was
distinguished as “epistemological concept™; and on the other, the term “language
use,” which is commonly associated with the philosophy of Wittgenstein, to signify

? Here, 1am using the phrase “set of belicfs’ as a conditional \lerm which is a parnt of a conditional
explanation that. as such. comains aiso a recognition that the cquation of the two types of problems is
only a speculative one: bul, I am not using it in the sense of an atomic term being the goal of an analysis
as a pant of an cxplanation. since such a use could be legitimately criticized as aiming at an “ultimatc’
explanation. Similarly. the tcrms “signify’ and *specify” arc used in a conditional sense, too: for, being
themselves speculative, they arc intended to put into light other specuiative tcrms. If such a usc has any
value, it would be to build up a context of underst ) by way of showing an intcrrelation of all such
termis cxe I.



what in the same explanation was distinguished as “use of epistemological
concepts.” Thus, like the traditional philosophical concepts, individuals’ views of
how their cognitive abilities work can be explained as epistemological concepis
which consist of certain seis of deiiefs' that are formed by mediation of certain
language uses which are philosophically unjustified (and perhaps unjustifiable) and
consequently entail their cognitive problems.

Further, I presume that such a connection between the ‘explanations’ is a
ground for relating both scientists’ and philosophers’ prescriptions for treating,
respectively, cognitive and traditional philosophical problems, and ultimately, for
justifying a philosophical prescription as a prescription for overcoming cognitive
problems. In my view, what is in common to both scientific and philosophical
procedures of treatment is that they relate the overcoming of the two types of
problems to the mediation of a concept of cognition which essentially involves a
knowledge of how these problems come into being and how they disappear. For
example, the common features of the scientific prescriptions which 1 discuss in
chapter one can be subsumed under the term metacognition which in the scientific
literature signifies a mind's problem solving activity standing for the mtilization of
one’s knowledge of how one's own imtelligence works in problem solving:

Metacognition is your knowledge of ~ awareness about cognitive processes. ...
Metacognition is ... a process [in which] we use our cognitive processes to
contemplate our cognitive processes. Metacognition is ... our knowledge about [how]
our cognitive processes can guide us in arranging circumstances and selecting
strategies to improve future cognitive performances. (M. W. Matlin p. 248)

* I understand the term “belief” here to mean an “epistemological belicf™’. This is the sense in which
Rorty uscs it although, unlike Bertrand Russell. he does not find it n arytos y. In my argument
[ consider as irrclevant the possibly arising questions “How docs a “beuier” which nras been initially
conceived of as an cpisicmological phenomenon later on affect cenain psychol dispositions?”. or
“To what extent is a ‘beticl” an epistemological phenomcenon, and to whai cxien s u a psychological
onc””. Such questions cannot be answered by mere speculation. Rather, a psychological phenomenon
could be trcated by tested prescriptions which sometimes could appropriately utilize cpistemological
concepts (for exampl, the various @ ionnaires and interviews psychologists use in their practices can
be considered as such ulilized cpistemoiogical concepis). Similarly. educational scientists who treat
individuals’ ncgative learning dispositions do not necessarily need to cxplain how, for example. a
psychological phenomenon like “permanent anxiety™ is lo be overcome by mediation of metacognition
which aims to utilize a typically cpistcmological content like “knov ¢ of one’s owt acitics,
limitations. and idiosyncrasics regarding (he learning of different kanas of material™ (Covington p. 402).
4



Similarly, philosophers whom [ discuss in chapter two relate the overcoming of the
traditional philosophical problems to an appropriate philosophical understanding of
language which is basically a knowledge of how mind produces beliefs by coordinating
language and thinking. However, because the philosophical procedures for overcoming
philosophical problems are ot specifically known within common terms, 1 will here
subsume them under the term methodology of dissolution.

For the purpose of this paper, 1 will further specify the iwofold sense of the
procedure of metacognition as involving both an explanation of how one’s cognitive
abilities work (i.e., some sort of a personal epistemological concept or concept of
cognition) and an application of this concept that would overcome one’s cognitive
problems, and will explore the possibility for such a specification of the philosophical
procedure, too. In this way, throughout this paper, 1 will ultimately relate the scientific
concept of metacognition as substitutable or supplementary with a phifosophical
methodology of dissolution which 1 will discuss here in terms of some concepts of
contemporary philosophy of language. If my argument is convincing, it will show that
cognitive problems can be both explained in philosophical terms and overcome by
mediation of a philosophical prescription. Further, if the scientific prescriprion of
melacognition, as an epistemological concept, is conceived of as a subject of a possible
acquisition, a philosophical understanding of language, insofar as it is a concept of
cogtiitiun, can be conceived of as a subject of possible prescription and of acquisition,
too.” In other words, as the concept of metacogmition, as an epistemological concept,

needs first to be acquired in order to be applied for overcoming problems that are of

“ Hercafter. [ will use the terms epistemological cancept. concepts of cognition. concepl of language.
philosophical undersianding of language, and meiacognition interchangeably. What is in common to all
of them is that they stand for concepts of cognition which. howcever. are being used for diffcrent purposes
and as such arc differently termed.  This is why, though [ emphasize what they have in comunon. their
senses will necessarily vary in the different contexts of my argument. Onc may notice that the term
concepl of cogniliun represents the sense common Lo both melacognition and concepl of language as a
matter of procedurc of tr " atter than the term episiemological concepc. Conversely. the term
epistemological concept better the characteristic common 1o both cognitive and traditional
philosophical problems. Alne same time, the term philosophical understanding of language is more
appropriate for cmphasizing the attempt of the philosop! concepts (o break with the cpistemological
problematic in philosophy.

5



epistemological characier, so, in this terminology, the philosophical understanding of
language could also be acquired and then applied in overcoming such problems. In these
terms, my goal becomes /o0 show that a problem solver's negative cognitive dispositions
and thinking skills can be adequately treated through acquisition and application of an
epistemological concept in the form of a more sophisticated understanding of the way
philosophers approach what is known as cognition.

Methadolagy of Transfer: Now that the two types of problems and the
procedures for their overcoming have been conceprualized within a common
terminology, 1 need to justify the specific methodology of transfer of the
philosophical ‘methodology of dissolution’ as a methodology for the solution of
cognitive problems, The goal is to overcome what can be called the major
conceptual difficulfy of my interdisciplinary theoretical undertaking, namely, how
to employ legitimately concepts and methods that have become customary for the
theoretical exercises of fields as differem as science and philosophy. In this 3
it Its from the unusual practice of using philosophical methods, which are
substantially different from scientific ones.® in treating problems that come up in
the scope of science.

In my view, any justification which tries to overcome this difficulty should
essentially involve two points: first, that the expertise of science is somehow
insufficient, and second, thal the competence uf phitosopliy is upprepriaie for an
*adequate treatment’ of the cognitive problems. I argue that the expertise of
science can be considered insufficient, insofar as ‘scientific explanations’ of the
cognitive problems were to rely on philosophical justifications, and insofar as
‘scientific prescriptions’ for overcoming those problems were to recommend the
acquisition and application of epistemological concepts. And, | argue that the
competernce of philosophy can be considered appropriate, insofar as the
philosophical methodology of dissolution can be represented in the form of the
scientific prescription of metacognition, namely, as an explanation and application

“ Far example. scientists usuat xperimental methods, while philosoph 1sually do not.
6



of a concept of cognition.” Thus, in chapter one, [ will try to expose the
‘insufficiency’ of the expertise of science for treating cognitive problems and in
chapter two, to represent the ‘appropriateness’ of the competence of philosophy
for treating these problems.

However, these necessary steps in the overcoming of the major conceptual
difficulty of my argument are to be accomplished in narrow contexts of understanding
which are themselves constituents of a droader context that generally gualifies the
cogmitive problems (or the competence of philosophy rather than for the expertise of
science. As it will hopefuily become clear, this broader context is indispensable for
overcoming this difficulty, and so I need to set up its background before undertaking the
accomplishment of my argument in a narrow sense. Consequently, in chapter three, 1 will
need to illustrate the overcoming of cognitive problems by mediation of the philosophical
methodology of dissolution in both narrow and broader contexts of understanding.

A Broader Context of Understanding: A critical reader would notice that a relation
of the methodology of dissolution of philosophical problems as methodology of the
solution of cognitive problems means not only to ‘compensate’ a certain scientific
insufficiency regarding particular types of problems, but also to ignore the traditional
differentiation between science and philosophy. Hence, the point | will be trying to

convey here is necessarily grounded in such an explanatory context that concerns the

" Onc may ask the question why [ will try to represent the philosophical methodology of dissolution in the
formn of the scicntific concept of metacognition instead of vice versa. My reply is that the philosophical
concepts to be examinced arc analytically more indeterminate than the scicntific concepls 10 be examined.
Moreover. it is a necessary peculiarity of the “therapeutic sensc” of the former that they remain
characteristically as indetcrminate as possible. Thus. since the scientific procedurcs for overcoming
cognitive problems are betier established in common terms than the philosophical oncs for overcoming
cpistcmological problems, the latter arc more susceptibic to represcntation in termns of characteristic
features of the former.

Another question might be that sii am trying to substilutc or supplement the scicntific
procedure with the philosophical onc, how 1 can avoid the disadvantages of the scicntific procedurc, given
that [ take its form in the philosophical procedure. My reply is that here 1 do not try (10 scarch for certain
disadvantagcs of the form of this procedurc; however. an implicit answer to such a question could be
detecied throughout the paper. insofar as the distinction between the metaphysical and therapeutic notions
of philosophy becomcs clear. And yet, the proper understanding of my a nent must render that it is not
about advan 5 and disadvantages of certain procedures, but about theis vater understanding. After all
T am abl¢ to uisuss the two procedures and play them against each other only insofar as they form an
opposition.

7



relationship and the possible cooperation between the two fields, and ultimately, the
question of their foundations.® In this context, | will draw attention to a notion of
philosaphy, for 1 already claimed that such a notion is what scientific and philosophical
concepts under consideration have in common as they employ it in treating problems
which were explained as being e¢ssentially the same. Ultimately, it is the conceptualization
of the two types of problems and the procedures for their overcoming within this context
which wili ensure the proper understanding of my argument as conveyed by the common
terminology.

Because the eventual relationship and possible cooperation between science and
philosophy will be a major concern throughout this paper, at this point I will adhere to a
working notion of the role of philosophy in the modern world which 1 will modify and
clarify subsequently. This is the role which Jurgen Habermas conceives of as a mediating
interpreter ihat accounts for the problems remaining out of the scope of the scientific
fields, given that these fields have already divided and appropriated all the opportunities
for expertise, or what are known as reasonable accounts of reality (1990, p. 19; 1992,
p-39). In what he calls a “division of labour,” the expert fields turn out to be in the
position of needing a common medium of communication; first, between the  lves,
however different they are, and second, between themselves and social practices they
serve. In maintaining this recurrent communication, the “linguistic medium of reason”
encounters certain probdlems of mediation which, according to Habermas, are to remain in
the scope of philosophy:

.. . {T}hese eminent trends towards compartmentalization, constituting as
they do the hallmark of modermity, can do very well without philosophical
justification. But they do pose problems of mediation. First, how can  ion,
once it has been thus sundered, go on being a unity on the level of culture? And
second, how can expert cultures, which are being pushed more and more to the
level of rarefied, esoteric forms, be made to stay in touch with everyday
communication? To the extent to which philosophy keeps at least one eye

®in my vicy : context of understanding would not arise in a purely scicntific
theoretical framework wnicn would limut its justification of the methodology of transfer 10 the exposition
of both the “insufficiency” of the one type of arguments and the “appropriatencss’ of the other. However,
an interdisciplinary undertaking cannat dispensc it. for it necessarily grounds its argumentation int an
account of the characteristic differences of the two approaches to their common problems.

8



trained on the topic of rationality, that is, to the extent to which it keeps

inquiring into the conditions of the unconditional, to that extent it will not dodge

the demand for these two kinds of efforts at mediation. (1990, pp. 17-8)

In my interpretation, T accept that the first type of problem of mediation
has to do with the self-justification of expert cultures (“science, technology, law
and morality”(1992, p.39)), i.e., with some sort of rational explanation of the
‘expert knowledge’ which theoretical fields prescribe for the practical fields, while
the second has to do with the acquisition and application of those cultures’
‘expertise’ in social practices on the level of everyday communication. It is
notable, that although Habermas claims that the problems of mediation are a work
of philosophy, he confesses that the expert cultures and social practices could do
quite well “without philosophical justification.” Eventually, this implies that either
the expert cultures themselves ‘solve somehow’ the ‘problems of mediation’, too,
or at least, that they have noi encountered any, yei. In either way, this is the point
on which I ground my contention that if any philosophical justifications or
epistemological concepis are involved in the exchange of exper  n the levels of
expert culture or everyday communication, they can be considered symptoms of
expert insufficiency which indicate some existing problems of mediation on any of
those two levels.

ln an attempt to interpret the sense of the concept of problems of
mediation for the purpose of this paper, i.e., in terms that I already have been
using, I will accept generally that they are problems of the utilization of concepts
inthe pro i of the transition of expertise between the two levels mentioned; and
more specifically, that they are problems of expents’ explanation and prescription
of certain concepts on the level of culture, and of individuals’ acquisition and
application of experts’ prescriptions on the level of everyday communication.
Insofar as they are generally problems of the transition of expertise, i.c., of the
transfer of kmowledge by mediation of concepts which have been generated in one
problematic situation and then used in another one, the problems of mediation can
be qualified as various problems of epistemological character which come into

9



being as a result of epistemological procedures with these concepts. Further, as
created inthet  tion of expertise, these problems can be viewed as taking
different or concrete forms on its different stages. One may note that both
cognitive and traditional philosophical problems fit the general partern of
problems of mediation, but that they do so at different stages of the exchange of
expertise: the former at the level of everyday communication rather than at the
level of culture; the latter at the /eve/ of cuiture rather than at the level of everyday
communication.” Nevertheless, in terms of the notion of “philosophy as a
mediating interpreter,” the two types of problems are to remain in the scope of
competence of philosophy.

Thus, in terms of my interpretation of Habermas’ view of philosophy, both
cognitive and philosophical problems can be understood as problems of mediation which
have just been actualized either in the paradigms of different expert fields on the level of
expert culture, or in the subjective paradigms of the problem solvers on the level of
everyday communication. Implicit in this point is the claim that if the expertise of the
former level is unproblematically exchanged thro  the latter level, there would be no

problems of mediation; this claim, therefore, constitutes what could be properiy termed

® Insofar as some of the cognitive problems (‘permancnt anxicty'. “motivational deficit’) are also known
as psychological phenomena. the question about the relationship between cpistemological und
psychological comes up again in terms of the notion of the exchange of expertise. Psycholog
phenomena are largely belicved 1o exist on an individual's personal level rather than on an expert level.
Indeed. for the products of the expent cultures, it appears to be cssential that they transcend an expert’s
personal Ievel and so gain an epistemological aspect, while the products of cveryday communication
practices transcend an indivi s personal level only insofar as individuals are referred 10 as cxperts and
s0 o nol necessarily gain sucn an aspect but rather mark its disappearance in the exchange of expertise.
If such an assumption is credible. then we could infer that psychological problems are bascd on still
unsolved epistemolagical probiems persisting in individuals® personal views rather than that the
cpistemological undertakings on the level of culture arc just psychological undertab * This is why I
arguc that the various cognitive problemns that individuals face in everyday commutuvauon pract arc
based on "cpistemological beliefs’ which are, however, philosophically unjustified.
* The pretension of psychology to the status of scicnce is bascd on such an assumption. Regarding the
probicm of psvchology to define itself as a science see. for cxample, L. Miller’s summary of the points of
the two main sides in the debate on anificial intclligence in Cognitive Science, 1978, 2. 111-127. [n this
relation. the late philosophical writings of Witigenstcin give a varicty of arguments of why psychological
and other forms of private expericnce cannot back up concepts having transcending power. A thematic
sclection of t argumecnts can be found in A. Kenny's The Hitigenstein Reader, 1994, Blackwell
Publishers Inc.. ambridge. MA.
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the general principle for overcoming any such problems. Further, this principle implies
that wherever these problems arise in the exchange of expertise, the problem solver who
faces them would need the competence to overcome them. For, in both scientific and
philosophical paradigms, it is the lack of competence for dealing with such problems
(respectively, the lack of a good understanding of how intelligence works and of how the
mind deals with language) which is conceived of as conditioning their emergence and
persistence. In this way, three conditions can be isolated which generally qualify certain
problems as problems of mediation and thus relegate them from the scope of science to
philosophy: the problems under consideration are of epistemological character, the
expertise of science proves insufficient for their overcoming; and the competence of
Pphilvsophy is represented as appropriate for their treatment. Since the cognitive
problems already have been concepiualized as being in essence episiemological in
character, they must be eligible to be overcome by mediation of such a methodology that
has been used in dissolving the very epistemological problemr 1e traditional
philosoph  problems. But since the expertise of science is insufficient for their
treatment and itself appeals to the competence of philosophy, the later already can be
considered a justitied, methodological altemnative to the former.

To sum up, provided that the cognitive problems are problems of
mediation on the level of everyday communication, that their overcoming
necessitales appropriate expertise on the devel of culture, (hat the expertise of
science tumns out to be insufficient while the competence of philosophy is
appropriate, the latter can be called up on the /evel of culture to help overcome
these problems in everyday communication. In other words, if philosophy is to
‘specialize’ in the field of the problems of mediation, we can assume that when
expert cultures and social practices encounter them, they do not have the nect 'y
‘expertise’ to «  with them, while at the same time philosophy does. The
stipulation here is that the ‘expertise’ of philosophy is an expertise only in a
conditional sense in which it is conceived of ar most as a competence, for

philosophy is supposed to ‘specialize’ somehow paradoxically in a field that is
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supposed to remain non-special insofar as the expert fields have already
apportioned al// the possibilities for specialized accounts of y.

In this way, the proposed scheme of the distribution of problems of
mediation™ indicates, on one hand, that there appears to be a possible division of
labor in which philosophy could find its place along with the specialized fields of
the expert cultures, and on the other, that a specific extension of individuals’
philosophical background would adequately help their metacognition in everyday
communication. The specific competence of philosophy becomes a good reason
for calling it up in the role of a ‘mediating interpreter’ which can help elaborate an
adequate prescription for overcoming problems that could be explained as
problems of mediation. As already pointed out, such a prescription essentially
involves an epistemological conceplt or a concept of cognition which is to be
acquired and applied, in the philosophical terms 1 adopted here, it is an
understanding of how the mind produces ‘beliefs’ by coordinating language and
thinking. 1 will try to promote such an “understanding’ in the form of a
compositional philosophical concept which is based on the above mentioned four
contemporary philosophical concepts that will be examined in chapter two. Its
central point will be a notion of philosophy which, in this broader context,
becomes a notion of the relationship and possible cooperation between science and
philosophy, and which 1 will consider in chapter three.

10 Resume my Argument: In this paper, 1 will try to show that scientists’
efforts to overcome individuals' cognitive problems are atternpts at solving

problems of mediation, and thereby | will expose science’s ‘insufficiency’ for

"It is important to note that, in this scheme, insofar as it is derived from Habermas' view of philosophy,
the cfforts of scicnce and philosophy converge for solving *problems of mediation’ only on the level of
everyday cominunication, i.c., their cfforts converge in the solution of individuals’ cognilive problems. but
not in the overcoming of traditional philosophical problems. This is in relation to the question of why
philosophy cannol take its scicntific likc variant which is known as *metaphysics’. This question is an
aspect of all the philosophical concepts which arc reviewed in this paper, and thus an incvitable
consideration of my argument and of the philosophical understanding which I am trying to promolc as a
pan of an; :m solver's metacognition. (1 will discuss the relationship between science and
philosophy 1n cnapter three).
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dealing with these types of problems. On the one hand, 1 will consider any
philosaphical justifications that scientists embark on in their explanations as
scientific attempts at solving problems of mediation on the level of expert culture.
On the other hand, [ will consider any philosophical concepts that scientists
recommend for utilization in their prescriptions as scientific attempts at solving
probiems of mediation on the level of everyday communication.*' Conversely, |
will consider that in everyday communication practices, individuals encounter the
problems of mediation as their cognitive problems in the form of either negative
psychological disposinions or inappropriate strategic approaches (such as
“permanent anxiety” and “failure avoiding tactics”) to the problems to be solved.
Further, 1 consider that cognitive problems stem from individuals’ own
explanations of their cognitive abilities (i.e., from their views of cognition) in
which they establish ‘reasonable’, ‘logical’, ‘sufficient’, ‘clear’ or ‘well-proven’
connections among those problems, their solutions, and themselves as problem
solvers. Being esscntially epistemological, these connections can be considered
philosophically unjustified and perhaps unjustifiable, for they are made out with a
reference to a presupposed level of expert culture, while solving norn-expert
problems on a presupposed level of everyday communication.

In elaborating an ‘appropriate’ epistemological concept for the treatment of
cognitive problems, I will consider philosophers’ ‘compcetence’ for dealing with
epistemological problems, in the conditional sense in which they are assumed as
being ‘experts’ in dealing with these kinds of problems. This will be a
consideration of the overcoming of problems of mediation in terms of knowledge
explanation and knowledge appiication as it is in the scientific concept of

metacognition. The point I will be trying to convey is that, though philosophers

' One may find that it is better 1o say that scicntists su/ve the “probizms of mediation’ on the levet of
cultare, but that they address them on the level of everyduy eoiamunication  In tenns of iny argument.
this will be cansidered a metaphysical point of view beg 1 somchow P hai science can
actualiy soive these problems which arc after all philosoparcal. But since in this uncrdisciplinary

undc ng I am trying lo convey a therapeutic point which excludes the possibility of a scicntific
solution of these problems, 1 say that science only artempis 1o solve these problems on the two levels
mentioned.
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traditionally address such problems more directly on the level of experr culture
than on the level of everyday communication, it can be worthwhile that their
concepts become subjects of prescription and acquisition and thus bridge the ‘two
levels’ in a way that would ensure a "smooth’ transition of expertise. In my
argument, this alternative prescription is to help problem solvers acquire a specific
extension of their philosophical background in terms of concepts of contemporary
philosophy.

However, it would be naive to believe that the concepts, which we acquire
in order to apply, are mere words whose meanings we just retain and thus know,
and that a simple form of inquiry, like the use of a dictionary, would easily fill up
the ‘blanks’ of the concepts which we have need of. Indeed, in the act of those
concepts’ application we do not necessarily highlight the whole capacity of
knowledge which entails our self-confidence to use exactly these certain words.
But, as one acquires a language not through mere learming the dictionary by heart
but rather through a holistic interaction with the uses of this language, i.e., through
an interaction in which y non-discursive aspecis are involved, too, so the
acquisition of a certain concept is not to come simply through the mere learning of
definitions, but rather through a building up of its background which is not
discursively present in the act of this concept’s application. In this sense, it also
would be naive to believe that the necessary philosophical extensicn cf indiv -
views of cognition would be so easily achievable a goal as we would wish it to be.

Most of the philosophical concepts are complicated and very hard to represent in
a simple or easy to acquire form, and sometimes such a representation comes along
with the understanding that it is just a misrepresentation of the original. In those
cases, one can even expect a further complication in applying concepts which have
been thus acquired, for, as it would hopefully become clear, what are here
understood under the ‘problems of mediation’ not only need to be overcome by
mediation of a procedure which utilizes concepts of cognition but also come into

being by mediation of such procedures.
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In this relation, it is worthwhile to note that in this broader context the
differentiation between the epistemological procedures of *explanation® of a
certain concept and of “application’ through a permanent utilization of this concept
resuits from the differentiation between the attempts for soiving the ‘problems of
mediation’ on the level of expert culture and the level of everyday communication.

Here, this differentiation serves explanatory purposes only, and is, in this sense,
just a methodological assumption in which the connection between the efforts of
expersts to explain and prescribe certain concepts and the efforts of individuals to
acquire and apply those concepts could be easily represented as reversible. For
instance, assuming that, as is practically the case, all individuals are also experts as
well as all experts are also individuals who just happen to wrilize concepts on
different stages of the exchange of expertise, then the above pairs of terms just
become interchangeable, and so, their distinctic onditional. Likewise, in the
process of their elaboration, experts’ ‘explanation’ and ‘prescription’ can be
regarded as being at once the acquisition and application of certain concepts;
conversely, individuals’ ‘acquisition’ and “application’ can be understood as their
personal explanation and prescriprion of concepts for solving their own cognitive
problems. In this sense, the explanation and prescription, acquisition and
application of certain concepts can be in no way distributed to certain individuals
or experts who are, so to speak, ‘in charge’ in the different stages of the exchange
of expertise because such a distribution (in Habermas’ terms, “‘trends toward
compartmentalization™) would be the way to actually create the conditions for
‘problems of mediation’. Rather, these problems are unavoidable for all the fields
and problem solvers, and their solutions inevitably go through the mediation, i.e.,
through a permanent utilization of some philosophical concepts on both expert
and individual levels.'® This is, therefore, what constitutes the major

methodolagical difficulty of my argument, namely, that by promoting philosophy

*“ Such a conclusion is potcntial to the cxplanation lion, acquisition, and application of the
concepl of metacogniiion in the “cxchange of expert wherwise they would not rely on
-philosophical justifications’, nor would they contain episiemological concepis”.
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on the level of culture to help overcome the problems of mediation | am actually
contributing to conditions for their persistence rather than for their overcoming. In
the concluding chapter, I will try to explain the unavoidability of the ‘problems of
mediation’ as a resuit of the necessity of transferring *conceptuai content’
generated in one problematic situation to another (for instance, from an expert to
a practical level) and to overcome the ‘major methodological difficulty’ in terms of
the distinction between the meraphysical and therapeutic notions of philosophy.

Thus, the problems of mediation become problems of a certain use of
concepts which is always concrete, and which is a permanent niilization (and in
this sense, an ‘undoing’) of these concepts. This is why their so/utions could take
place only in a concrete situation in which ‘individuals’ have already become
"experts’ and do not need the mediation of ‘other experts’ in order to solve
problems. In this way, they would not | to be philosophers in a metaphysical
sense, since they would have already become philosophers in a therapeutic sense.

If that were so, there would be no *problems of mediation’, nor would individuals
have any cognitive problems; they would just solve the problems to be solved and
the issue of the cognitive problems would not arise. In light of the point I will be
trying to convey, the sofutions of the cognitive problems are to come as
dissolutions of the epistemological points which email them; at the same time,
these "dissclutions’ will turn out to be aspects of the solutions of the concrete
problems in the everyday communication practices.

Significance: The outlined approach already suggests that with respect to its
significance, the justification of the issue under consideration would become clear insofar
as the claim being argued is convincingly accomplished. For, only a relatively well-formed
concept could understandably serve a concept-employing practice. Nevertheless, the
significance of the proposed question of research is justified through the associations of
some undesirable discrepancies in the mind's problem solving activity directly with the
way the mind produces ‘beliefs’ by mediation of language and thinking. 1 refer to such

discrepancies as the negative psychological and cognitive dispositions encountered by
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educational and cognitive scientist ‘ermanent anxiety, low self-esteem, motivational
deficit, student-teacher conflict of values, failure-avoiding tactics, or indifference to
learning. Thus, anticipated contributions can be made, which relate to practices involving
the mind’s intensive probiem solving activity, in environments such as education and
business. But, because language and thinking are indispensable means of communication
and so, nec y in deating with all kinds of problems, even broader extrapolations of the

claim being argued may also be possible.



CHAPTER ONE
COGNITIVE PROBLEMS AND THE CONCEPT OF METACOGNITION

Although verbalizing helps to brine more of the process into
view, it is a representation of the pr and may involve
significant alternations. The full extent w which verbalizing
changes thought patierns is probably unknowable. Those of us
who do ch in the area feel that the changes are much less
than skepuics fear.

Jack Lochhead. Teaching Analviic Reasoning
Skills through Pair Problem Solving

Overview

In this chapter, I examine four scientific concepts in which authors treat
educational learning problems such as motivational deficit, low sell-esteem,
permanent anxiety, indifference to learning, bad learning strategies, and student-
teacher conflicts of values. For convenience, I categorize those problems as
cognitive probfems because they are concerned in one way or another with
individuals’ acquisition and application of cognition. M.V. Covington’s concept of
strategic thinking, J. Lochhead’s notion of the role of verbalization in problem
solving, and M. Lipman s philosophy for children program address cognitive
problems in educational environments. Similarly, R. Paul’s notion of
conceptualization and the elements of thought addresses practical and
philosophical aspects of cognitive problems but he conceives of it as applicable
also in other than educational problem solving situations.

In the process of examining these notions, [ focus on the scientists’
explanaiions of and prescriptions for overcoming those cognitive phenomena: in
their explanations, scientists widely rely on *philosophical justifications’, and in

their prescriptions, they recommend acquisition and application of
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‘epistemological concepts’ by mediation of the mind’s problem solving activity,
metacognition. As already pointed out, in my view scientific explanations and
prescriptions which involve, respectively, ‘philosophical justifications’ and
“epistemological concepts’ indicate a certain “insufficiency’ of the scientific
accounts for an ‘adequate treatment’ aof those problems.”® At the same time, the
overcoming of the cognitive problems as a matter of utilization of epistemological
concepts also indicates that these problems are of epistemological character
which, along with scientific ‘insufficiency’, qualifies them as problems of
mediation in terms of my interpretation of Habermas’ concept of philosophy

which [ stated in the introduction.

Covington’s Concept of Strategic Thinking"

Examining the causes of students' unsatisfactory performance in an
educational environment, Martin V. Covington explains the negative cognitive
dispositions “anxiety, indifference to leaming and motivational deficit” (p. 389) by
the lack of efficiency of their personal “thinking skills” and the existing “classroom
reward system” (p. 390). He finds that reward systems encourage students to use
“failure-avoiding™ and “self-defeating tactics” which include various tricks for
cheating (p. 392) and “post-dictive explanation (excuses) for success and
failure”(p. 403). According to him, students’ thinking becomes highly susceptible
to similar ‘strategies’ which ultimately amount to a “teacher-student conflict of

” with respect to  ming efforts, personal ability, and test outcomes (p.

393). At the same time, the understanding of how unlikely such *tactics’ are to

L This point is implicit 1o Wittgenstein’s carly concept of the correct use of language which 1 discuss in
chapier two.
" Al refernces to M. V. Covingion in this paper arc from “Strategic Thinking and the Fear of
Failure". Thinking and Learning Skills. Ed. Segal, Chipman, and Glaser. Hillside NJ:
L.Eribaum. 1985
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gain suct  in a new or unexpected problematic situation leads to either a lack of

self-confidence, low self-esteem, a feeling of insecurity, or persisting anxiety:
Meaningless success cannot long sustain a sense of positive self-regard nor
increase achievement. (p. 397)

Covington contends that those are symptoms of “bad strategic thinking”
which is detectable in students either setting up easily attainable, low-effort goals,
or striving for unattainable ones that “literally invite failure, but *failure with
honor’(p. 392). In his view, the sources of the “mind’s strategic mismanagement”
are identical with the conditions which ensure effective acquisition and application
of cognition: “the intimate relationship between memory and strategic thinking,”
the “ability to retrieve material from semantic memory”, and the “knowledge of
procedures for transforming this material (inferences, generalizations)” (p. 403). It
is in this conection that Covington emphasizes the necessity of such specific
responsiveness (o “the more subtle nuances” of the functions of intelligence that is
available only to “metacognitively more sophisticated individuals” (p. 404).
Consequently, he addresses the epistemological aspects of the work of intelligence
and, to conceptualize them, inevitably needs a philosophical justification which
more or less concerns the question of the nature of intelligence:

The concept of strategic thinking firmly locates cognitive attributions as

antecedent determinants of behavior. (p. 403)

... [T)o understand intelligence, it is important to make a distinction between
basic abilities and the mechanisms by which abilities are translated into
intelligent thought and action. (p. 409)

On the other hand, Covington’s prescription for the solution of these problems
involves two elements which relate to their respective sources: developing and
cultivating of the concept of so-called “strategic thinking” and “reconstructing of
classroom reward systems” (p. 395). He defines strategic thinking as “the capacity to
identify and analyze problems and to create and monitor plans for their solutions™ (p.
390). Its more detailed representation involves three steps: (1) problem formulation,
or explanation which is basically “a well-developed sense of the problem, or an

20



understanding of what makes it a problem in the first place and how it might be
reformulated 1o reduce its difficulty”; (2) selecting of the most effective strategy afier
considering a few possible strategies, and finally, (3) self-monitoring, a metacognitive
requirement which involves, on one hand, “knowledge of one’s own capacities,
limitations, and idiosyncrasies” and, on the other hand, the permanent utilization of
this knowledge through balancing among * 1 and easy-to-learn-materials,” “time
constraints,” and “teacher standards” in the process of solving the problem (pp. 401-
402). To put it in another way, Covington’s concept of strategic thinking claims that
effective dealing with problematic situations in educational environments is
accompanied by metacognition which essentially involves an explanation and
application of a concept of cognition.

Similarly, the other element of Covington’s solution, the reconstruction of
the classroom reward system, rests ou a philosophical basis too: the cultivation of
effective thinking skills nec  itates a justification of the reliability of the
“standards for intelligent behavior” (p. 398). Covington conceives of them as
“well-defined,” “absolute standards” which, however, must be applied with respect
to “realistic goals” (p. 398) in order to suppress students’ inadequare notions that
the problems they encounter in their school performance are a matter of personal
ability or inability. Indeed, he notes that systematic training in thinking skills may
not affect “individual differcnces” in “ability” (p. 41 1), but he considers that its
goal will be achieved if it “reduces the dependency of performance on ability and
increases the saliency of various trainable plans and rules” whict 1 enable
individuals to “exercise more personal control over their mental resources” (italics
added) (p. 410).

Finally, in conformity with my argument, Covington ends the justification
of the two elements of his prescription with the philosophical conclusion that the
evaluation of the mind’s problem solving activity is practically relatable wa

particular problematic situation only, and that its improvement involves both an
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understanding of how intelligence works and a permanent utilization of this
understanding in a new problematic situation:
Although the fundamental nature of intelligence will likely remain as elusive as
ever, this newer approach should lead us to a more sophisticated
understanding, largely through the recognition that intelligence can be
defined only in terms of the context in which it is required. (italicss added)
(p. 409)

In summary, Covington’s explanation relates the students’ negative
learning dispositions to both the existent reward system and the lack of a good
understanding, respectively, of effective self-control of their personal thinking
abilities. His prescription links the overcoming of those problems with the concept
of strategic thinking which takes into consideration the two main points of his
explanation. On the students’ pani, they need, on the one hand, to identify and
correct any inadequacies in their problem solving strategies by mediation of the
metac  itive practice of self-monitoring, and, on the other hand, to have this
metacognitive practice supplied with a more sophisticated understanding of how
their own intelligence works, i.e., with an adequate epistemological concept, or a
concept about the nature of knowledge. Because the concept of strategic thinking
is intended to respond to students’ need of such a ‘more sophisticated
understanding’, it takes the f of such awn epistemological concept to be
acquired and applied. At the same time, the other element of Covington’s
solution, the *reconstruction of the classroom reward systems' is to ensure a
coherence between subjective and objective factors of learning and thus to ensure
an effective ‘adequacy’ between the individuals’ epistemological notions and the
standards for testing of intelligent behavior.

Because in his explanation of the concept of strategic thinking Covington
uses philosophical justifications which concemn individuals’ cognitive problems (as
based on the *student-teacher conflict of  1es’), the ‘nature of intelligence’ (‘as
elusive as ever’, but still eligible to be a subject of a ‘more sophisticated

understanding’), and ‘the standards of intelligent behavior’ (as ‘absolute ones’ but



depending upon the ‘context’ in which the knowledge is required), he may be
considered to be attempting to solve ‘problems of mediation’ on the level of expert
culture. At the same time, because this concept is intended to respond to the
individuals’ n of acquisition and application of an adequate epistemological
concept in overcoming their cognitive problems, it is also a prescription for
overcoming the problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication.
The identification of ‘post-dictive explanations for failure and success’ accounts
for an active involvement of linguistic behavior in students’ justification of

inappro ¢ leaming strategies. It is the role of *linguistic behavior’ in
establishing fallible ‘beliefs’ concerning students’ own cognitive abilities which
suggests that the concept of metacognition can be adequately delineated in 1erms
of a philosophical understanding of how the mind deals with language." In this
context, the lack of a good understanding of how one coordinates language and
thought opens the possibility for a permanent sufficiency of any post-dictive
(linguistic) explunations which thus leaves the ‘mind’s strategic mismanagement’
unnoticed (p. 403). At the same time, the subsequent failure in task performance is
fallibly ascribed to personal ‘inability’ and thus retained in the form of belief in the
degree of one’s cognitive abilities which, applied as an inadequate epistemological
concept, amounts to permanent anxiety, low-self esteem, or a lack of seif-
confidence. Interpreted in this way, the main points of Covington’s concept of
‘strategic thinking’ support my argument that the negative cognitive deficiencies in
question are based on fallible beliefs which are formed as a matter of inadequate
epistemological uses of concepts that establish seemingly ‘reasonable’, ‘tested’,

‘well-proven’, or ‘clear’ connections between different problematic situations.

1e interrelation of the notions of truth, rationality, and language as an

issue ansing 10 the metaphitosophical perspective of the « ion of the relationship and possible
cooperation bet' :ace and philosophy.
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Lochhead’s Concept of the Role of Verbalization in Thinking'

Unlike Covington, Jack Lochhead regards individuals’ linguistic
explanations as causes rather than as etfects of inappropriate thinking strategies.
Consequently, he focuses directly on the role of language in the elaboration of
students’ views on leamning. But like Covington, he first explains students
cognitive problems in terms of both learning environments and their views of
problem solving and learning, and then prescribes for their overcoming a
metacognitive utilization of epistemological concepts.

In his explanation, Lochhead notices, on one hand, that students’
adherence to the so-called “copy theory of learning” as a matter of their own
epistemnology conditions their passive learning attitude, and on the other, that in
their task to present material “as clearly as possibie,” teachers often encounter
problems in the transition of information between two substantially different
levels of competence. (pp. 109-110) In his view, the “passive learning attitude”
suppresses students’ potentials to “generate their own knowledge™ and prevents
them from discovering for themselves what the teacher has explained. He argues
that it is essential for the practice of teaching and learning that, along with

Y@

requirement for teachers’ “clear presentation,” students develop an “active learning
attitude” and adequate “own epistemology” (pp. 110-111).

Thus, as in Lochhead’s explanation the cognitive problems are problems of
the transition of knowledge between two levels of competence, so he prescribes
educational techniques that “change the traditional roles of both student and
teacher” (p. 111). In examining the cognitive theory behind oni h technique,
the so-called “pair problem solving,” he promotes as its essential part a notion of
the specific role of verbalization in thinking. This technique is intended to make

easier the transition of knowledge betv the two levels of competence and the

n this paper are from “Teaching Analytic Reasoning Skills Through
rair Probicm Soiving . (hinking and Learning Skills. Ed. Segal. Chipman, and ( Hillside NJ: L.
Erlbaum. 1985.
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verbalization is to help overcome the epistemological difficulties arising from the
unobservable aspects of teachers’ thinking. For example, “analyzing complex
matenal is an activity which is generally done inside your head” and “a beginner
cannot observe how an expert thinks and solves problems™(p. 121), while
“thinking aloud” is an observable verbalization of thoughts and “helps students
externalize ideas and strategies so that they can examine and improve on them” (p.
122). In his view, this method can help “the development of a self-correcting
feedback loop in which students can observe and modify their own cognitive
behavior” in conformity with Dewey’s notion that “reflective thought” is “the
single most important objective of higher education™ (p. 122). Lochhead goes on
with a more detailed explanation of the reconstruction of thinking’s ‘unobservable’
aspects into ‘observable’ terms by means of Piaget’s notion of the mentat
procedure as 2 communicable representation:

Communicable representations are in conscious.  not because we can relay
them to other people but because we can relay them to ourselves. We may run
through the steps of a procedure and observe each one in sequence. This self-
observation is awareness and thus the basis of all consciousness. (italics
added) (p. 123)

Lochhead argues that so complex an activity as ‘three-ball juggling’
becomes easy to acquire if all its routines are carefully verbalized. However, he
notices that, once it becomes an automatic activity, juggling does not need
verbalizing for its performing; rather, verbalizing in the process of performing
becomes an obstacle for the performing itself (p. 124). In this way, Lochhead
promotes verbalization as a matter of consciousness as the most important
mechanism of learning which clarifies and conceptually shapes the matenal to be
learned in the form of knowledge. However, he seems to relate its value to a
situation of knowledge acquisition rather than to a situation of knowledge
application, and so to distinguish a situation in which epistemological
procedure is appropriate and another in which it is inappropriate. In his view, if

properly used, this procedure is conceived of as involving three subordinated
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elements: (1) precise thinking as exercised in terms of “carefully verbalized
definitions for each variable™, (2) verbalization as “including all the meaning of the
vaniable”, and (3) variable as “meaning all the things included in its verbal
definition” (p. 123). In Lochhead's view, such precision appears 1o be the
condition which would save the mind from what he calls “a failure to coordinate
thought and language” in the process of learning (p. 125).

Another aspect of the concept of verbalization is the explanation of the
growth of knowledge which Lochhead _ oys from Piaget’s constructivist theory,
too. The main point of the constructivist concept of conceptual development
represents an interrelation between perception and conception (in Piaget’s terms,
assimilation and accommodation) which is comprised of the claim that “at any
particular instant we can only perceive those things for which we have concepts”
(pp. 125-6). At first, this may seem to be a self-contradictory postulate since an
available concept is what one needs in order to have a perception that on the other
hand should condition one’s formulation of a new concept. Nevertheless, the
growth of knowledge is here conceived of as a gradual acquisition of new concepts
whose seque:  may not necessarily be precisely accounted for. To explain this
unaccountability, Lochhead employs the term  ss with” to signify the child’s
cognitive activity in the acquisition of a concept such as “cup” which is eventually
refined through the concepts of “object™ and “in.” If the child does not have any
other better refined concepts to enable an effective verbalization, what could be
associated with a corresponding cognitive activity here is just the child’s “messing
with” the object. Similarly, a concept such as “potential energy” is acquired later
on but the “messing with” is replaced by “verbalizing” which is supposed to be an
already conscions and, in this specific sense here, abservable process.

For Lochhead, the constraints that may prevent students’ effective learning
stem from this, specifically developmental, cognitive problem in conceptual
growth. The acquisition of a new concept often goes through another “vaguely

defined concept™ that can negatively affect the perception of a book’s content or
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the effective teacher-student communicarion (p. 126). In this respect, Lochhead
notices that the overcoming of the cogpitive prablems must take into consideration
the tendency that students move from a preference for lecture type teaching (a
view which is most likely “based on a copy theory of leaming”) in the early stages
of learning to a preference for a “more relativistic system in which each individual
must determine the truth for himself” in the later stages of his or her education (p.
127)."” According to Lochhead, in order for this tendency not to function as a
constraint in students’ conceptual growth, they need to adopt an “active learning
aptitude™ which is comprised of the notion of making students aware of themselves
ays thinkers (p. 127). In this case, the requirement for students’ awareness of how
their cogpnitive abilities work, which is basically an awareness of how thinking in
the form of verbalized thinking becomes conscious thinking, is in essence a
metacognitive requirement.

In summary, Lochhead explains individuals® cognitive problems in terms of
both their inadequate views of learning and the difference in the levels of
competence of the students and teachers. He points to the so-called ‘copy theory
of learning’ as an example of an in uate view of cognition which prevents
students from *discovering the material for themselves’ and thus from ensuring an
effective transition of information between the *two levels’ of competence.

Lochhead’s prescription for overcoming cognitive problems is based on his
concept of ‘verbalization’ whose details are specified in terms of the constructivist
concepts of communicable representation and conceptual growth. He conceives of
verbalization as an externalized thinking which is thus o vable and susceptible
to conscious corrective manipulations. Verbalization appears to be helpful in the

‘" One might interpret this students' tendency fromn a “unqucstionable acquisition’ 10 a “personaily
claborated acquisition’ of concepis as projecting the wofold sense of the concept of *metacognition’.
(respectively, avaitability of centain episiemologicat concept, and the permancnt ulilization of that
concept) in a developmental perspective. This tendency can be associated with "undoing’ of the
conditiona! differcntiation between “individuals® and ‘experts’ as reflecting the (wo presupposed levels of
exchange of expertise in modernity. In this sense, the technique of “pair problem solving’. which
Lach is trving to promote. is a remarkabic example of the way in which the scientific prescription for
overcomuing cognilive problems attempts to undo cntiation.
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acquisition of knowledge for observable problems, but not always desirable in the
application of this knowledge in solving these problems (as in the case of
juggling). His concept is supported by the constructivist theory of conceptual
growth whose requirement for a necessary concept for any possible perception
represents a developmental constraint in the growth of knowledge in general and
in the exercise of communicable mental procedures as a matter of verb:  lion in
particular. For its overcoming, Lochhead recommends the adoption of both active
learning strat s supported by careful verbalization which would | students
aware of the specific peculiarities of their thinking and techniques which change
the traditional student-teacher roles in the educational environment.

By contrast, the view that conforms to the copy theory of leaming
discourages students from developing their own concepts, i.e., from ‘discovering
the material for themselves' since it presupposes that there is one exclusively
correct point of view which only needs to be attained foi  ining an insight into the
material to be learned. In this sense, he contends that when “their views are af
odds with the natural functioning of the mind, as they often are, students persist in
ineffective strategies™ (italicss added) (p. 109). For Lochhead, the necessity of
appropriate concepis of cognition specified in terms of an epistemological
relationship between language and thought becomes crucial in the development of
students’ metacognitive thinking, especially in the late stage of their conceptual
development when they adopt a more relativistic framework of understanding in
which every newly acquired concept is to find its placein ~ ion with the others.

Like Covington’s recommendation for a more sophisticated understanding
of how intelligence works, Lochhead’s concept contains the metacognitive
requirement for an ‘awareness’ of the peculiarities of individuals’ thinking which
takes the form of the metacognitive use of epistemological concept. In both cases,
these concepts are prescriptions for overcoming of the cognitive problems which |
interpret as problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication. The

difference between the two authors appears to be inthe  ree of analysis which
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backs up their explanations of the problems of mediation at the level of expert
cufture: while Covington generally relates students’ cognitive problems to their
inadequate leaming values, Lochhead further specifies how values come into being
in a developmental perspective and how they can be corrected by the mediation of
a careful verbalization. For Lochhead, knowledge acquisition is a gradual process
which is mediated by language and the cognitive problems which impede it are

ultimately related to a “failure to coordinate language and thought” (p. 125).

Paul’s Notion of Conceptualization and the Elements of Thought'

Like Covington and Lochhead, Paul is interested in the epistemological
aspects of educational leaming problems. In his concept of critical and creative
thinking he regards thinking as a trainable and widely applicable problem solving
tool. Insofar as it is trainable, thinking has the potential to become good thinking
which, as such, is conceived of as susceptible to standardization. In his view, one
can also distinguish an explanation of cognitive problems in the form of an
epistemological concept and a prescription for their overcoming which essentially
involves a wtilization of this concept itself. For the purpose of this paper, | will
limit my consideration of his ‘explanation’ to the notion of conceptualization and
of his “prescription’ to the notion of the elements of thought.

Because Paul’s concept appears to be more universalistic than the
specifically educational ones previously examined, he subjects it to 2 more
sophisticated philosophical explanation in which his notion of conceptualization is
supplied with a notion of rational reasoning and, similarly to Lochhead, with the
constructivist notion of conceptual growth, and with a notion of the
epistemological interdependence between language and thinking. Paul contends

that “there is order, regularity, and potential intelligibility in everything” (p. 201),
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infinite, creatures; humans, not gods™), but still “to say that something has a logic
is to say that it can be understood by use of our reason, that we can form concepts
that accurately—though not nece  ly thoro ictenze the nature of
that thing” (p. 201). in this way, his notion of iogicai reasoning couid be aiready
understood in a very ordinary sense: what he calls ‘logic’, “‘concepts’, ‘reasoning’,
and ‘accurate characterization of the nature of the things’ can be categorized as
easily understandable tho "t entities, tools, or modes which do not necessanly
explicitly exhaust the phenomenon they characterize or belong to, but which still
form the most acceptable points for its understanding. Thus, Paul’s notion of
rational reasoning becomes an atomic point in the characterization of the nature of
thinking in terms of his notion of ‘conceptualization as a way of understanding’:
Only when we have conceptualized a thing in some way, and only then, can
we reason through it. Since nature does not tell us how to conceptualize it, we
must create conceptualization, individually or socially. Once conceptualized, a
thing is integrated in a network of ideas (since no concept ever stands alone)
and, as such, becomes the subject of many possible inferences. (pp. 201-2)

It seems that the ‘concept ~ tion’ forms the coherency of the three
logics above mentioned, while the ‘concepts’ become the means and ends of the
conceptualization itself. In what Paul calls the ‘logic of concepts’, the word
‘concept’ means “a generalized idea of a class of things” and ‘conceptualization’ is
“a process by which the mind infers a thing to be of 2 certain kind, to belong
properly to some given class of things” (p. 203). Like Lochhead, Paul adheres to
the constructivist notion of conceptual growth and claims that “our minds
understand any particular aspect of things in relation to generalized ideas that
highlight perceived similarities and differences in our experience” (p. 203). The
learning of concepts is a process that starts with leamning of natural language
through “creating of facsimiles of the concepts implicit in the language use” and
later on continues in the academic disciplines through “creating specialized
concepts” {pp.203-4) (these terms correspond to the terms ‘mess with’ and

‘verbalization’ used by Lochhead, p. 126).
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Further, Paul argues that in the process of conceptualization we use
“critical judgment” which in his view includes the two senses in which the term
metacognition was above specified, and which he conceives of as essential to all
acts of creating Decause “we not oniy assess whai we creaie,” but “we assess as we
create” (p. 204). In this sense, one learns the logic of a discipline through creating
it in one’s mind:

.. if a student reads a text within a discipline well, that is critically, the logic
he or she creates through reading matches the logic of the text well. (p. 204)

Thus, the learning of concepts becomes most of all a personal task and only
the individual alone can re-create in her or his mind the concepts of, for example,
Freudian, Adlerian, and Jungian theories (p. 205). For Paul, it is language that
provides the terms of the creating of concepts in learing, and those are the terms
in which one exercises her or his thinking:

Many of our ideas or concepts come from the languages we have learned to
speak (and in which as a matter of course we do our thinking). (p. 205)

In this way, a notion of language, as an abstracted concept of a starting
point for further concept acquisition, gains a very significant role in what thinking
is supposed to be, namely. the role of an epistemological concept. In Paul’s view,
while thinking in terms of language, we connect the words in a certain “logic of
language” which depends to some extent upon the “established logic™ and meaning
of words and to some extent upon language

Though each word has an established logic, we still have to recreate that logic
in our thinking, and we must base that creation on meanings we have
previously created. (p. 206)

In his consideration of the role of language in thinking, Paul notices that
the “creation of meaning” cannot “without confusion or error” completely ignore
the established meaning of the words being used and that such an ignoring “in the
context of learning the logic of language is nothing more nor less than the mis-

learning of that logic™ (p. 206). This is why he pleads for an “educated use” of
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fa ge and warns about the potential ‘misunderstandings’ which the logic of
language may lead to:

It is important to recognize that in a literal sense there is no necessary virtue in

“creating” meaning. Prejudices. self-delusions, distortions, misconceptions,

and caricatures are all products of the mind as maker and creator. (p. 207)

According to Paul, “good thinking” needs to “move from thought which is

purely associational and undisciplined, to thought which is conceptual and
inferential,” for “without a guiding logic, thinking is aimless and random” (p. 208).
In this respect, he prescribes a “set of conditions,” or “elements of thought,” that
can hopefully “'shape and organize our thinking”: 1) Purpose, Goal, or End in
View, 2) Question at issue (or Problem to be solved), 3) Point of View or Frame
of Reference, 4) The empirical dimensions, the phenomena about which we are
reasoning, 5) the Conceptual Dimensions (including principles, theories, axioms, or
rules), 6) Assumptions - starting points of reasoning, 7) Inferences (the steps of
reasoning), 8) Implications and Consequences (" The implications of our reasoning
are an implicit creation of our reasoning.”) (pp. 208-210). This set of conditions
can be understood as what corresponds to the ¢pistemological concepts to be
aware of and to be metacognitively utilized in the prescriptions of Covington and
Lochhead. However, in Paul’s view, the “awareness’ of how one’s cognitive
abilities work takes the form of a philosophically justified understanding of the
conditions under which conceptualization is to be properly exercised in terms of
thinking, langu  and logic of language:™

Critical thinkers, on this view, attempt to heighten t  awareness of the
conditions under which their self~created conceptualizations—and inferences
from them—are rationally justified. (italics added) (Paul, p. 205)

In summary, in the explanation of his concept of critical and creative

thinking, Paul develops a notion of the role of conceptualization in thinking which

is supported by a concept of rational reasoning, a cor  t of language, and the

w Apparcotly. Paul sets up his understanding of the “clements of thought’ in Kantian perspective: they are
only conditions for a possible ‘good thinking™. Sce Kant, L., Critique of Pure Reason . trans. N.K. Smith,
Macmillan and Co.. Lid.. London, 1929.
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constructivist notion of conceptual growth. His concept of rational reasoning is
»n the assumption that there is an order, regularit 1 intelligibility in

everything which basically implies that there is something like a ‘logic of the
things’. There is aiso a logic that we use to figure out the logic of the things which
consists of creating meaningful connections through reasoning. Finally, there is a
logic that we create at the end of figuring out the logic of the things. According
to Paul, although the final result of our logical activity may not be characterized as
a form of an ‘ Absolute Truth’ (for there is ‘more implicit than explicit’ in

oning), it still characteri  the ‘nature of the things'. His concept of rational
reasoning underlies the adoption of the constructivist theory of concepiual growth
which explains the accumulation of knowledge as subsumption of a certain thing to
a certain concept signifying a class of things. Finally, Paul’s notion of
conceptualization is backed up with a concept of language which is conceived of
as providing the basic concepts and terms in which thinking is exercised. Like
Lochhead, Paul contends that the ; concepts we need are those that we leam
from our natural language, while the specialized ones are those that we learn in
academic disciplines.

The detailed exposition of this view involves many philosophical

Justifications which project well-known philosophical notions. For example, we
elaborate logical connections through a ‘conceptualization” which ends in the
creation of new concepts by ‘highlighting some sets of similarities and differences’
that we have been given in the concepts wi 'y know. (This is a vanant of
Wittgenstein's late concept of family resemblances which will be discussed in
chapter two). Simularly, in the process of conceptualization, the ‘logic of
language’ is being actively created by every individual, but it also depends upon
the established logic and meanings of the words (including grammar rules) being
used. (This can be ass  ted with the distinction of ‘intentional’ and
*conventional” aspects of meaning in Searle’s concept of *speech acts’ which will

be discussed in chapter two also). At the same time, like the early Wittgenstein
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(1922/1963; 3.321-3.325), Paul relates the errors and confusions in thinking to a
‘misunderstanding’ or ‘mis-learning’ of the ‘logic of language’ which can create
inadequate meanings.

On the other hand, Paul argues that disciplined thinking is the productive
thinking we need and sets down the necessary conditions (elements of thought) for
its performance. This set of conditions is in essence his prescription for ‘shaping
and organizing of our thinking’, and is a ut. ion of his systernatized,
epistemological notion of ‘good thinking’. Like the epistemological concepts
prescribed for metacognitive utilization by Covington and Lochhead, Paul’s
prescription involves also a1 nstemological concept which is standardized and
developed through a more sophisticated philosophical justification.

In the broader context of my argument, Paul faces the ‘problems of
mediation’ on the level of expert culture when in explaining how hur  cognition
practically accumulates he uses philosophical justifications. He prescribes a set of
conditions which form an epistemological concept available for individuals’
personal acquisition and application in overcoming their cognitive problems
which are here conceived of as problems of mediation on the level of everyday
communication. One may note that such a prescription still takes place on the
level of expert cufture and that the actual overcoming of the problems of mediation
on the level of everyday commu forr will finally depend upon individuals’

appropriate acquisition and application of that prescription.

Lipman’s Notion of the Role of Philesophy in Children’s Early

Development™

In comparison with the above summarized notions, M. Lipman’s concept

most directly addresses individuals’ cognitive problems as problems of mediation
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in Habermas'sense which 1 discussed in the introduction. He intentionally employs
the term ‘philosophy’ as standing for what, in the concrete problem solving
situations in an educational environment, is not accounted for by science. His
notion further impiies that if scientific accounts are insufficient, following certain
standards or any other weil-established formalism does not necessarily help but
rather impedes our reliable understanding and practical solving of individuals’
cognitive problems. Like Covington, Lochhead, and Paul, Lipman also explains
cognitive problems in terms of both inadequate views of cognition and peculiarities
ofthe ° ational environment, but unlike them, he emphasizes the latter rather
than the former. The change of emphasis reflects the different stage of individual
cognitive development which he addresses, and implies a specific modification of
the procedure of metacognition which he prescribes.

In his explanation of cognitive problems, Lipman draws attention to the
broad definition of the educational goal of cultivating good “thinking skills” which
practically involve the whole “inventory of the intellectual powers of mankind™:

To dream of constructing a curriculum that would nurture and sharpen

such an array of skills must certainly be considered quixotic; to have an impact
on no more than a token sefection of such skills is something we may aspire to
without realistically hoping ever to achieve. (p. 83)

According to him, no emphasis on just one set of “*favorable thinking
skills” will replace the need for others in problematic situations “tar more complex
and mysterious than we had anticipated” but rather “an educational process in
which a wide spectrum of thinking skills is sharpened” could possibly “help
children discover their intellectual capabilities” (p. 84).

To respond to the need above outlined, Lipman prescribes the so-called
philosophy for children program which is based on the principle that “children’s
social impulses” can be reliably redirected to purposeful “cognitive impuises.”

This assumption is supported by research which accounts for children’s better

“*All the references to Lipman in this paper arc from “Thinking Skills Fostered by Philosophy for
Children.” Thinking and Learning Skills. Ed. Segal. Chipman, and Glascr. Hillside NJ: L. Erlbaum. 1985.
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performance in “collaborative and cooperative situations” (p. 84), and contrasts
with the well-established assessment practice which individuates them by means of
tests for individual performance so that they cannot display their full capacity of
knowicdge. Thus, Lipmaa argues iihat ihe empioymeni of chiddren’s basic
communal impulses for the purposes of a “community of inquiry” is possibie by
mediation of a “common commitment to a method of inquiry”. He conceives of
this method as a “collection of rational procedures through which individuals can
identify where they may have gone wrong in their thinking™ and calls it “the
method of systematic self-correction” (p. 85).

For Lipman, the introduction of this method in the early stage of
individuals’ ¢ itive development (midle school, Grades 4 to 8) is not supposed
10 be reduced simply to its explanation to the children, for “even if they could
understand it in outline, they would hardly grasp its relevance to themselves” (p.
85). Instead, he argues that the task of cultivating effective thinking skills should
find its relevant means and ends in the values of the children’'s community. 1n his
view, children are better prepared for a specific collaborative discussion in which
their cognitive impulses can be challenged by means of a novel whose unfolding
would reveal the same environments, situations, or problems as theirs (p. 85).
Thus, since “matters like truth and friendship, personal identity and fairness,
2oodness and freedom” are of greatest importance to them, the best introductory
means of such a method could take, for example, a “fictional form” rather than a
theoretical concept. Further, Lipman notes that children prefer to discuss their
own ideas and are unwilling to accept immediately secondary sources of ideas.
Like the adults, they would discuss topics *‘regarding truth ot :ndship or justice”
rather than “thoughts of the Pyramids or the Counter-Reformation”:

In shont, we prefer our own, immediately presensed thoughis o those that are
re-presemational. Thisisa  jor reason for the warm response that children
give to philosophy and poetry, for philosophical and poetic ideas are directly
a " “‘etousintheiror _ | form and are not copies of things in a world
beyond our immediate knowledge or experience. (italics added) (p. 86)
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Lipman contends that the initial learning impui  subsequently need to
concentrate in a well-expressed children’s thinking which is supposed to “utilize
the rules of logic as criteria of legitimate inference” (p. 86). However, he points
vui ihai children’s thinking aiso needs o remain beyond ihe formaiism which iogic
could impart in educational practice, but to keep in touch with the ‘important’
matters discussed, for otherwise they “will jabber about trivia, or lapse into silence
and apathy” (p.86). The preference for philosophy, as a ¢ r of the common
commitment to the method of inquiry, is because it has the capacity to employ and
thus to foster the mind’s non-formal problem solving acts which remain beyond the
scope of active exploration by science. (Lipman points out a long list of such
skills (pp. 88-96).) Supporting his point, ev:"  “on research shows that the
philosaphy for children program generally improves students’ educational
outcomes (pp. 101-6).

Further, Lipman explains the “frequent disparagement of philosophy™ from
the curricula because of its “manifest lack of answers” that are required by social
practices (p. 98). However, he relates another reason for its devaluation to the
usurpatory role of science:

Philosophy seems to disallow decision procedures, keeping its dialogue open-
ended, and indeed, were a decision procedure to be discovered for a particular
issue, that issue would quickly be banished from philosophy and assigned to
science (p 98)

In this way, Lipman directly addresses the question of the relationship and
possible cooperation between science and philosophy as a matter of the transition
of expertise between its two levels, In the broader context of my argument, the
concept of the philosophy for children program can be considered an attempt to
overcome the problems of mediation both on the level of cu/ture insofar as it is
explained and prescribed, and on the ofever ~ communicalion, insofar as
it is being applied. In this case, because of the early stage of individuals’
intellectual development, this concept is not prescribed for direct but for indirect
acquisition through its being imparted in the learning environment.
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{n summary, Lipman explains children’s cognitive problems as reflecting both the
peculiarities of their intellectual development and the learning environment rather than
children’s views about intelligence. Consequently, for overcoming these problems, he
prescribes a special educational program which is intended to help children discover their
own intellectual capabilities by transforming their communal instincts into cognitive
impulses. Substantially, this program conveys a notion of philosuphy as a means which
can foster the mental learning dispositions that remain unaccounted for and perhaps
unaccountable for by educational science and practice. In his view, knowing the rational
procedures for valid reasoning conditions well-expressed children’s thinking, but at the
same time, the very stimuli for intellectual collaboration are in a learning environment
whichis  ed by logical formalism, and which ac ‘he values of children’s
community. The environmental condition for transforming children’s communal instincts
into cognitive impulses is .in transforming the classroom into a ‘community of
inquiry’, while the subjective condition is a ‘common commitment to a method of inquiry’
which Lipman calls the ‘method of systematic self-correction’. As in the other above
summanzed studies, here the demand for ‘self-correction’ relates the children to a sort of
metacognition in the form of a permanent utilization of certain knowledge about their
own cognitive dispositions and inclinations as they are available in their ‘immediately
present thoughts’. Lipman’s point is that this knowledge (epistemological concept) should
be taught indirectly, but a self-correction which necessitates going beyond the formalism
of the established educational practice, already presupposes a certain degree of individual
philosophizing about that formalism. Nevertheless, in this case children are not expected
to precisely explain to themselves and thus to understand in full the peculiarities of their
own thinking in terms of complicated epistemological concepts, but to develop an ability
to practically acquire and apply similar concepts.

Insofar as Lipman develops and explains the concept of the so-called
philosophy for children program, he may be considered as attempting to solve the
problems of mediation on the level of expert culture. His prescription for

fostering children’s cognitive dispositions is the practical realization of this
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program which is thus intended to overcome the problems of mediation on the
level of everyday communication. 1t is important to note that the way the program
envisions the fostering of children’s cognitive skills (or solving of the problems of
mediation on the level of everyday communication) includes deformalizing the
educational practice and taking into consideration the individuals’ developmental
peculiarities. Here, the direct refation of the cognitive peculiarities which are
unaccounted for by science to the field that has been traditionally known as
‘philosophy’ can be considered an indication of a certain ‘insufficiency’ of the
scientific treatment of cognitive problems.

The main difference between Paul’s insistence that individuals' cognitive
achievements are an exclusively personal task and Lipman’s insistence that they
require a commitment to a collaborative ‘community of inquiry’ could be explained
as a matter of the different stages of cognitive development which the two authors
examine. While Paul’s concept is more universalistic and is conceived of as
applicable in all kinds of problematic situations, Lipman's addresses specifically the
learning environments of the American midle school. Similarly, the difference
between the approaches of the three authors above summarized, on one hand, and
that of Lipman, on the other, is that while the former explain and prescribe a
notion about training and cultivation of cognitive skills that necessitates a thorough
explication and an active learning attitude for its good acquisition and appropriate
application, the latter emphasizes that fostering of thinking skiils that can be based
on natural communal instincts and may not necessarily need to be well-explained
and purposefully acquired in order to be properly applied. For, the former
notions presuppose individ ~ be’ o a great extent capabie of a sufficient
understanding of certain abstract content (epistemological concept) in order to be
able 10 acquire and metacognitively apply it, while the latter is related to the
environment of cognitively less mature individuals who would acquire and apply
certain skills during the process of practicing them rather than in advance. Indeed,

in Lipman’s concept, it is the so-called “self-co1  ion’ that corresponds to
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Covington’s and Lochhead’s metacognitive requirements for, respectively, ‘more
sophisticated understanding’ and ‘awareness’ of the peculiarities of one’s own
thinking. However, in his view, it is to be practiced without ascending to an
epistemological content (though using it), but through an immediate utilizing of the

knowledge from experience.

A General Discussion of the Scientific Concepts

in the above summarized concepts, authors treat various educational
learning problems such as permanent anxiety, indifference to learning,
motivational deficit, low self-esteem, or inappropriate leamning strategies which |
categorized as cognitive problems because they concern, in one way or another,
the acquisition and application of cognition. | explained them as based on certain
epistemological points which persist in individuals’ personal views of how
intelligence works in the form of fallible beliefs, and which result from
inappropriate epistemological procedures by mediation of concepis. | accepted
that in the above examined scientific notions, the scientists treat those problems in
terms of the explanations of their sources and the prescriptions for their
overcoming. [n their explanarions, scientists adhere to epistemological concepts
which involve *philosophical justifications’: Lochhead and Paul refer to the
constructivist theory of knowledge in combination with a certain understanding of
how mind coordinates language and thought in the process of conceptual growth;
Covington considers the question of the ‘nature of intelligence’, its ‘mechanism’,
and *functions’; Lipman adheres to a notion of the relationship and possible
cooperation between science and philosophy.

For overcoming cognitive problems, scientist  nerally prescribe the
mind’s problem solving activity known as meracagnition which involves

individuals’ acquisition and application of certain epistemological concepts. For
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Covington, the “more effective personal control over one’s own mental
resaurces” (p. 410) is backed up with a “more sophisticated understanding” of
how intelligence works (p. 409); for Lochhead, the individuals’ *self-observation”
(p. 123)is guided by “their concepts of nature of knowiedge”, i.e., by “their own
epistemology” (p. 109). for Paul, the metacognitive requirement of “awareness”

2

which helps overcome individuals’ “prejudices, self-delusions, distortions,
misconceptions” (p. 207) involves a utilization of a philosophically justified *set of
conditions” which backs up the so-called “good thinking” (p. 205). For Lipman,
the “method of systematic self-correction” (p. 85) is the metacognitive requirement
which involves utilization of concepts of philosophy as an alternative to the
scientific formalism in developing good thinking skills, though, because of the early
stages of individuals’ conceptual development, he does ot necessarily require a
previously acquired epistemological concept as a condition for its successful
application, but recommends that such a concept be imparted in the learning
environment.

Because in their explanations scientists rely on philosophical justification
and in their prescriptions require acquisition and application of epistemological
concepis, scientific accounts of the cognitive problems can be considered to some
extent ‘insufficient’ for an ‘adequate treatment’ of these problems. In this way, all
these studies can be interpreted as treating prohlems of mediation in terms of
Habermas’ notion of philosuphy as a mediating interpreter according to which
those problems are to remain out of the scope of scientific exper »ut still in the
scope of competence of philosophy. Insofar as these authors use philosophical
justifications to explain their conceptual points, I consider that they attempt to
solve problems of mediation on the level of expert culture; and insofar as they
prescribe certain philosophical concepts for the overcoming of cognitive
problems, 1 consider that those authors attempt to solve the problems of mediation
on the level of everyday communication. In my argument, t attempts are

1 ded as an entering into the field of philosophy, and thus as a good reason for
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considering the specific philosophers’ competence in treating the traditional
philosophical problems. In chapter two, | examine four philosophical concepts
which are taken from the contemporary Western philosophy, and which could
possibly meei the individuals’ need of philosophiical coinpeience or adequate

concepts of cognition for an effective metacognition.
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CHAPTER TWO
TRADITIONAL PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS AND THE CONCEPT OF
LANGUAGE

There is a conception of reality, and of the relationship
between reality on the onc hand and thought and language on the
other, that has a long history in the Western intclleciual tradition.
Indeed, this conception is so fundamental that to somc extent it
defines that tradition.

John R. Searle, Postmodernism and the
Western Philosophical Tradition

Overview

In order to elaborate such a philosophical understanding of the
epistemological problems that could serve problem solvers’ metacognition, in this
chapter, I summ  :a few exemplary notions coming from contemporary
philosophy. Those include Wittgenstein’s early concept of the correct use of
languagc. his late concept of the language games, Searle’s concept of speech acts,
and Rorty's concept of the political answer to philosophical questions. Insofar as
those concepts are considered ‘exemplary' ones, they are not closely scrutinized in
light of most recent criticism or scholarship (this would obviously remain beyond
the scope of the present undertaking), but rather in terms of their conceptual unity.

The goal of these summaries is 10 show, on the one hand, a certain way in which
philosophical notions under consideration can be consistently involved in a
compositional philosophical concept; and on the other, that there is a substitutive
or supplementary relationship between that concept and the compositional

scientific concept which was formed in chapter one. Since | accepted that what is
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in common to the two types of concepts is a notion of philosophy which they
employ in overcoming problems that are essentially of epistemological character,
in examining the philosophical concepts, 1 will draw attention generally, to the o
notions of phiiosophy they consider, nameiy, meiaphysical and therapeutic, and
particularly, to the mwo types of concepts of language they are underlain by,
namely, ahistorical and historical.

As already pointed out, in the broader context of my argument, the
question of the relation between the scientific and philosophical concepts being
examined in this paper becomes a question of the relasionship and possible
cooperation between science and philosophy. This latter question is crucial for
overcoming the major conceptual diffictdty of my argument, namely, the
justification of the use of philosophical methods in treating problems which come
up in the scope of science, and [ adopted as a working basis for its consideration
Habermas’ notion of philosophy as mediating interpreter. According to my
interpretation of that notion, scientists deal with what Habermas calls problems of
mediation on the level of cnlture, while individuals face swch problems on the level
of everyday communication. In the scientific concepts, a notion of philosophy was
employed in the explanation and prescription of certain concepts of how
intelligence works, t.e., concepts of cognition, while individuals needed to acquire
and apply such concepts through metacognition But, insofar as the expertise of
science turns out to be insufficient and the competence of philosophy appropriate
for dealing with problems of mediation, in my argument the latter was promoted
on the level of culrure 1o serve the problem solving practices of everyday
commuuiication. Now, philosophers, in the conditional role of ‘experts’ in dealing
with the very epistemological problems—the traditional philosophical problems,
which were shown as ‘fitting’ the pattern of ‘problems of mediation’ on the level
of culture, are to explain and prescribe such an concept of cognition that would

adequately serve individuals’ metacagnition.
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At this point, my argument can be already recapitulated in terms of the
working notion of philosophy as an attempt at overcoming problems of mediation.
Insofar as it addresses them on the level of culiure, it is the explanation that the
way in which philosophers approach traditional philosophical problems by
mediation of an understanding of how mind coordinates language and thinking
could alternatively elaborate the ways in which scientists approach individuals’
cognitive problems by mediation of a concept of how intelligence works. insofar
as it addresses them on everyday communication it is the prescription that a
specific extension of individuals’ philosophical backgrounds would adequately
support their need of appropriate epistemological concepts for practicing
melacognition, 2

Now, 1 will represent the philosophical methodology of dissolution in the
form of the scientific prescription of metacognition by contending that
philosophers first expiain certain epistemological concepts, in these cases concepts
of language, and that they then apply these concepts in order to dissolve certain
philosophical problems.” In chapter three, I will try to illustrate how a certain
cognitive problem could be explained as an *epistemological problem’ and then

dissolved as a “pseudo-problem’.

“ This argumeny is being presently elucidated in an undertaking which [ qualified as ‘interdisciplinary”.
and which is thus resolved in the broader context of undersianding concerning the relationship and the
possiblc cooperation between scicnce and philosophy. So far, this argument xen, so to speak. ‘more
scientific’, and now it is to become “morc philosophical”. Indeed. its overall 1orm is scicntistic. too. and a
critical reader could rightly insist on a justification of what could be called a “violation of
interdisciplinanity'. [ can only justify this discrepancy as a matter of pragmatics which led me ona th
for a form a nmunication credible to a scientific audicnce. and which thus frecs me of the necessity (o
sct down the 1crms and conditions of what conld be called an ‘interdisciplinary form of communication
between science and philosophy’.  As would hopefully becomne clear afler the consideration of the

philosophical concepts. such a *special form of communication’ is not ne y. for it cannot be
apodicticall Yet. 1 insist upon the “inlerdisciplinary character’ o) tis undertaking s t
nec Iy: Presupposes fwo participants in a conversation which 1s purporied to be fruitful.

Zin cxamining the philosophical notions. I will not usc the crms prescription and acquisition too often,
for in this case the authors appear to treat the so-calied "problems of mediation’. on the level of expert
culture only. The treatment of the “problems of mediation’ on the level of everyday communication by
mediation of *philosophical concepts’ is just a possibility under investigation in this paper. On the basis of
thit mption. 1 aiso conditionally assume that al// of the examined philosophical notions dissoive
cerain philosophical probiems.
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A. The Correct Use of Language

In my interpretation, I accept that Wittgenstein explains the so-called
“correct use of ianguage’ in three steps which convey, respeciively, iis ihree poinis.
a) ontological in which he explains a general notion of how the world relates to
reality in terms of facts;, bjrepresentational which explains how ‘reality’ is being
represented in the “world’ by mediation of pictures in terms of the so-called
‘picture theory’; and ¢) epistemological which explains the pictures*
representation of reality in terms of language and thinking. Because the
distinction of these points is only speculative, in my discussion ! will consider each
of them as being conditioned by the other two. Finally, I will focus on what can
be calied the scope of the “correct use of language’ as determined by these three

points.

a) Ontological Point: the Relation between the World and the Reality

The beginning of the 7ractatus is a manifestation of Wittgenstein’s method
which aims at simple descriptions of what is under examination. Throughout the
text, these ‘descriptions’ become simply :rtions’ in terms of propositions, for it
becomes ¢ that they ‘describe’ nothing. He numbers these propositions to
indicate their *} " al importance™(p.7) which then becomes ‘unimportant’, since,
on his view, the “logical forms are without number” 4.128)* and, in this sense,
“there are no privileged numbers in logic” (4.128; 5.552) but “all propositions are
of equal value” (6.4). In this way, the traditional search for an apodictic starting-
point of philosophical inquiry (which is so distinctive of, for example, Descartes),

for Wittgenstein, just conditionally ends in a proposition number *1°: “the world is

“’ n the quotations from Tractatus, [ will usc Witigenstein's numbering. In the next subscction, [ will
use the section numbers when [ quote fram the first part and the page “sers when [ quote from the
sccond part of his book Phifosophical Investigations
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all that is the case”. In my interpretation, | accept that the first fundamental
differentiation which Wittgenstein poses is the one between ‘world” and ‘reality’,
and that it constitutes what I call his onrological point. Being gradually specified,
it grounds, structures, and uitimateiy determines the epistemic sense of tie concepi
of the “correct use of language’.

Wittgenstein conceives of the world as “the totality of facts”(1.1) that are
in the so-called “logical space” (1.13). In this context, a “‘fact is what is the case,
and is the existence of states of affairs” (2) which are in turn ‘combinations of
objects” (2.01). Thus, the world, as the “totality of existing states of affairs”
(2.04), is ultimately composed of “combinations of objects.”

On the other hand, reality, as “the existence and non-existence of states of
aftairs”(2.06), is independent of the world and is present in the latter only in terms
of ‘facts’ which, as al / pointed out, are “existence of states of affairs.”
Reality, however, involves also the “non-existence of states of affairs” which
appears to be what is nof present in the world. Thus, the world, as “the sum-total
of reality™ (2.063), can be interpreted as combinations of objects grasped in t
of facts, or as a represented reality.

The epistemological condition of the omtological point, ¢an be seen in the
argument that it is essential to things that they should be possible constituents of
states of affairs” (2.011), i.e., that it is essential fo things to be in the world In
other words, because the world “is pervaded by logic” (5.61), and because in the
logical space “nothing is accidental” (2.012), whatever appeass in it gains essence.

Thus, it is arguable that what is called ‘essence’ or ‘essentialness’ comes into
being in the world as a matter of ‘logic’. Accordingly, the represemtational
condition of the ontological point appears to be the possibility that the things be

Jactually presented in the ‘logical space’.
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b) Representational Poimi: the so-called 'Picture Theory'

Through what he calls pictures, Wittgenstein explains how the ‘world’
represents ‘reality’, i.e., how the things which are factualiy presented in the logicai
space can be, as facts, logically represented in the world. He conceives of a
“picture as fact” (2.141) which “can depict any reality whose form it has” (2.171)
and thus can “present a situation in logical space” (2.11). In other words, “we
picture facts to ourselves” (2.1) and the *facts’ enter ‘logical space’ in the form of
‘pictures’ which, as being *‘models of reality” (2.12), constitute the ‘world’ as a
‘pictured reality’. Thus, in the core of Wittgenstein’s representational point is a
peculiarity which enables pictures to be the media between the world and reality:

2.18 What any picture, of whatever form, must have in common with
reality, in order to be able to depict it - correctly or incorrectly - in any
way at all, is logical form, that is the form of reality. (italics added)

In this way, the connection between world and reality becor  he ‘logical
form’ of the ‘pictures’ which is also a “form of y'.

In terms of the representational point, the ontologicai condition, namely,
the differentiation between ‘world™ and ‘reality’ can be construed as follows:
‘pictu present the ‘reality’, but they depict the *world’; as they ‘depict’ the
‘world', they represenr the “reality’, but while the reality's representation is either
‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’, the world’s ‘depicting’ is afways ‘logically correct’, since
the latter appears to happen in the *logical space’ where ‘nothing is accidental’.
Thus, in Wittgenstein's view, the ‘depicted world’ is basically a logically
represented reality.

On the other hand, the epistemological condition of Wittgenstemn’s
representational point 1akes the form of a condition for sense of  ity’s-
representation-in-the-world. Precisely, this condition consists of the
correspondence between the elements of the picture and the objects in the reality
(2.13) which must be such that “what a picture represents is its sense” (2.225).
Consequently, it is the correspondence that relates the sense of pictures
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representation’ to the epistemological terms ‘truth’, ‘falsity’, and ‘possibility’: “a
picture agrees with reality or fails tc ee; it is correct or incorrect, true or false”

(2.21) but its truth or falsity cannot be determined a priori (2.225).

¢) l-pistemological Point: the Interrelation hetween Language and Thought

The epistemological point of the concept of the ‘correct use of language’,
which is to determine a pictorial representation in terms of sense, is ultimately
specified as a matter of an interrelation between language and thinking. For
Wittgenstein, “a logical picture of facts is a thought” (3) which in a proposition
“finds an expression that can be perceived by the senses”(3.1), and which is
ultimately “‘a proposition with a sense”(4). Thus, as a matter of its specification in
terms of language and thinking, any pictorial representation of reality in the world
must be both logical and sensical. 1t must be logical insofar as a “thought can
never be of anything illogical” (3.2), and it must be sensical insofar asthe  nust
be a correspondence of “propositional signs” and “objects of thought™ (3.2).

These two aspects of Wittgenstein’s epistemological point are inscparable
and can be recognized as being, respectively, its representational and ontological
conditions. Essentially, this point is a correspondence theory of meaning whose
core is that “in a proposition a name is the representative of an object” (3.22),
“means an object, and the object is its meaning” (3.203). According to its
representational condition, “only propositions have sense and only in the nexus of
a proposition does a name have a meaning” (3.3); according to its omtological
condition, the availability of corresponding ‘objects’ to the ‘names’ of a
proposition is the ultimate condition for its *sense’, as well as, for the ‘meanings’

of its names.
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a) The Scope of the ‘Correct Use of Language’

The three points examined above predetermine what can be sensically said
in language and so constitute the scope of its correct use which must be such in
their three perspectives at the same time. In the ontological perspective, the
requirement for sense, which was initially broadly defined as a presentation of
reality in the world, 1s imited to a correspondence between the elements of a
proposition (names) and the state of affairs (objects) it represents:

3.221 Objects can only be named. Signs are their representatives. I can only
speak abont them: | cannot put them into words. Propositions can only
say how the things are, not what they are.

In other words, the objects are just not names; they can only be named and
meant while one speaks abons them. Speaking about them is just speaking abous
them, not speaking them. Accordingly, a proposition has ‘sense’ by speaking
about abjects, while the ‘sense’ is what a proposition can say about reality,
namely, “how things stand if it is true” (4.022).

In the represemational perspective, the *correct use of language’ is limited
not only to its agreement or disagreement with reality, but also to the extent to
which it can account for such an agreement or disagreement in terms of “its truth-
conditions” (4.431). Wittgenstein points out “two extreme cases,” namely, the
tautology and contradiction, in which propositions lack sense: in the former “the
proposition is true for all the truth-possibilities of the elementary propositions”; in
the latter “the proposition is false for alf the truth-possibilities” (4.46). Thus, just
because “a tautology has no truth-condition, since it is unconditionally true”, while
a “contradiction is true on no condition”, they both lack sense (4.461, 5.142-3).
They “are not pictures of the reality” and “do not represent any possible
situations™(4.462); they are just “the limiting cases - indeed the disintegration - of
the combination of signs” (4.466). 1n Wittgenstein’s taxonomy, the only

proposition that cam convey sense and thus logicatly build up the world as a truly

52



repr  ited reality is the one whose “truth is possible™ (4.464) which is also the
one that is important in an epistemological perspective.

The epistemological perspective of the *correct use of language’ is already
iimited by both ontoiogical and representarionai perspeciives. # proposiiion whose
truth ‘is possible’ must have a sense as a matter of ‘agreement or disagreement
with the reality’ and must be able to convey it most obviously and least
questionably;

4.21 The simplest kind of proposition, an elementary proposition, asserts an

existence of a state of affairs.

4.25 If an elementary proposition is true, the state of affairs exists: if an
elementary proposition is false, the state of affairs does not exist.

For Wittgenstein, the elementary propositions cannot contradict each other
(4.211), nor can they “be deduced from one another” (5.134); instead, the
“analysis of propositions must bring us to elementary propositions which consist of
names in immediate combination” (4.221). In this way, the possible aim of any
correct use of language would be, by providing “all true elementary propositions™,
to furnish “a complete description of the world” (4.26).

However, this aim cannot be accomplished a priori, and so it canmor
become an ‘epistemological aim’. For, if “the limits of my language mean the
limits of my world” (5 6), “the only necessity” that could possibly build up the
world is a merely “logical necessity” (6.375) which can in no way logically
transcend the world (i.¢., the limits of my language) in order to necessarily “assert
an existence of a state of affairs” in reality (4.21).

5.5571 1f I cannot give a priori a list of elementary propositions, then the
attempt to give one must lead to obvious nonsense.

In other words, the correct use of language takes place only where
‘reality’ is grasped by the *world’ in terms of propositions whose names have
meanings or corresponding objects, namely, in t of the elememary

propositions. But, because the ‘elementary propositions’ in no way can be given q
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priori, they cannor be the propositions of philosophy but must be ones of natural
science (6.53).

B. The ‘Correct Use of Language’ and *Philosophical Problems’

Having his concept of language thus explained, Wittgenstein applies it to
traditional philosophical problems. In this subsection, | will consider this
application in terms of two points: the demonstration of the dissolution of these

problems, and the notion of philosophy which underlies this dissolution.

a) The Dissolution of Philosophical Problems

For the early Wittgenstein, the philosophical problems come into being as a
result of philosophers’ being unaware of the peculiarities of the logico-pictorial
interplay in language. In the broader sense of my argument, t s that
philosophers have used language in a way that produces fundamental confusions
on the level of culture and that, similarly, individ ~ ~ have used ‘fallible beliefs’ in
a way that produces their cognitive confusions in evervdav communication:

4002 Man possesses the ability to construct languages capable of
expressing any sense, without having any idea how each word has
meaning or what its meaning is - just as people speak without
knowing how the individual sounds are produced.
Everyday language is a part of the human organism and is no less
complicated than it.
It is not humanly possible 1o gather immediately from what the
logic of language is.
Language disguises thought. So much so, that from the outward
Sorm of the clothing it is impossible 0 infer the form of the thought
beneath it, because the outward form of the clothing is not designed 10
reveal the form of the body but for entirely different purposes.
(italics added)
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In other words, because the linguistic representations in the world are only
logical representations in the fogic of language, i.e., representations which can be
drawn even from false propositions (4.023), thinking, which is linguistically trying
1o represent a iogicaily irue worid, musi correci liseif ihrough wheiher or noi iis
propositions agree with reality. It is in this sense that “most of the propositions
and questions to be found in philosophical works are not false but nonsensical”
(4.003); they are not false insofar as they are penetrated by and justified through
the logic of language which ascribes some sort of ‘essentialness’ 1o whatever
enters “logical space’, but they are nonsensical insofar as their names have no
comresponding objects in reality. For Wittgenstein, the philosophical questions
“arise from our failure to understand the logic of language” (italics added), and
only an appropniate understanding of this logic uncovers that “the deepest
problems are in fact not problems at all” (4.003) but need to be understood and
thus dissolved as pseudo-problems.

Wittgenstein himself //fustrates how his concept dissolves some traditional
philosophical problems, The question about the immortality of the human soul
cannot be solved by finding out that we eventually can “survive for ever,” but
rather disappears when we find out that the “eternal life” is “as much of a riddle as
our present life” (6.4312). Further, the so-called sense of the world must lie
outstde the world and so cannot be expressed in la , because in the world
everything is “accidental” and if this “sense” appears in it, it would be accidental
itself (6.41) which would thus contradict the presumably unconditional, or ‘non-
accidental’ character of what is meant by ‘the sense of the world’. Similarly, the
good “cannot be put into words”(6.421) and still remain ‘unconditional’, for if “all
propaositions are of equal value”(6.41), they “can express nothing that 1s higher”
(6.420) but any eventual expression of such a "higher value’ would have no value
at all (6.41). Likewise, the theory of knowfedge tums out to be “philosophy of
psychology” (4.1121) since there can be no theory of causality that would underlie
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its necessary explanation, i.e., since “the only necessity that exists is logical
necessity” (6.37) which cannot transcend the world.

In other words, in light of the concept of the correct use of language, the
philosophical problems tumn out to be unreal probiems, for the names of the
propositions that formulate them have no corresponding objects in reality. The
philosophical problems remain in the ‘limits of the world’ and result from an
‘incorrect use’ of language which represents the ‘reality’ in a logically necessary

way, but cannot convey sense epistemologically.

b) The Role and Purpose of Philosophy

For the early Wittgenstein, the dissolution of philosophical problems
implies a notion of philosophy whose role and purpose would arise from taking
into consideration the possibility for ‘incorrect uses' of language; it must give up
any epistemological attainments and limit its role to the ‘clarification of thoughts’:

4112 Philosophy aims at the logical clarification of thoughis.

Philosophy is not a body of doctrine but an activity.

A philosophical work consists essentially of e/ucidations.

Philosophy does not result in *philosophical propositions’, but rather
in the clarification of propositions.

Without philasophy thoughts are, as it were, cloudy and indistinct: ity
task is to make them clear and to give them sharp boundaries.

(italics added)

Thus, though the role of philosophy is to clarify thoughts, which are
basically propositions with 2 se, by means of the logic of language, which is
inevitably embedded in those propositions, it must also pull away from this logic.
For it cannot end in the elementary philosophical propositions as it does not have
its own subject of investigation within reality and so camvor become a metaphysics
which would have been the science that is in a position to provide a// elementary

propositions a priori. There appears to be a paradox in the role of philosophy
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which tries to rebut itself as a metaphysics in an obviously metaphysical manner
(promoting the ‘only strictly correct method’). On this point, it is as if
Wittgenstein looks at his method from the point of view of the natural sciences,
but then his point becomes a paradox, for none of the natural sciences is a
philosophy, nor can a philosophy become one of the natural sciences in order to
legitimately proclaim such a method. Only philosophy, and only in the role of a
*clarifying activity', can point such a method out; but it must go through the
awareness that it is an ‘activity’ which is exercised in nonsensical propositions and
as such cannot provide solutions to its traditional problems. Rather, these
problems cannot and need not be a subject of the correct use of language, but
need to be understood and thus disso/ved as ‘pseudo-problems’. For, philosophy
cannot go beyond the limits of language by means of language, and therefore, it
cannot go any further in its consideration, nor be any clearer in its explanation of
these problems. For Wittgenstein, what is beyond “my world” (“the limits of my
language™) ts just not expressible in language; it remains for “me” as what is
“mystical”, i.e., as what simply cannor be a subject of any evaluative
determinations:

7. What we cannot speak about we must pass over in silence.

In summary, for the early Wittgenstein, the rraditional philosophical
problems, including those related to what is known as ‘cognition’. the so-called
epistemological problems, stem from one’s “failure to understand the logic of
language’ and in light of a good understanding of the ‘correct use of language’
turn out to be just ‘pseudo problems’. To convey this point, he explained the
concept of the correct use of language which delineated the scape of its
employment in terms of sense, and then he applied that concept to the traditional
philosophical prablems and dissolved them as problems being formulated in
nonsensical propositions. According to him, the correct of language ta
place only in the propositions which have corresponding objects in reality, which

can logically express a possible truth, and which are thus in the position to convey
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‘sense’ that can meaningfully build up a world as a truly represented reality. For
the early Wittgenstein, only the elementary propositions of natural science can
build up meaningfully the world since their names have corresponding cbjects in
reafity. By contrast, phiiosophy camior amounti to “eiemeniary philosophical
propositions” since the names of its propositions have no corresponding objects in
reality; rather, its mere attempts to provide such propositions have created its
traditional problems.

Consequently, Wittgenstein adheres to a notion of philosophy as an
activity which logically clarifies thoughts without ending in elementary
philosophical propositions, i.e., without becoming a metaphysics. Indeed, his early
concept has been criticized as attaining metaphysical dimensions because it
promoted one ‘only strictly correct method’ in philosophy. However, it is also a
well-known example of an attempt at breaking with the notion of philosophy as
metaphysics which came close to the notion of philasophy as a therapy that he
himself will develop later on. In my argument, the former notion is conceived of as
underlying the episternological uses of language which amount to philosophical
problems, while the latter as conditioning a possible ‘undoing’ of those uses and

thus overcoming of these problems.

Wittgenstein’s Concept of Language Games

As Wittgenstein's early work [ractatus promoted the concept of the
correct use of language which dissolved the traditional philosaphical problems,
so his late work Philosophical Investigations promoted a notion of the so-called
language games whict ived the notion of correciness that had seemingly
become a ‘new’ problem of philosophy. On his late view, language cannot be
conceptualized in terms of its ‘correct use’, but rather, its ‘correctness’ is to be

resolved in the multiplicity of its ‘uses’.
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In the broader context of my argument, 1 will consider that Wittgenstein
thus tried to overcome the very lass ‘problem of mediation’ on the level of culture,
namely, the possibility of one *only strictly correct method’ in philosophy. He
expiainy this probiem in ie concept of funguage games, and ihai ihen he gppiies
this concept to dissolve this problem. Consequently, Wittgenstein elaborates both
a specific notion of philosaphy as a therapy which I conceive of as underlying the
overcoming of the problems of mediation on the level of culture and an alternative
understanding of feaching-learning practice which I regard as his most direct

addressing of the problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication.

A. The Language Games

[ argue that Wittgenstein’s explanation of the notion of language games is
substantially representable in the following points: a consideration of some
traditional notions of language in which he points out their inadequacy with
respect to certain language uses; the concept of the multiplicity of language uses
on the basis of which he develops the notion of "language games’; and finally, the
concept of the so-called family resembiances in which he explains how the

‘mutitiplicity of language uses’ is possible in the ‘same language’
plicity guag p guag

a) The Traditional Notions of Language

Wittgenstein’s explanation of the concept of language games begins with a
consideration of a few popular concepts of language which he represents as being
‘inadequate explanations’ of certain language uses. In Augustine’s Confessions
(1,8), he finds an example of an ostensive way of language acquisition where the

student is supposed to “‘grasp” that “a thing is called by an uttered sound”, or a
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“name”. Wittgenstein's objection here is that ““the names of certain actions”, the
“difference between kinds of words”, and the use of words like “five” or “red”
remain out of the scope of validity of this concept (1).

Simiiariy, in Piaio’s 7heaererus (46), Wingenstein focuses on a notion of
language which consists of names that name what Socrates calls “primary
elements” sa that the latter need no other definitions than their “names”
themselves. On vsiew, the ‘primary elements’ are conceived of as composing
“complexes” whose names in turn are to result from the ‘names’ of the primary
elements which are for this purpose “being compounded together” in the form of a
“descriptive language™. Thus, what Socrates understands as the “essence of
speech” is the mere “‘composition of names” (46) which implies that “any
complexity is essentially composite™. Here, Wittgenstein's abjection is that a
further analysis of the word “composite™ would uncover the parts of a certain
“complexity yeing other “complexities”, and that to be able to make sense
of calling a certain complexity “composite” we somehow must already know what
is meant by “composite”(47).

Ultimately, Wittgenstein's point is that Plato and Augustine adhere to the
same principle of correspondence between names and objects that he himseif
promoted in 7ractatus to be applied for determining the correctess of the use of
language (46). In ‘determini his correctness’ these concepts turn out to be
themselves ‘incorrect’ uses of language, since they could not explain the language
use in its multiplicity. Thus, what can be concluded is that for the late
Wittgenstein the epistemological use of language cannot and ought not 10 be

rejected by means of another epistemological use.
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b) The Muliplicity of Language Use and its Conceptualization

In his late concept of language, Wittgenstein conveys the point that if an
explanatory concept is 10 take into consideration the multipiicity of ianguage uses,
it faces the impossibility of an ‘essential’ explanation. For, the notion of an
“essence” already presupposes a general characteristic that could be found in any
possible language use, while at the  ne time any attempts for its ‘description’
pose it as “appropriate, but only for this narrowly circumscribed region™ (3). In his
view, the notion of “essence” of language is based on a “philosophical concept of
meaning” which ultimately underlies a “language more primitive than ours” (2).
Thus, any account of the ‘complexity’ of language which is to take into
consideration the whole multiplicity of language uses ought to simply dissolve the
notion of “essence’ since the latter cannot explain these uses. Rather, what
remains in its place is a redefined problem (*‘explanations come to an end
somewhere”) which is already “How a word is used?” (1).

For Wittgenstein, this problem could only be considered in a termirology
that would enable what could be called a ‘non-e  tial explanation’. This
terminology should be flexible enough to explain something like a ‘conditional
essence’ of language such that, while encompassing the ‘multiplicity’ of the
‘ordinary language’, it has lost its metaphysical characteristics (like pretensions for
absoluteness). This  minology should also come from our ordinary language
where the words we use do not require any special, complicated, or abstract
definitions which condition misunderstanding, but where the comprehensiveness
comes as a result of common references to these words’ ordinary meanings. In
this ordinary sense, any ‘processes  :mbling language’ and meeting the ‘non-
essentialist’ requirements are eligible to take the role of explanatory metaphors;
consequently, Wittgenstein sees such a resemblance in what in ordinary language is

known as a game.
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Since any possible definition of ‘game’ which is to meet the ‘non-
essentialist’ or ‘anti-metaphysical’ explanatory condition would encounter the
‘multiplicity’ problem, too, Wittgenstein's ‘game’ cannot be a ‘certain game’
detined in "certain terms’, for it would thus exclude certain language uses from its
‘definition’:

1t is as if someone were to say: A game consists in moving objects about
on a surface according to certain rules...” - and we replied: You seem to be

thinking of board games, but there are others. You can make your definition
correct by expressly restricting it to those games. (italics added) (3)

We can also think of the whole process of using words ... as one of those
games by means of which children learn their native language. 1 will call these
games “language games” and I will sometimes speak of a primitive language
as a language game. And the process of naming the stones and repeating
words after someone might also be called language games. ... | shall also call
the whole, consisting of language and the action into which it is woven, the
“language-games. (7)

Thus, the term ‘language games' comes to explain the multiplicity of language
uses in a way that is, so to speak, ‘least metaphysical’, for it has resolved Wittgenstein's
early essentialist notion of meaning in the particular language uses and so has dissolved
this notion as a philosophical problem. As a result, the use of language is correctly
present only in terms of the particular /language game, for the langu:  games have no
constant rules for sense to be followed in orderto |  »me ‘language games’ but rather
their conditional rules are being constituted simultaneously with the game itself:

Here the term “language games” is meant to bring into prominence the
fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of
life.(23)

Thus, a possible ‘explanation’ of what a language game is becomes itself a
particular ‘language game’ which is to reach clarity in terms of the ordinary
references in which one simuitaneously involves the words being used in this
particular ‘language game’. Because the ordinary ref¢  :es are not usually
objects of explanation, this concept should not apodictcally determine the

“correctness’ of the language game of this explanation. Rather, ifs correciness is
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to be determined by irs use itself. In this way, 7ractatus’ notion of
‘correspondence’, as a condition for ‘sense’, is no longer a requirement which is
1 Pdifficult for verification; in the /nvestigations, its metaphysical dimension has

been resolved, and thus dissolved, into the particuiar ianguage uses.

¢) The ‘Family Resemblances’

The concept of language games explains language use as ‘part of an
activity’, but in the activities that are quite different and define quite different
contexts of understanding, the ordinary references of the words involved would
not be possible without a way of maintaining this recurrent referentiality. Some
relationships among the different contexts are necessary to ensure the particular
exercises of the same words in different language games, and yet for the late
Wittgenstein even such an assumption already sounds metaphysical:

Don’t say: “There must be something common or they would not be called
‘games’” ... for you will not see something that is common to all, but
similarities, relationships, and a whole series of them at that. (66)

Such a specification also needs to  amed at least in the ‘language game’

of a verbal explanation, though, in the sense of the concept, it should not be
pointed out, but just seen; thus Wittgenstein calls those relationships of similarity
Jamily resemblances:

think no better expression to characterize these similarities than
“famuly resemblances”; for the various nblances of a family: build,
fearures, color of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap and criss-cross in
the same way. - And [ shall say; ‘games’ form a family. (67)

The maintenance of a particular ‘language-game’ that exercises the same
words in different ways for the purpose of an always different ‘use’ is possible by
means of these *family resemblances’. In the language game of a verbal explanation
which involves just one particular use of certain terms, the anti-metaphysical condition

requires that references being used do not go beyond their just being references. That
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they give the meanings of the words exercised does not mean that they can give the
rules of giving meaning or of what a ‘correct’ langt  game is supposed to be. The
use of references does not lead toward certain definitions, nor is such a ‘referential’
explanation itself a “definitive’ one, respectiveiy, nor is the understanding itseif an
understanding of a definition:

And this is just how one might explain to someone what a game is. One gives

examples and intends them to be taken in a particular way. - { do not,

however, mean by this that he is supposed to see in those examples the

common thing which I - for some reason - was unable to express; but that he

is now to employ those examples in a particular way. (71)

But, “here giving of examples is not an indirect means of explaining — in
default of a better” because, if it were, it might have been inappropriately used for
accomplishing a “general definition” which as such “can be misunderstood” (71)
Only could “seeing what is in common” accompany any explanation which, as a
matter of a particular language use, is what an already understood definition is
(72). Inthis way, here ‘definition’ is such in a conditional sense only, and is
certainly not a ‘general definition’ insofar as what cannor be pointed to for the
purpose of its “general explanation’. To put it in another way, that “explanations
come to an end somewhere’ does not mean that this is the end, nor that this is the
only end they should come to. This is why a "general definition’ of a *language
game’ is not possible and so here Wittgenstein’s “point” is just’

... this is how we play the game. (I mean the language-game with the word
“game”). (71)

B. ‘Language Games' and ‘Epistemological Questions’

In this subsection, 1 will consider what can be called Wittgenstein's
application of the concept of language games in dissolving, so to speak, the ‘last
philosophical problem’, namely, the conceptualization of language in terms of its

correct use. Generally, | will represent it in terms of a certain interpretation of the
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so-cailed ‘duck-rabbit illustration’ which must shed light on both how
epistemological points come into being in the interactions between language and
thinking, and how they can disappear in light of a good philosophical understanding
of low the mind deais wiih language. Then, 1 will focus direcily on his noiion off
philosophy as a therapy which in my argument is conceived of as underlying the
overcoming of the problems of mediation on the level of culinre (i.¢., the concept of
the correct use of language which was conceived of as the only strictly correct
method of philosophy as clarifying acrivity). And finally, I will focus on his
alternative understanding of feaching-learning practice which can be considered an
adaptation of his iate notion of philosophy for overcoming the problems of mediation
in everyday communication (i.e., individuals’ cognitive probiems).

a) The ‘Duck-rabbit Hiusiration’

In examining the so-called ‘duck-rabbit’ example, Witigenstein puts the
concept of language games in the perspective of a specific theory of interpretation
which explains the details of how epistemological points appear in the actual
interplay between language and thinking, as well as, of how they can disappear in
light of an appropriate philosophical understanding of how the mind deals with
language. 1n my examination of Wittgenstein's theory of interpretation, I will

_ asize his distinction between hoth the comtinuons aspect (the ““continuous
seeing” of an aspect) and the constant change of aspects (or “dawning of an
aspect”) (p.194).

The ‘duck-rabbit illustration’ represents a figure which “can be seen as a
rabbit’s or as duck’s head”; on the question “What do you see here?”,

Wittg in points out two types of answers, acceptable and unacceptable. His
acceptable answer is:

“A picture-rabbit”. If [ had further been asked what it is, [ should have
explained by pointing to all sorts of pictures of rabbits, should perhaps have
pointed to real rabbits, or given an imitation of them. (p. 194)
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On the other hand, an unacceptable answer is “Now | am seeing it asa
picture-rabbit” (p. 194). The difference is that in the first case a *continuous’
aspect is reported which is most likely to be related to a particular language use,
while in the second a "dawning’ aspect i5 reported which is most iikeiy to be
related to a philusophizing over language use. As a part of any particular
language use, an involved aspect which plays a particular role associated with a
particular meaning is seen as a ‘continuous’ one. For the sake of philosophy,
however, “we can also see the illustration now as one thing now as another”, in
other words, “we interpret it, and see it as we interpret it” (p. 193).

In a certain sense, a good answer, which does not compromise the
ambiguity of the figure, would be just “lt’s a duck-rabbit™ (p. 195). This would be
a “repon of perception” as the answer “It’s a rabbit” would be such, too, though
both reports and both perceptions are different. However, the answer “Now it's a
rabbit” would not be a report of perception (p. 195), for it does not escape the
ambiguity of the figure in an authentic manner; it “has the form of a report of a new
perception”(p. 196), but is rather a ‘report of an alternation’(italics added). The
report of altemnation (or of “dawning aspect’) conveys the possibilities of orher
reports of perception (or of ‘continuous aspects’) in a way which is quite the same
and guite definite int s of a linguistic expression (as a ‘report’). In my
interpretation, this is only to say the distinction between the two types of reports is
very subtle, that any use of language also promotes aspects other than the ones
which it *grasps’ in itself, and that the former aspects project a possible lz ge
use which already ‘misfits’ the particular use constituted by the latter aspects. In
other words, the propositions of the particular language uses grasp only certain
aspects, not the constart change of aspects though they convey such a possibility.
That is why an ‘exact explanation’' is actually never an ‘exact’ one, it only promotes
the possibility for such an ‘exact explanation’ in an epistemological form:

My visual impression has changed; - what was it like before and what is it like
now? - If 1 represent it by means of @ t copy - and isn't that a good
representation of it? - no change is shewn. (italt led) (p. 196)
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Such a point can be interpreted on behalf of Habermas’ notion, since it
shows both that the linguistic practices are in a certain sense limited to particular
language uses and that whenever they try to transcend these uses they become to a
great extent “philosophical practices’. Supposedly, in these cases they face the
problems of mediation and both the ‘expertise’ of science and the individuals ‘own
epistemol appear to be inadequate for their overcoming. Assuming that in
these very cases scientific “expertise’ is considered ‘adequate’ for the treatment of
these problems, it would attain the dimeasions of what in the Westem
philosoph radition has been known as *metaphysics’. For the problems of
mediation as such remain ont of the scope of the ‘expert fields’ but are only
problems of the exchange of expertise by means of concepts. At the same time,
this point does not necessarily imply that the solutions of those problems of the use
of expert knowledge are some sort of ‘philosophical solutions’. For a
philosophical treatment would make relative any ‘particular orgar  ion’ or
continuous aspect and focus on a constant change of aspects which, in problem
solving, is simply nof relevant because then one uses a particular or cantinuos
aspect only. This is why the specific ‘philosophical treatment’ rather results in
undoing of *philosophy as a clarifying activity’ which is to give up its role of
distributing ‘correctness’ to the particular language uses and to disappear info a
particular use of continous aspects:

It is necessary to get down to the application, and then the concept finds a
different place, one which, sotos , one never dreamed of. (p. 201)

In other words, while the practice dissolves the epistemological aspects of
the perception in certain applicable definitnesses, including linguistic ones,
philosophizing specifies them in terms of language and thinking and dissolves their
metaphysical dimensions by mediation of an appropriate understanding of how
mind deals with language. In the subtle interactions between language and

thinking, the “looking at” through “expression” becomes a “thinking out”, while
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the “expression” itself is an already thought out expression which is either used or
interpreted:

If you are looking at the object, you need not think; but if you are having the
visual experience expressed by the exclamation, vou are thinking of what vou
see. {p. 197)

Do I really see something different each time, or do I only interpret what 1
see in a different way? [ am inclined to say the former. But why? - 7o
interprel is 1o think, 10 do something; seeing is a state. (p. 213)

For the late Wittgenstein, the possible confusions in language use appear in
the very transition from ‘seeing’ to ‘interpreting’, i.e., from, so to speak, a pre-
thinking to a linguistically treated and later so expressed thinking. This is a
transition which turns out to be intangible and as such unaccountable. Even if it is
believed that it is “accountable’ and so at some point becomes ‘believably’
accounted, it would be again in terms of language. in all events the ‘philosophical
treatment’ must disso/ve this account, e.g., in terms of Wittgenstein’s early view, it
will be categorized under *what cannot be said’, while in terms of his late view,
which does not point to what ‘cannot be said’, it will be required to stgp the
philosophizing that fallaciously reduces one term to another for the sake of a
useless explanation:

Now it is easy to recognize cases in which we are interpreting. When we

interpret we form hypotheses, which may prove false (p 213)

The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping doing
philosophy when I want to. - The one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is
no longer tormented by questions which bring irself in question, (133)

To sum up, in his two concepts, Wittgenstein ultimately specifies the
philosophical questions in terms of concepts of the interrelation between language
and thinking which pose the ‘thought’ as finally being shaped by its linguistic
expression; but while in 7racratus this expression is either ‘true’ or “false’, in the
Investigations it is either practically used or epistemologically fallible. 1n his late

view, the epistemological points ought to completely disappear from the use of
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language; respectively, the notion of ‘correctness’ ought to be resolved in the
multiplicity of ordinary uses of language:

Only do not think you knew in advance what the “state of seeing™ means here!
Let the use reach you the meaning. (p. 213)

As pointed in the /ntroduction, the dissolution of the philosophical
problems is to come as a matter of an application of a concept of cognition which
essentially involves how they come imo being and how they disappear. In terms
of my interpretation of the ‘duck-rabbit illustration’, the dissolution of the
epistemological points in any language use is to come through focusing on its
continnous aspect, and that any out-of-use conceptualization of language (such as
the notion of its correct use) would be an attempt for representing a possible

constant change of aspects.

b) The Role of Philosophy

Becat  Wittgenstein himself suggests that his late view “could be seen in
the right light only by contrast with and against the background of his old way of
thinking”™ (1953/1958, vi), now I proceed with a comparative analysis which poses
his /ate notion of philosophy as evolving trom the pers  ive of hus early one.
Thus, 1 accept that, in his late thought, he considers two types of philosophizing;
metaphysical and therapeutic, of which the former, as relating to his early view of
philosophy, is to help explain the latter as constituting his late view of philosophy.
Hereafter, 1 will interpret his late notion of philosophy in terms of this analytic
distinction and argue that Wittgensteir s meiaphysical philosophizing to
explain how epistemological problems come into being in language, while he uses
the therapentic one as a prescription for how they be dissolved.
Consequently, his metaphysical philosophizing focuses on the epistemological

(constant change of) aspects of the language use and problematizes it in terms of
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a notion of correciness, while his therapeutic philosophizing focuses on its
practical (or continuous) aspects and dissolves the ‘notion of correctness’ in terms
of the use. The result is that the metaphysical philosophizing in fact cannot
expiain the ianguage in its mudiipiliciiy because it can gridy amounti io an
explanation of its ‘correct use’; while, the rherapeutic philosophizing in fact is not
a philosophizing in a traditional sense at all because it appears to prescribe a good
understanding of language without, so to speak, making the ‘prescription’ (which
would have been then a prescription for its ‘correct use’, too). Ultimately,
Wittgenstein adheres to the therapeutic philosophizing because, in the specific
sense of his concept, the explanation has been somehow accomplished (though it
has been only attempted), and thus what remains is just the application to be
performed. The conclusion is that philosophy as a therapy cannot be sufficiently
explained but rather sufticiently applied. Accordingly, in this subsection I focus,
on one hand, on what his /late view has in common with his early one, i.e., the
rejection of philosophy as metaphysics, and on the other hand, on what his /are
view has in distinction from his early one, i.e., therapeutic rejection of the
melaphysical rejection of the metaphys

Thus, in Wittgenstein’s early view, the metaphysics results from misusing
the logic of language in such a way that it produces nonsensical propositions
which have no corresponding objects in reality, while in his late view, the
multiplicity of concrete language uses disallows such a language use that would
constitute the metaphysical explanation of its correctness as validly applying to the
whole of this ‘multiplicity’. As a result, in the two concepts, philosophy as a
metaphysics has been proved impossible, but in terms of the late one, if cannot be
even a particular language game that takes a part in the multiplicity of other
language games since /f cannot point out or refer to something that “is common to
all games™ (66) and so cannot ensure an understanding in such a game. In

contrast, the very awareness of the multiplicity of language uses is the necessary
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condition that can prevent us from getting involved in such a language game, i.e.,
from getting involved in a metaphysical explanation of how language works:

If you do not keep multiplicity of language games in view you will perhaps

be inclined to ask questions like: “What is a question?”. (24)

Thus, as the author of Zractatus saw the role of philosophy in its being a
*clarifying activity’ which ‘does not result in philosophical propositions’, but rather
in dissolving of all philosophical problems; so the author of the /nvestigations
conceived of philosophy as a ‘therapy’ which 1 s the particular language uses by
undoing their pre-established ‘correctness’. Consequently, because philosophy can
be in neither case a metaphysics, it cannot legitimately prescribe any ‘correct’ rules
for its own practice, for they would thus form a metaphysical prescription. This is
why, in Tractatus, a metaphysical way of ex  iing the ‘only strictly correct
method’ of philosophy ended with a paradoxical self-repudiation of the
‘explanation’ (6.54), while in the /nvestigations, the philosophicai treatment denied
the metaphysical concepts even as indirect or guiding notions in the use of
language:

. . in philosophy we often compare the use of words with games and calculi
which have fixed rules, but cannot say that someone that is using language must
play such a game. - But if you say that our languages only approximate to such
caleuli you are standing on the very brink of misunderstanding. For then it may
took as if what we were talking about were an ideal language. As if our logic
were, so to speak, a logic tor a vacuum. - Whereas logic does not treat of’
language - or of thought in the sense in which a natural science t1 of a natural
phenomenon, and the most that can be said is that we consfruct ideal languages.
But here the word “ideal” is liable to mislead, for it sounds as if these languages
were better, more perfect, than our everyday language; and as if it took the
logician to shew people at last what a proper sentence looks like. (81)

For the late Witigenstein, philosophy as therapy avoids the employment of
‘ideal’ properties for purposes of its own because they can be justified only
psychologically:

As if we were talking about shades of meaning and all = were in question
were to find words to hit the correct nuance. That is in question in philosophy
only where we have to give a psychologically exact account of the temptation
to use a particular kind of expression. (254)
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In other words, philosophy cannot take on the means of investigation or
expression of the natural sciences, nor can it become a specialized activity which
accompanies the sciences, for if it does, it would thus attain metaphysical
dimensions (254). What philosophy does is just a ‘treatment” which is in no way
identical with any scientific one, which exercises itself while refining any possible
metaphysical aspects in the q  ions under investigation, and which is thus an
undoing of itself as a treatment:

The philosopher’s treatment of a question is like the treatment of an illness.
(255)

Here, ‘treatment’ is not a directing (or ‘correcting’) of the natural sciences,
as the physician’s treatment is not just a directing of the patient. Rather, the
physician virtually cures an illness through, in a certain sense, ‘undoing of the
directing’ which is useless when the patient is already sick; nor defining or re-
defining the iliness, but the very therapy wouid cure the patient:

Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither explains nor
deduces anything. - Since everything lies open to view there is nothing (o
explain. (italics added)(126)

For Wittgenstein, what remains for philosophy to ‘treat’ are any possible
attempts to impose pre-established, ‘correct’ meanings in the language use that
would only “disguise’ what ‘lies open to view’ and so would complicate the
particular language uses. This is why he declares that “our clear and simple
language-games are not preparatory studies for a future regularization of
language” (130), nor is “our aim to refine a complete system of rules for the use of
our words in unheard-of ways™ (133). Rather,

We want to establish an order in our knowledge of the use of language: an
order with a particular end in view; one out of many possible orders; not the
order. (132)

. . . we now demonstrate a method, by examples; and the series of examples
can be broken off —Problems are soived (difficulties eliminated), not a single
problem. There is not a philosophical method, though there are indeed
methods, like different therapies. (133)
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On Wittgenstein’s late view, the problems that are being solved are after all the
practical problems, not the single prablem of philosophy which would have thus been a
metaphysics. In contrast, philosophy as a therapy has neither a certain problem, nor even
a certain method; for if there were oniy one philosophica  thod or therapy, as the author
of Tractarus thought, it would have become philosophy's ondy problem,

Thus, in relation to his early view of philosophy, it is as if Wittgenstein just
‘changed the aspect’ and looked at the ‘same thing’ from a different perspective in
which it is ‘seen in a new way’:

.. not only can you give a new kind of description of it, but noticing the
second figure is a new visual experience. (p. 199)

The new experience of the same thing indicates a family resemblance in
the roles which philosophy plays in his two concepts; the early one denied
philosophy as a metaphysics by means of a metaphysical method, the late one not
only denied philosophy as a metaphysics but also the metaphysical method of
denying metaphysics. Indeed, the ‘change of aspects’ does not necessarily imply
any sort of subordination between the two experiences in the perception of the
same thing, nor does it suggest that the very practice of ‘changing of aspects’ is to
be a prescription for a proper examination of the issues under search; however, for
Wittgenstein himself such a practice resuited in reconsidering his old view on
language and elaborat 1 new one. What he did in both cases was philosophy.
and indeed, on his view, the ‘change of aspects’ is a phenomenon that one notices
only when she or he is doing philosophy. But, though it is the work of philosophy
to discover the complex situation of the epistemological interactions between
language and thought, ultimately it is to adhere to a good, therapeutic
understanding about their possible uses. Generally, this is an understanding of how
philosophy would prevent itself fromd ~ g with language in the 'r in which
sciences do, i.e., epistemologically. In the broader context of my argument, it is
precisely this understanding which is to compensate the scientific insufficiency for

dealing with problems of mediation on the level of expert culture; it is this
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understanding which is to be unproblematically exchanged through everyday
communication to treat individuals’ naive beliefs that practical problems can be
solved metaphysically. For, a grasped ‘aspect’, as a thought expressed in
ianguage, conveys aliso the possibiiity for grasping the ‘constant change of aspects’
which, when aliered, could be realized as a fallible use of language, if one does not
realize that by its ‘altering’ she or he is just doing philosophy. By contrast, this
fallibilism only disappears when language grasps the ‘aspects’ as a part of a certain
‘use’ in which the grasping of the ‘constant change of aspects’ is simply irrelevant.
To repeat, in the former case the philosopluzing is metaphysical, while in the

latter therapeutic.

¢) ‘Learning ' and ‘Teaching’

In my argument, Wittgenstein’s concept of language games has been
promoted on the level of ci/ture to respond to the scientific insufficiency for
dealing with problems that can be represented as problems of mediation, as well as

to individuals’ need for adequate epistemnological concepts for effective
metacognition, i.e., for overcoming such problems on the level of everyday
commumicarion. So far, his late philosophy has been considered as addressi
problems of mediation exclusively on the level of culture (which is generally true
of all the philosophical concepts examined in this paper); now, 1 argue that in his
specific concept of teaching-learning practice (which is based on his notion of
philosaphy) Wittgenstein most directly addresses the problems of mediation on the
level of everyday communication. 1t could be noticed that the notion of
philosophy as a therapy which is 10 treat the epistemological confusions through a
permanent utilization of the ‘awareness of the multiplicity of language uses’

resembles very much the educational researchers’ prescription of metacognition
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which is to treat individuals’ cognitive problems through a permanent utilization
of individuals’ ‘awareness of how their inteiligence works’:

All this, however, can only appear in the right light when one has
attained greater clarity about the concepts of understanding., meaning, and
thinking. For it will then also become clear what can lead us (and did lead
me) to think that if anyone utters a sentence and means or understands it he is
operating a calculus according to definite rules. (italics added) (81)™

For Wittgenstein, the ‘greater clarity about the concepts of understanding,
meaning and thinking’ does not take the form of a certain or indispensable
epistemological concept, but rather, it takes the form of an appropriate
philosophical understanding of the use of language. In this sense, its acquisition
is to go through the awareness of one's predispositions to put a certain concept
(of “definite rules’) of knowledge acquisition into a metaphysical fi and so to
understand it as the very concept (of the very rules) of knowledge acquisition. At
the same time, the genuine application of such an understanding in dissolving
certain ‘epistemological problems’ turns out to be just an aspect of sovlving the
practical problems, i.e., it is neither an application of a notion of the correct use of
language, nor an ‘operating a calculus according to definite rules’. Nevertheless,
Wittgenstein affirms a qualitative interdependence between both knowledge
acquisition and its application, respectively, the importance of an effective
exchange of expertise between the levels of culture and evervday communication
But, if am not mistaken, his point is that the problem solvers are »nof to concentrate
on the ideal means for dealing with the problems of ‘knowledge acquisition and
application’, but rather o solving the practical problems t« = solved. In my view,
this means that the very overcoming of the problems of mediation is not to take
place on the level of culture but o the level of everyday communication:

Correct prognoses will generally issue from the ju  1ents of those with
better knowledge of mankind.

Can one learn this knowledge? Yes; some can. Not, however, by taking a
course in it, but through ‘experience’. - Can someone else be a man's teacher

“ In the original passage only the words means and understands (in the second sentence) are italicsized.
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in this? Certainly. From time to time he gives him the right tip. - This is what
‘learning” and “teaching’ are like here. - What one acquires is not a technique;
one learns correct judgments. There are also rules, but they do not form a
system, and only experienced people can apply them right. Unlike calculating-
rules. (italics added) (p. 227)*

Thus, for Wittgenstein, purposeful learning appears to be a process of
knowledge acquisition, which does nor end in grasping of an ‘ideal system of
knowledge’ or an “ideal way of ieamning’; for such things do not exist, but are only
forms of possible contents. Rather, learning begins with such a ‘good
understanding’ of Aow one deals with words, rules, meaning, thinking, and
knowledge that undoes itself in the continuous leaming from experience. In this
sense, ‘learning’ cannot have a particular end but can only start. In the primordial
learning phenomena, the interpretations of aspects in experience, one subjects
one’s own knowledge acquisition to the mediation of the interplay between
language and thought and, in lack of a ‘good understanding’ of the possible
outcomes of this interplay, one could grasp a constant change of aspects and so
arrive at a ‘correct epistemological concept’ which as such is a condition for its
future fallible applications. Indeed, a ‘good knowledge' is a condition for a ‘right
application’, but neither ‘knowledge acquisition’ nor ‘knowledge application’
operates according to ‘calculatingn . This is why ‘knowledge acquisition’
cannot rely exclusively on ‘teaching’, but is to be mediated by experience’ which
is an immediate knowledge, i.e., a knowledge which is not present (or mediated)
systematically. For the late Wittgenstein, there are no ‘ideal systems’ of
knowledge, nor are there ‘ideal methods’ of knowledge acquisition (learning) and
application (e.g., teaching, or problem solving). There is only an interdependence
between ‘better knowledge’ and ‘right application” which is in no way
epistemologically mediated, but is rather immediate. As such, this interdependence

is to be ‘mediated’ az mosr by a mind’s philosophical effort which is supplied with

“"In the original passage only the words experience (in the fourth sentence) and fip (in the scventh
sentence) arc italicsized.

76



a good philosophical understanding of the use of language, and which somehow
paradoxically, while mediating, undoes the mediation itself:
Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of
la  age. (109)

In summary, | accepted that the late Wittgenstein explained what can be
called the ‘only undissolved problem of philcsophy’, the possibility of a method of
the correct use of language, in terms of the concept of language games, and that
then he applied this concept in dissolving this problem. In the explanation of the
concept of language games, he specified the ‘correctness’ of language uses in
terms of their particular contexts, and r led the confusions in them as
stemming from the linguistic transfer of epistemological aspects from one language
use to another, i.e., as stemming from the attempts for grasping and making vse of
the ‘constant change of aspects’ in the interpretation of the ‘same thing’. Asa
matter of application of his concept, he elaborated a non-explicit notion of
philosophy as a therapy according to which philosophy is to treat the metaphysicai
residues of any particular language use. In a subsequent application of the notion
of philosophy to teaching-learning praciice, Wittgenstein supports the
interdependence between the ‘good knowledge’ and its ‘right application’, but
suggests that they are more properly mediated by experience than by systematic
methods.

In light of the concept of language games, the problems of mediation do
not turn out to be ‘real problems’; they come into being only when one makes a
reference to the level of experr cultnre, while failing to undo it as a metaphysical
philosophizing. 1n this sense, the very overcoming of the problems of mediation is
to take place on the level of everyday communication, and is to come through a
therapentic undoing of the expertise in the mere solving of the concrete problems
(“...speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of life.” (24)).

Because the problems of mediation are not certain, or ‘special problems’, they

cannot be overcome by mediation of a ‘specialized’, or ‘expert’ treatment which
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has clearly determinate dimensions on the different stages of the exchange of
expertise, but only by mediation of the non-expert competence of philosophy. In
light of Wittgenstein's view, this means that the ‘mediating function’ of philosophy
can be only conditionaliy systematized in the form of an expianation and
prescription of an epistemological concept to be acquired and applied, and that
this concept can ar most take the form of what can be called a ‘good philosophical
understanding of the use of language’ which in his own words is a “greater clarity
about the concepts of understanding, meaning, and thinking” (italics added) (81).
By contrast, if the mediating function of philosophy were systematized even to
some degree unconditionally,” it would have taken the form of a ‘correct
explanation’, ‘correct prescription’, ‘correct acquisition’, and ‘correct application’
of a concept of the only strictly correct method of the use of language. But, had
philosophy had such a method, it would have qualified as a “specialized field’
which has its own, certain, or ‘special’ portion in the ‘compartmentalization of
modemnity'” (the expert culture or everyday communication), and would have thus

contributed to the creating rather than to the overcoming of the problems of

“® Even if an unconditional systematization were such to some degree only. it still would have remained
an ahsolutely unconditional one since we canrot determine its *degree’ in order to make use of it, For, in
this context. “degree’ stands for nothing;, it is only a form of a possible content. And, though one may
object that in an ordinary usc of language its scnsc is perfectly possible, he or she will have troubles in
Justifying that *philosophizing" is such an ordinary usc of language.

The comparnmenialization of modernity must be distinguished [rom its institutional
departmentalization:, the former is an abstract term which relates to a theoretical argumentation on the
level of culture, whilc the lancr has concreie dimensions which relate to a practical realization on
evenyday communication. In this sensc. R. Rony’s Icaving of the department of philosophy has been a
practical realization of a theoretical argumentation. whilc his sill being known as a *philosopher’ only
indicates that, unlike the other ficlds, the astitutional departmentalization of philosophy ncither projects,
nor CNSurcs its specialized compartmenialization. Rather, the relation of philosophy to these two forms of
modernity only shows how unestablished its rolc in \he exchange of expertise is. and yci, the former
relates it o the level of evervday communication. while the latier — to the level of cufture,

Thus, the fact that some “qualified’ philosophers teach in other than ¢ :ments of philosophy’
only proves the cross-cultural role of the ficld known as "philosophy™ and indicates for the persisicnce of
problems of mediation as well as for the insufficiency of the specialized expertise to deal with them. As
already poinied oul. these problems are #or *real problems” and do not require a “specialized” approach for
their “solutions” . they just disag in light of a *good philosophical understanding’ of the medium of
the exchange of expertise. It is preaiscly this “understanding’ which is the form of phi by the
expert ficlds and cveryday communication practices have a need of: and it is preciscly tne non-expert ficld
of philosophy which has the competence (not the ‘cxpertisc’) lo provide them with such an understanding.
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mediation. Instead, in light of Wittgenstein's late concept, the problems of
mediation can be explained only as *still undissolved epistemological problems’,
while the mediating function of phitosophy is to be applied to the phenomena of
philosophizing in such a self-reflective way that undoes its metaphysical aspects in

the particular language uses and transforms it into a successful therapy.

Searle’s Concept of Speech Acts

In relation to Wittgenstein’s later view, John Searle’s concept of speech
acts can be considered a specification of a particular language use in terms of the
necessary and sufficient conditions for its performance. In this case, it is entirely
conditional to talk about dissolving of certain philosophical problems since the
one’, the conceptualization of the ‘correct use of language’, can be considered
already dissolved. But, because Wittgenstein, so to speak, ‘distributed’ the notion
of correctness in the multiplicity of everyday language uses, Searle found it
necessary to inv :ate how any concrete language use becomes sufficient, or
correct by itself. To follow the common terminology of my argument, now 1
accept that Searle first explains the concept of specch acts as a concept of
cognition and that then he applies this concept in setting down the semantical
rules which constitute a particular type of language use, the speech act of
promising. Here, the concept of speech act can be considered an epistemological
one since the terms of its explanation are in essence formal conditions of any act of
linguistic communication, while serting down the semantical rules for the use of a
particular speech act can be regarded as a dissolving of the conditional
philosophical problem ‘What is a speech act?’ since they basically constitute its
conceptualization in non-philosophical terms.

In his explanation of the concept of speech acts, Searle attempts to

“provide a basis for definition” of the “basic unit of linguistic communication”
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which he refers to as what “in a typical speech situation involving a speaker, a
hearer, and an utterance”, J.L. Austin calls an illocutionary act:

It is not, as has generally been supposed, the symbol or word or sentence, or
even the token of the svmbol or word or sentence, which is the unit of
linguistic communication, but rather it is the production of the token in the
performance of the s h act that constitutes the basic unit of i istic
communication... more precisely, the production of the sentence token under
certain conditions is the illocutionary act, and the illocutionary act is the
minimal unit of linguistic communication. (p. 60)

Thus, for Searle, not only the explication of the notion of an ‘illocutionary
act’ is essential for the explanation of his philosophical concept of specch acts,
but it becomes possible by “stating of a set of necessary and sufficient conditions”
for its performance. These conditions are conceived of as a basis for extracting “a
set of semantical rules” for its use which in turn will “mark the utterance as an
illocutionary act of that kind” (p. 61). Searle identifies the semantical features of
an illocutionary act in terms of its rules, propositions, and meaning (pp. 60-1)
which are usually attributable to the language uses.

He conceives of the rules as principles of explication and emphasizes as
important the distinction between two types: the regulative ones which regulate
forms of behavior existing independently from these rules themselves, and
constitutive ones which not only “regulate but also create or define new forms of
behavior”(p. 61). In his view, a failure to understand this difference may lead
philosophers to ask questions like: “How can apron  :reate obligation?” and
“How can a touchdown create six points?” which arise when one’s understanding
of the rules is limited to their being regulative ones only. Searle argues that
although constitutive rules “are almost tautological in character” (because they
sometimes appear as ‘rules’ and sometimes as ‘analytical truths’ which stem from
the very fact of “their being constitutive rules”), rather they are those which
underlie the “speech acts” (p. 62) given that “to perform illocutionary act is to

engage in a rule-governed form of behavior” (p. 61). In this sense, he believes that
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a possible formulating of “z  of constitutive rules for a certain kind of speech
act” can be considered a “test” of this “hypothesis” (p. 62).

On the other hand, what Searle calls a proposition is the common content
which a few different iiiocutionary acts marked by different seniences have whiie
referring to the same subject and predicating the same act of this subject (pp. 62-
3). On this point, he appears to make the distinction between a “sentence” and a
“proposition™ which is that “in the utterance of the sentences the speaker expresses
a proposition” which is thus different from its “assertion or statement” (p. 63).
This is a distinction bety an “illocutionary act” and its “propositional content”
which, in semantical terms, becomes a distinction between what Searle calls a
“function-indicating device” (showing “how a proposition is to be taken, or what
an illocutionary force the utterance is to have”) and a “proposition-indicating
element”(p. 63). Thus, an illocutionary act is de ned, generally, through the
way in which a certain proposition is exercised, and more speci v, (i.e., in
terms of semantics) through the specific ‘illocutionary force’ that a certain
‘propositional indicator’ gains in such an exercise. In addition, Searle (perhaps
altering a notion of the interdependence between semantic: syntax) notes that
“recent developments in transformational _ nar” support similar distinctions in
t of syntax, too (p. 63).

In much the same way, in terms of characteristic distinctions, Searle
approaches the question of meaning. there is an important difference between just
uttering sounds or making marks and performing a speech act. On the one hand,
“the sounds or marks one makes in the performance of the speech act are
characteristically said to Aave meaning”, and on other hand, “one is
characteristically said to mean something by those sounds or marks™ (p. 64).
Thus, in his concept of speech acts Searle adopts the notion of meaning as
characteristically having a twofold sense. In clarifying this sense, he points out

counter-examples to the view that relates the notion of meaning exclusively to a

81



“speaker’s intention” which is to be recognized by the hearer and argues that there
are some limits in what one can mean by certain words because,
... what we can mean is a function of what we are saying. Meaning is more than
a matter of intention, it is also a matter of convention (pp. 64-5).

He concludes accordingly that a possible analysis of an illocutionary act
would have to rinto consideration the combination of these two components of
meaning (p. 65).

Given this understanding of the constitutive rules, proposition, and
meaning in the formation of a general concept of language, e undertakes its
application in stating the nec  ry and sufficient conditions of the speech acr of
promising. In his view, the ‘answer’ of the question How to promise must take the
form of a “set of propositions such that the conjunction of the members of the set
entails the proposition that a speaker made a promise, and the proposition that the
s :er made a promise entails this conjunction” (p. 65). However, he stipulates
that it is not possible to exhaust such a set of conditions “‘that will exactly mirror
the ordinary use of the word "promise’™ and that a good end will be a grasping of
“the center of the concept and ignoring the fringe, borderline and partially
defective cases” (p. 66).

As stated in terms of propositions, the set of conditions which “entails’ the
‘conjunction’ of ‘promising’ became a basis for extracting its respective set of
constitutive rules which ! le subsequently determines as propositional-content
rule, preparatory rules, sincerity rule, and essential rule (p. 69). A similar extract
avoids the verification principie because the set of propositions, in which the
conditions of the speech act are stated, is not necessarily connected with a certain
fllocutionary act (p. 66), and thus is not to be supported by any concrete examples
(though it possibly entails some illocutionary acts). For, in his view, a proposition
alone is not a concrete content (though it may have such), but an exercised-in-
illocutionary-act content. To put it in terms of truth, a proposition is assumed not

as something that expresses a concrete truth, but rather as something that
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expresses an exercised or exercisable truth. In this way, in his understanding and
use of the term “proposition’, Searie combines elements of Wittgenstein’s two
concepts: on the one hand, the verifiability of the propositions which are conceived
of as constitutive rules of a certain speech act cannot be anticipated because the
question of their truthfulness cannot be raised out of their use; and on the other,
the sense of a proposition, as related to sentence, comes essentially from
Wittgenstein's Tractatus:

3318 Like Frege and Russell | construe a proposition as a function of the

expressions contained in it_

Eventually, the ‘assertion’ of a proposition in a sentence licipating in
an illocutionary act could be in some way verified since in this way the proposition
appears to be involved in a certain use which takes the form of a certain spoken or
written sentence.

Thus, Searle’s notion of speech acts becomes an example of a
supplementary employment of both Wittgenstein’s early and late concept of
language. However, by figuring out the constitutive rules of a particular speech
act as a way of explanation of that speech act, despite all the stipulations in
advance, ! e goes beyond the frames of Wittgenstein’s two concepts. The
specific understanding of the rules as being constitutive ones still conveys the
metaphysical sense of a notion of the ‘correct use of language’. For, despite the
conditionality of their propositional statement, these rules may be interpreted as a
directing, or guiding formalism to the ordinary language which, after all, is very
much independent. Indeed, Searle qualifies them as “semantical rules for the use
of any function-indicating device" for a certain “speech act” (p. 69). and in this
way, he ascribes them 1o the non-philosephical field of linguistics. But, similar
rules are supposed to form explicitly and exclusively such a background for
constitution of meaning that is most likely tangible (to the degree that is possible)
in a concrete illocutionary situation but that is hardly reflexively extractable

without fallacy out of such a situation. This is the background of hidden
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interactions between language and thought which may result in the expression of a
thought in terms of language, and which Searle specified in terms of semantics and
grammar (syntax).

In summary, Searle regards his concept of the so-called ‘speech acts’ as an
attempt to provide a basis for definition of the basic unit of linguistic
communication. In my argument, | accepted that first he explained this concept in
terms of the preliminary notions of rules, proposition, and meaning, and that then
he applied it in setting down what he calls the necessary and sufficient conditions
of the speech act of promising. On the basis of those conditions, he extracted the
rules which he conceives of as being constitutive for the performance of that
speech act.

In my argument, | regard the explication of a particular speech act in
terms of the specialized field of linguistics (semantics and grammar) as a
‘conditional dissolving’ of the conditional philosophical problem What is a speech
act?. In this sense, insofar as Searle explains and applies a certain organized
concept of knowledge to a certain problem, setting down the ‘constitutive rules’ of
the ‘speech act of promising’, he may be considered as attempting to solve some
problems of mediation on the level of expert culture. However, as he confesses,
this set of rules for the use of a particular speech act cannot exhaust the variety of
its ordinary uses, and so it carnot be immediately *prescribed’ for acquisition and
application on the level of everyday communicanon. Rather, Searle’s view can be
properly understood as indicating the persistence of some problems of mediation
between these two levels, and so its permanent utilization is to be mediated by a
‘good’ philosophical understanding of its being only a conditional set of

constitutive rules.
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Rorty’s Political Answer to the Traditional Philosophical Questions

In relation to the late Wittgenstein, who dissolved the last philosophical
illusions for an ahistorical concept of la  1age and promoted a notion of
Philosophy as therapy with practically no epistemological functions, Rorty can be
regarded as attempting to alternatively conceptualize the therapeutic role of
philosophy in historical terms. 1n his view, if all the philosophical problems have
been dissolved, the question that gains significance is “how we should conceive of
our relation to Western philosophical tradition” (p. 9). Cot  uently, he
elaborates the concept of the so-called political answer whose main point is that
philosophers need to redirect their efforts toward the realization of values which
are historically proven and which as such are opposed to those that are
ahistorically proven.

For the purpose of this paper, ! will accept that Rorty’s concept of the
*political answer’ consists of both an explanation of what has still remained to be
the concem of the philosophical tradition—the “availability of an adequate
language”, i.e., a concept of language, and an gpplication of this concept in
elaborating a particular notion of the rofe of philusophy in the modern world. But
since the common terminology of my argument, because of its ahistorical
character, could only very conditionally convey the historical sense of this
philosophical notion, prior to the examination of Rorty’s concept of language, 1
will try to set up the metaphilosophical perspective of what can be called the
*historical background’ against which his view would have been properly
understood in its entirety. And, since he himself finds it necessary to introduce
such a perspective, now 1 will briefly consider it in his own terms.

Thus, Rorty argues that the philosophical tradition itself has by now given
“three answers” to the above pointed question: scientistic (Husserlian), poetic
(Heideggerian), and political (pragmatist). According to him, the so-called

scientistic answer shares “the traditional Platonic hope to ascend to a point of view
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from which the interconnections between everything can be seen” clearly, and
proclaims that “the aim of philosophy is to develop a formal scheme within which
every area of cuiture can be placed” (p. 11). On the other hand, the so-called
poelic answer results from the Heideggenan criticism of this type of phiiosophical
foundationalism (i.e., the scientistic answer), and contends that not only the “roots
of the crisis” are “in a misguided ratio ~ n” (as it is in the Husserlian notion), but
also that the very “demand for foundations” appears to be a “symptom™ of this
“misguided rationalism” itself (p. 1 1). Finally, according to the political answer
which Rorty himself supports, “the task of philosophy is to break the crust of
convention” in a way that can “help achieve the greatest happiness of the greatest
number by facilitating the replacement of language, cusioms, and institutions
which impede that happiness’ (italics added) (p. 11; p. 20). In my view, the
political answer concept can be interpreted as pleading, in a narrowly intellectual
sense, for an understanding of the fli >f language and, in a broadly social
sense, for the realization of certain humanistic ideals.”® Respectively, those are the
two aspects which I will consider under the conditional terms explanation and
application of a concept of language.

Like Wittgenstein and Searle, Rorty bases his philosophical views on a
concept of language (which appears to be very basic for contemporary
philosophy). He explains language as “cur way of dividing up the realm of
possibility” which is, in this sense, an epistemological phenomenon that has the
potential to “reweave the fabric of our beliefs and desires” (p. 12). For him, this
“reweaving” appears to be the most important function of language and he _ es
that “there are three ways in which a new belief can be added to our previous
beliefs -- perception, inference and metaphor” (p. 12). Perceprion and inference
can only “alter the truth-values of sentences, but not the repertoire of sentences”

and thus 10t change the language, but can only “map out all possible |~ al

" One may notice that this analytic nction in Rorty's vicw represents very well the goals of what
Habermas differcatiates as the levels ol. respectively, exper! culture and evervday communication.
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space” and linguistically register the possibilities contained in it (p. 12). Regarding
this point, Rorty’s concern is that an unchanged and unreplaced language may
enhance the fallible belief of its own ‘adequacy’ which would make its use depend
upon its ‘correct” exercise and thus jimit the reweaving function of ianguage. in
his view, the ‘scientistic answer’ (Husserlian phenomenology and analytic
philosophy) dwells within the limits set up by such a concept of language, and thus
cannot go beyond the early Wittgenstein's notion that “philosophizing consists in
clarification of thoughts” (p. 12).

To go beyond early Wittgenstein’s point that ‘the limits of the language are
the limits of the world’, Rorty introduces in his concept of language some of the
points of the so-calied ‘poetic answer’. Specifically, he elaborates a notion of the
role of metaphor in language which can be in no way compensated by perception
and inference:

... to think of metaphor as a third source of beliefs, and thus a third motive
for reweaving our networks of beliefs and desires, is 1o think of language,
logical space, and the realm of possibility, as open-ended. 1t is to abandon the
idea that the aim of thought is the attainment of a God’s eye view. (p. 12)

Indeed, early Wittgensteir ) denied such an aim of the use of language
by way of repudiating as ‘nonsensical’ the propositions of the metaphysical
philosophy, but Rorty’s concern here is that the very method of this denying
presupposes 2 ‘God’s eye standpoint’ and that this denyi  tself still has been
exercised in terms of that ‘logical space’ of that language which in this sense has
remained unchanged. In his view, this is the metaphor that could ensure the
necessary ‘change’ and ‘open-endedness’ because it would undermine the
dependence of language use upon the logic of language:

A metaphor is, so to speak, a voice outside of logical space, rather than an
empirical filling-up of a portion of that space, or a logico-philosophical
clarification of the structure of that space. 1t is a call to change one’sla  1age
and one’s life, rather than a proposal about how to system: ~ either. (p. 13)
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For Rorty, the metaphor becomes a “growing point of language” (p. 12) which
as such should find its place in the linguistic practices, along with perception and
inference. Its function in language is in no way pnivileged, nor is it merely “heuristic”
or “ornamentai.” Rather, metaphors are “forerunners of new uses of language, which
may eclipse and erase old uses” (p. 14), and which thus not only ensure a self-
generating and self-replacing capacity of language from inside, but also undermine the
notion of language as ‘the limits of my world’ which he conceives of as ‘scientistic’.

In his view, if language sustained its metaphorical uses, it could eventually regain its
historical dimension which, according to the ‘poetic answer’, already has been lost.

For Rorty, the promotion of metaphors as “growing points of language” to an
equal linguistic exchange along with per  :ion and inference, which are Jrical
points’ in language, also means a promotion of the *historical aspect’ of language on a par
with its “ahistorical aspect’. Thus, by undermining any relationship of priority between the
ahistorical uses of perceptions and inferences and the historical exchange of metaphors
in language, his concept unproblematically adopts the early Heid  erian aim in
philosophy which is “to remind us” that any philosophy is to take into account its
historical contingency (p. 16). But, while Heidegger thinks that philosophers should
remind us of the “historical contingency” by recovering the lost force of the metaphors
which “had been leveled down into literal truths”, and in this sense, by neglecting the new
metaphors, Rorty assigns a different task to the philosophers aware of the “historical
contingency’”:

.. . whereas Heideggerth = the task of exploring these newly s sted
paths of thought is banausic, something which can be left to hacks, the
pragmatist thinks that such exploration is the pay-off from the philosopher’s
work. He thinks of the thinker as serving the community, and of his thinking
as futile unless it is followed up by a reweaving of the community’s web of
beliefs. That reweaving will:  1ilate, by g lly literalizing, the new
metaphors which the thinker has provided. The proper honor to pay to new,
vibrantly alive metaphors, is to help them become =~ 1etaphors as quickly
as possible, to rapidly reduce them to the status ¢ >f social progress.
The glory of philosopher’s thought is not that it instially makes everything
more difficult (though that is, of course, true), but that in the end it makes
things easier for everybody. (p. 17)
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Thus, Rorty’s concept of language, as it can be seen through the role which
Rorty assigns to the philosophers, involves a redistribution of “truth-values among
familiar sentences”, invention of “further unfamiliar sentences™ (p. 14), and a
specific “heiping” of every “chalienging metaphor™ to become graduaily a “dead
metaphor”(p. 18). This last feature characterizes its historical dimension and
makes it go beyond its being merely an ahistorical concept; so to speak, it leaves
‘logical space’ and enters ‘social space’ where it needs some sont of historical
rather than logical or ahistorical justification. In this sense, his *hope’ for
‘literalizing’ ‘every new metaphor’ in language ultimately becomes a ‘social hope’
whose sense Rorty adopts from the philosophy of the classic pragmatist John
Dewey (p. 18).

In my argument, | accept that Rorty applies his concept of language in
elaborating a specific notion of the role of philosophy in modemity. This notion
has 1 already suggested by the role of philosopher in the historical exchange of
metaphors in language but is to be shaped finally by his specific understanding of
the term political. The sense in which Rorty uses the term "political’ is based on
the way he views Western democratic societies. On one hand, he regards them as
“already organized around the need” of a permanent criticism and thus as not
needing a “radical criticism™ (p. 25), and on other hand, he argues that

a democratic society can get along without the sort of reassurance

provided by the thought that it has “adequate philosophical foundations™ or
that it is “grounded” in “human reason.” (pp. 18-19).

In this way, though Westem political systems are somehow and to some
degree (eventually *historically’) justified, they still should not be conceived of as
being already rationally justified, for then, this would have been an ahistorical
justification which would be, so to speak, ‘historically fallible’. Perhaps for this
reason, when explaining his “political answer’, Rorty uses negative rather than
ahistorical terms: it is not justified through its eventual “penetrating to™ and testing
by a socially available “reality behind contemporary appearances”, nor does its
meaning come from the sense of socially justified political praciice. His

89



“conception of language and inquiry” excludes the possibility that “someday we
shell penetrate 10 the true, natural, ahistorical matrix of ail possible lang and
knowledge” (p. 25). Indeed, he conceives of language as having the potential to
“reweave the community’s fabric of beliefs”’, but, according to him, this reweaving
cannot “be done syst  tically”, nor can it come as a matter of a “research
program” (p. 18). Rather, the overcoming of the fallibilism of any ahistorical
justification is to come as some sort of ‘historical justification’ which is based on
‘historical’ rather than on ‘logical clarification’. In this sense, the term ‘political’ is
intended, on one hand, to limit the radicalism of a ‘logically justified’ cntical
attitude toward a society that is to some degree adequately organized, and on the
other, to protect an alternative, ‘historical’ criticism which would help accomplish
what still needs to be done. To summarize this point, the political role of the
philosopher in this historical justification becomes to uncover those historical
arguments and values which are historically necessary in the historical solving of
the historical problems. Yet, this statement, even though it mentions *historical’
six times, is itself an ahistorical one and somehow misrepresents Rorty’s view.
For,hearg  hat the philosopher, while ‘reweaving community’s fabric of
beliefs’, should deny any point which centers on language uses in an ahistorical
fashion. Instead, the philosopher should rehear language’s ‘ growing points’ as 2
matter of their ‘historical contingency’ in order to politically actualize their
*historical greatness’ and thus help or enable their Aisrorical self-sacrifice.

Very much as for Heidegger, for Rorty such a ‘rehearing’ ap s for an
actualizing of the “ideals of the French Revolution” whose “historical voice”, he
contends, already has become “cleasly visible in the course of the last two
centuries’ attempt to realize” them (p. 25):

For Dewey as for Hegel, the point of individual human greatness is its
contribution to social freedom, where this is conceived of in the terms we
inherit from the French Revolution. (p. 18)

For Rorty, the “historical voice’ of the ideas of the French Revolution

reveals another “relevant ‘reality’—human suffering and oppression” which, in
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tum, sets forward another task for the philosopher, namely, to expose them (p.
25). Thus, Ronty argues that only some of the metaphors which Heidegger
pronounced ‘dead’ are really Aistorically dead in langua  while others still need
to die:
... “progress, the happiness of the greatest number, culture, civilization” do
not belong to the same list as “the suprasensory world, the Ideas, God, the
morat law, the authority of reason.” The latter are dead metaphors which
pragmatists can no longer find uses for. The forn  still have a point. (p. 20)
As already pointed out, in order to die, 10 be replaced in language, the former
metaphors need to be politically actualized as a matter of their ‘historical contingency’
so that they reveal their ‘historical greatness’ and find their “historical death’ in
language. The task of the philosopher to ‘expose’ them aims only at a ‘reweaving of
the community’s web of befiefs’ which would #/ms help literalize them in language.
Rorty conceives of this “literalizing” as a “gradual”, “historical” process which
practically comes afier solutions have been made with the help of “the poets and the
engineers, the people who produce startling  + projects for achieving the greatest
happiness of the greatest number” (p. 26). This is the way in which philosophers help
the solutions of the problems of the new ‘relevant reality’, and this is the sense in which
those metaphors’ deaths are to be “historical’, and not ‘scientific’ or ‘logical’.
Thus, with  ect to the philosophical question of language, Rorty’s
concept of the political answer pleads for ‘literalizing' the meanings of the newly
bom metaphors against the priority of ahistorical language uses, while with
respect to the role of philosophy in modemity, it stands behind Dewey's ‘social
hope’ for exposing and vindicating *‘human suffering and opp on’. So
interpreted, his view ‘fits’ the role which Habermas envisions for philosophy on the
two levels of expert culture and everyday communication. And yet, as for
Habermas, so for Rorty, philosophy is #or one of the expert cultures, nor does it
exchange any expert authority in the problem solving practices of everyday

communication. Rather, while being neither an ‘expert field’, nor a ‘specialized
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practice’, its role is only to condition (by ‘mediating’ or ‘exposing’) the exchange
of expertise between the assumed two levels of modernity.

In summary, in what can be called the conditional explaration of the
concepl of the *political answer’, Rorly synthesizes whai ne calls ‘scieniisiic’ and
‘poetic’ answers to the question of our relation to Western philosophical tradition
and elaborates a concept of language in historical terms as opposed to ahistorical
ones. By introducing the ‘poetic’ notion of ‘metaphaor’ into the ‘scientistic’ notion
of language he actualizes language’s ‘historical’ dimension which is conceived of
as preventing the flexibility of language from the logic of language. In this way,
Rorty demeans ahistorical uses of language on behalf of its historical exchange of
metaphors. Consequently, his historical point uncovers the historical significance
of certain hurnanistic ideals which clearly have become articulate in the ‘voice of
history” and which he ‘rehears’ as the ‘ideas of the French Revolution’.

Rorty applies his concept of language in elaborating a specific notion of the
role of philosophy in the modern world which he sees in exposing the different
forms of ‘human suffering and oppression’ and thus in helping achieve their
“historical’ rather than ‘logical’ death. For him, this ‘exposing’ is the very way in
which philosophers help ‘literalize the new metaphors’ in language and thus realize
the ‘historical ideals’ of the French Revolution.

In Rorty’s concept, the involvement of the historical dimension of langt
in conceptualization of the problems, role, and purpose of philosophy is not
intended to produce just another conceptualization, but to actualize them on a
theoretical level in a way that would produce an effective’ ™~ ion on a social
level. In this way, it comes to an agreement with Habermas' concept in which
philasophy is also seen to ‘mediate’ the culture’s “rarefied, esoteric forms” so that
they “stay in touch with everyday communication” (1990, pp. 17-8). In both
cases, the philosopher, as ‘exposer’ or ‘mediating interpreter’, is to help ‘vindicate’
the different forms of *human suffering and oppression’ which come into being in

the ‘social space’, and which also qualify as different ‘problems of mediation’ on
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the different levels of exchange of exper Indeed, on Habermas' view,
philosophy is to find its place in the ‘compartmentalization’ of human on along
with the different ahistorical forms of expertise, while in Rorty’s version,
phiiosophy cannot have such a piace in this ‘companmentaiization” ' but is 10
focus on any historically significant trend which has become *clearly visible’ in the
*historical exchange of metaphors’ in language. However, Habermas also rejects
the scientistic variant of philosophy and contends that philosophy is to specialize
somehow paradoxically in a ‘non-special’ field where it is an ‘expertise’ rather in
the conditional sense of ‘competence’. Likewise, the two notions are consistent
and supplementary in supporting a utilized form of philosophy which would
reconcile expert theory and sociaf practice in such a way that through overcoming
the various problems of mediationi  : help achieving ‘the greatest happiness of

the greatest number’.

A General Discussion of Philosophical Concepts

These philosophical notions are conceived of as dissolving the traditional
problems of philosophy, and thus as solving some authentic, purely epistemological
variants of the so-called “problems of mediation’ on a level of culture In their
examination, I accepted that philosophers first explain certain concepts which

concern the epistemological aspects of the relationship between language and

3l - R _ . . .
* rnat philosophy cannot have a cerrain place in the compartmentalization of human rcason somehow

coheres with the view that it cannot have such a place in an institutional departmenialization. either, In
this sensc. Rorty's view adequatcly reflects his decision to leave the depanment of philosophy and to cnter
the department of humanitics. For. as a matter of institutional departmentatization, the sense of
‘humanity” is "less specialized’ than the onc of “philosophy’ insofar as the Jatier is a subdivision of the
former. while. as a maner of a specialized compartmenialization, the scosc of "humanity’ is somchow
*more specialized' than the one of ‘philosophy’ insofar as the Jaticr has not always been restricted within
the former only.  For example, while ‘humanities” are typically dislinguished from ‘scic ', philosophy
has emerged and developed as a ficld in relation to the possibility of its being a “science’. besides. though
the majority of philosophers nowadays agrece that philosophy is nor one of the 'sciences’”. there are still
some. as Rorty's metaphilosophical account suggests. who reluctantly concede this view.
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thought, and that they apply those concepts in order to show how the
philosophical problems are to be overcome. ~— 'y Wittgenstein explained the
epistemological interactions between language and thinking in terms of the concept
of the correct nse of language, and then he applied that concept to dissolve the
‘traditional philosophical problems’ as pseudo-problems which stem from a
misunderstanding of the ‘logic of language’. Late Wittgenstein explained the
epistemological aspects of language in terms of the concept of language games,
and then he applied that concept to dissolve the concept of the ‘correct use of
language’ which seemingly became the only undissolved problem of philosophy.
Searle explained the particular language uses in terms of his concept of speech
acts, and then he applied this concept in defining thesp -~ of promising in
non-philosophical terms (which is basically a dissolving of the conditional
epistemological problem What iy a speech act?). Rorty explained his concept of
language in terms of an understanding of the ‘historical exchange of metaphors’,
and then he applied this concept in developing a historical notion of the role of
philosophy in the form of a specific political answer to the philosophical questions

(which is basically a dissolving the ahistorical notions of philosophy).’? While the

*4 Here is the place to explain, to the degree it is sle. why my argument, as being cxercised in
ahistorical terins, somchow misreprescnis Rorty's view. One may nole that. the term of its conditional
tille *political answer’ becomes clcar after (and is in fact a title of the conecptual outcomes of) the
application of his concepl of language. while the conditional titles of the preceding three concepts become
clear aficr (and arc in fact titles of the conceptual outcomes of) the explanations of their concepts of
language. To fit the pattern of the three preceding concepts, 1 could have cxamined Rorty's view under
the title “Rory’s concep!t of the historical exchange of metaphors in Janguage™. However, 1 would have
thus inappropriatcty put the stress in his view on the concept of language rather than on his notion of
philosophy, and so. [ would have given a betier example of how an ahistorical representation
misrepresens the historical tendency (which Ronty is Lrying to draw attention to) of denying philosophy
any ahistorical mcans and ends. Yct. my ahistorical rcprescntation of this concept can be partly
compensated for by emphasizing (as he docs) the outcomes of the "application’ (the rolc of philosophy)
rather than of the “explanation’ (his merc concept of language) which is preciscly why my ahistorical
representati ¢ properly given its present title.

On the d, if I cxamined Wittgenstein's views under Lhe titles, respectively, “Wittgenstein's
concept of tne pnuiosophy as a clarifying activity” and " Wittgenstein's concept of the philosophy as a
therapy ™. then le's view would not be fitting the new paitemn since it docs not offer an explicil notion
of philosophy. out emphasizes the concept of language. However. in this second pattern, | would have
missed the cmphasis on the very (epistemological) relationship (which is after all substantial for my
argument) between the two types of problcms as well as between the procedures for their overcoming since
{ would have thus taken a metaphilosophical point of view from which the detatled explication of this
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two conceptual frameworks offered by Wittgenstein can be considered as
dissolving all the problems of philosophy, Searle and Rorty can be considered as
offering two alternative approaches to the work that eventuaily remains for
philosophers to do. Thus, Searle developed an ahistorical conceptual’  on of
langu  in which he used the terms of the non-philosophical fields of semantics
and grammar, and thus he actually left the traditional fieid of philosophy and
entered science; while, Rorty developed a historical concept in which he used the
non-scientific terms of the metaphors and thus remained in philosophy but pleads
for an end to philosophizing from ahistorical points of view.”® These four
philosophical notions are consistent in that they deny the existence of any concrete
philosophical problems, as well as the possibility of philosophy as an *expertise’ to
epistemologically attribute ‘correctness’ from one language use to another. They
seem to dissolve any possible philosophical problems in s of certain concepts
of the relationship between language and thinking, and they also can be interpreted
as forming a compositional philosophical concept which represents a synthesized
variant of the philosophical methodology of dissolution, and which poses two
alternative developments of the role of philosophy—scientistic and non-scientistic.
Here, the terms *scientistic’ and ‘non-scientistic’ should be understood as such
only conditionally, for, like the early Wittgenstein, the two *alternatives’ reject the

scientistic mode! of philosophy as a metaphysicys, while, like the late Wittgenstein,

relationstup would have been disregarc

metaphysical point from which they do not go on expncaung tne gaelans ol tic relation of the cogutive
problems 1o a more sophisticated phifosophical understanding of cognition since. in a scientific
framework. an explanation by means of philosophical justifications and a prescription of epistemological
concepts scem 1o be self-sufficient. though it only conveys the illusion that the problems of mediation on
the level of culiure as if have been solved. This is why I take an interdisciplinary point which is no way
privileged one bat at least has the advantage to give a detailed account of the relalionship under
invesligation, while denying any notion of self-sufficiency. In this sensc, the change of emphasis from the
concept of language 10 the notion of philosophy not only mirrors the inadequate representing a histonical
tendency in an ahistorical form but also makes my ahistorical argument somehow fess sclf-sufficient.

*In my argument, Rorty’s “quali! i" as philosopher is as a watter of a specialized
compartieentalization rather than as a matter of an institutional departmentalization, while. 1e’s isas
a matter of an instilutional departmentalization rather than as a2 matter of a specialized
compartmenialization.
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they still leave some ‘work’ for philosophy to do: in Searle’s model, this is a
‘conditional’ way of explanation, in Rorty’s, this is a ‘political’ way of utilization
of similar ‘explanations’. It is precisely the awarer  of this conditionality on
which I ground the generalization that the role which these notions assign to
philosophy is a therapeutic one which is to be distinguished from a metaphysical
one ™

The general conclusion that | draw from the exarination of these
philosophical notions is that philosophical prablems can be explained as coming
into being as a result of inappropriate epistemological attributions of ‘correctness’
from one language use to another, and that a ‘good understanding’ of how the
mind produces ‘beliefs’ by coordinating language and thought can be applied in
helping the mind overcome these problems. In this way, the compositional
philosophical concept is shown to project the main points of the compositional
scientific concept: an “epistemological concept’ and a ‘permanent utilization’ of
that concept. Eventually, such a philosophical concept could be acquired and
applied by the problem solvers in overcoming their cognitive problems on the level
of everyday communication since it is basically a philosophically more
sophisticated variant of the epistemological concepts which educational scientists
explain and prescribe as m tnition on the level of culture.

It may be worthwhile to note that alt philosophers discussed (though Searle
less directly) find it necessary, as a part of the application of their concepts of
la  age, to address a notion of the specific role of philosophy ~ “mediating’,
‘clarifying’, ‘therapeutic’, “conditionally explaining’, ‘politically exposing’.
Reciprocally, all scientists discussed (though Lipman more directly) find it

nec 1y, asa part of their prescriptions, to address a utilized role of philosophy

* One may object that this gencralization applies with a different degree of validity to the four different
philosapl oncepts. Indeed. early Witigenstein's and Searle’s concepts, though they reject
metaphysica content of philosophy, still share its metaphysical form. Yet, | will not go on a further
discussion of the differcntiation between form and content in philosophy, for what [ draw attention in my
argument to is rather the iendency of rejecting anv metaphysical eatities in philosophy which (tendency)
is reflected differently in the different concepts in which it is actualized
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in the of metacognition. One could easily imagine all terms which signify
philosophers’ views of the role of philosophy, which essentially represent the
philosophical methodology of dissolution, as signifying the scientific prescription
of metacognition which essentiaiiy represents scientists’ view of the roie of

philosophy, too.
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CHAPTEF :E
M ACOGNITION IN TERMS OF A PHILOSOPHICAL CONCEPT OF
COGNITION

What is yvour aim in philosophy™ -
To shew the fty the way out of the fy-bottlc.

Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations

Overview

My goal is to show that individuals’ cognitive problems are based on
philosophically unjustified beliefs about the work of intelligence and that they can
be adequately treated as philosophical problems with the help of a philosophical
concept of cognition. In the framework of my argument this means to show that
scientific prescription of metacognition, as it consists of an explanation and
application of an epistemological concept, can be substituted or supplied with the
philosophical methodology of dissolution as applied to the traditional philosophical
problems. In the Introduction, ¥ conceptualized the cognitive and traditional
philosophical problems both as being ¢pistemological in character insofar as they
result from the transfer of knowledge by mediation of concepts and as being
treated by mediation of procedures which are essentially the same insofar as the
philosophical methodology of dissolution could be convincingly represented in
terms of an explanation and application of a concept of cognition or
epistemological concept, too. At the same time, | justified the specific
methodology of transfer of a ‘philosophical prescription’ for treating of problems
which come up in the scope of science by means of an interpretation of Habermas’

notion of philosophy in terms of which the cognitive problems were ~ fied as
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problems of mediation that remain out of the scope of the specialized fields, but in
the one of ‘philosophy in the role of a mediating interpreter’. Subsequently, [
proposed a scheme of the distribution of the problents of mediation in which they
were specified as problems nf explanation and prescription of certain knowledge
on the level of expert culture, and as problems of individuals’ acquisition and
application of expert knowledge on the level of everyday communication.

In chapter onc, I showed that scientists’ use of philosophical justificarions
in the explanations and of epistemological concepis in the prescriptions for
treating cognitive problems indicated a certain insufficiency of the scientific
expertise to deal with these problems. Then, in chapter two, { showed that the
philosaphical methadology of the dissolution is appropriate for dealing with
cognitive problems. insotar as, like the scientific prescription of meracognition, il
was represel n terms of both an explanarion of the traditional philosophical
problems in tenms of certain conceprs of cognition or philosophical concepts of
language and an application of these concepts in dissolving these problems as
pscudo-problems. In my argument, this became a reason that the competence of
philosophy is promoted on the level of culture in order to be, according to what |
called the general principle for overcoming any possible problems of mediation,
unproblematically exchanged through the level of everyday communication. Thus,
the philosophical problems were given status of problems of mediation on the
former level, while the cognitive problems—of such problems on the latter level
which means that they are both eligible to be overcome by mediation of what can
be conditionally called a ‘philosophical prescription’.

At this point, it must have already become clear that insofar as scientists
explain cognitive problems by means of philosophical justificaiions, they try wo
overcome problems of mediation on the level of culture; while insofar as they
prescribe epistemological concepts to be acquired and applied, they address such
problems on the level of everyday communication. Now, since my argument is

intended to respond to the scientific insufficiency, in what follows, [ will first
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consider the possibility that the cognitive problems can be overcome by mediation
of the philosophical methadology aof dissolution which will be the way | will
address the problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication. Then,
I wiii discuss the relationship and possible cooperation between scie ind
philosophy in the broader context of my argument in which { will address the

problems of mediation on the level of culture,

Cognitive Problems and a Philosophical Understanding of Language

In this subsection, [ will try to provide a conceptual framework for a
possible overcoming of individuals’ negative cognitive dispositions by mediation
of a philosophical understanding of how the mind produces "beliefs’ through
coordinating language and thought. More specifically, | will try to show how the
scientific prescription of metacognition can be exercised in terms of the
philosophical methodology of dissolution, namely, in the sequence of an
explanation of a cognitive problen in terms of a philusaphical concept of
ceymition and an application of this concept in dissolving the epistemaological
poinis which entail this problem.

As already pointed out, I consider that what scientific and philosophical
concepts have in common is & notion of philosophy which they employ in one way
or another in overcoming problems that are essentially the same, and that in
everyday communication practices individuals also employ such notions in a way
that amounts to their cognitive problems. Likewise, [ argue that it is the notion of
philosophy which is supposed to be exchanged by mediation of epistemalogical
conceplys or concepts af cognition from the level of culture through the level of
everyday communication, and that it is in this exchange where it takes the form of
epistemological concepts which are explained, prescribed, acquired, or applied.

Thus, before 1 undertake an illustration of the overcoming of a cognitive problem
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in terms of the philosophical methodology of dissolution, 1 will briefly consider the
sense of the therapeutic notion of philosophy which is conceived of as underlying
ihe caniposiiiciial philosopliical coiicept of language that was examiied in
chapter two. 1 argue that it is the therapentic notion of philosophy which
conditions the overcoming of the cognitive and any other problems of mediation,

while it is the metaphysical one which conditions their persistence.

A. The Therapeutic Notion of Philosophy

In chapter two, I synthesized an understanding of the therapentic notion of
philosophy which is based in the most part on Wittgenstein's late concept of
language games. As he himself recommends (1953, p. vi), I approached his late
philosaphical views in relation to his early concept of the correet use of language.

In addition, 1 also included two more recent concepts of language which, {
believe, further develop certain aspects of Wittgenstein’s late view: Searle’s
concept of the speech acts, and Rorty’s notion of the political anxwer to
philosophical questions. As already pointed out, | conceive of this philosophical
understanding as involving the above mentioned philosophical notions (hawever
different they are) in a way in which they are compatible. [ regard Wi nstein’s
concept of language games as a general concept for dealing with epistemological
problems which further develop from his early notion of the correct use of
language, while 1 regard Searle’s and Rorty’s concepts as specifying this ‘dealing’
in two alternative ways, respectively, in ahistorical and in historical terms. Since
the philosophical notions involved in this compositional concept were examined as
a matter of their being possible ‘prescriptions’ (which consist of an ‘explanation’
and “application’ of certain concepts of cognition that are in this case concepts of
language), all of them can be independently used for overcoming any

epistemological problems. Yet, the specific philosophical sense which 1 am trying
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to convey as important here is not that one can chose one of these concepts in

order to have taken care of her or his metacognition, but that one gets some sense

notion of ‘correctness’ in it.

The employment of Wittgenstein's early and late concepts can be
considered as relevant because in both cases he attempted in-depth examinations of
the traditional philosophical problems (the problems of mediation on the level of
culture): in his early work, he explained a concept of the ‘correct use of language’,
and then he applied this concept in order to dissolve the traditional epistemological
problems as pseudo-problems stemming from a misunderstanding of the ‘logic of
language’; in his late period, he explained the so-called *language games’ concept,
and then he applied this concept in dissolving any possible notion of ‘correct use
of language’, which seemingly became a newly promoted problem of philosophy.
In his late view, the epistemological phenomenon—/anguage cannot be
conceptualized in terms of its ‘correct use’, but rather its ‘correctness’ is to be
sought in terms of its *use’. In this case, the reference to his view as a ‘concept of
language games’ is entirely conditional, for it leaves no room for such a ‘game’ as
an out-of-use, or an ahistorical conceptualization of language. For the late
Wittgenstein, there can be no single problem in philosophy, nor can there be a
single conception of the correct use of language, but only a treatment of different
prablems in terms of different language uses. Philosophy is no lo a certain
“activity' which results in the *clarification of thoughts’, for it does not even have a
‘correct method’ to follow. Rather, philosophy is a therapy which is directed
toward undoing of any residues of metaphysical singleness which come into being
in the multiplicity of language uses (133). Here, ‘therapy’ is conceived of as a
particular therapy which is directed to any pariicular problem as the physician’s
therapy is directed to any particular patient.

I interpret Searle’s concept of speech acts as consistent with Wittgenstein’s

late concept insofar as Searle attempts to propasitionally set down the explanatory
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‘conditions’ and ‘rules’ which, so to speak, ‘constitute’ a particular language use
as self-sufficient and correct in itself. Although Searle’s ‘explanation’ is basically
an ahistorical explanation of what he calls the ‘hasic unit of inmuistic
communication’, he conceives of it as a ‘conditional explanation’ whose
application as an ‘epistemological concept’ does nat necessarily exhaust the
variety of ordinary la  1age uses of a certain type of speech act. To avoid the
epistemological fallibilism of his ahistorical conceptualization, Searle used the
terms of semantics and grammar and thus, practically left the field of philosophy.
Having no more philosophical problems ta dissolve, he developed a concept whose
value can be considered practical rather than epistemological; he conceives of it as
enabling a good understanding of a particular language use without attributing
‘correctness’ to any other such uses.

On the other hand, Rorty’s concept reflects the therapeutic sense of
Wittgenstein’s late view in historical termy which are conceived of as an
alternative to the ahistorical ones insofar as the latter potentially convey
epistemologically fallible uses of language. Like late Wittgenstein, Rorty explainy
the epistemalogical uses of language as resulting from inappropriate attributions of
correctness from one language use to another. However, Rorty finds it necessary
to actualize such a dimension of language which is not only ahistorically
conditional upon its particular uses but is also contingent upon its *historical
exchange of metaphors’. In his view, those are the *newly introduced metaphors’
which, as ‘voices from outside logical space’, could possibly undermine the
ahistorical points being produced by the ‘logic of language’; while, it is the
‘metaphorical change of language’ rather than its ahistorical change which
becomes a sign for a ‘historical change in life’. Applying his concept of language,
Rorty elaborates a specific notion of the *political role of philosophy’ which aims
at ‘exposing’ and thus at helping overcome the problems to be solved; for, the
latter are ultimately *historical problems’ which need to be solved 'historically’ and

in accordance with ‘historical standards’ rather than ahistorically and in accordance
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with ‘ahistorical standards’. In this way, Rorty extended Wittgenstein's contextual
specification of the ‘correctness’ of the use of language to what can be called its
‘usionical specificaiion’ which as such is io be disiinguished {rom Searle’s
ahistorical specification.

In light of this compositional philosophical understanding, which is
intended to offer a complex, synthesized reflection of the way the philosophical
methadology of dissolution exercises the therapentic notion of philosophy, any
problem which can be represented as an epistemological problem (such as a
cognitive or traditional philosophical one) also must be eligible to be dissolved as
a variant of ‘pseudo-problem’. Accordingly, 1 will try to illustrate the overcoming
of the cognitive problems by mediation of this philosophical understandiug of
cognition. In a narrow sense, it will take the form of a philosophical concept of
language that treats these problems as epistemological ones, while in a broader
sense, it will take the form of a notion of philosophy that treats them as problems
of mediation on the level of everyday communication. 1f I accomplish this task
convincingly, 1 will have conveyed the argument that such a philosophical concept
of cognition possibly could be prescribed and acquired in order to be

metacognitively ntilized in overcoming these types of problems.

B. Cognitive Problems as Epistemological Problems

Now, since the philosophical methodology of dissolution was construed in
the form of the scientific concept of metucognition, what follows is an illustration
of both an explanaiion of a cognitive problem in terms of the philosophical
concept of cognition and an application of this concept in dissolving the
epistemological poiuts which entail this problem. However, | will be able to

rate the ‘overcoming of the cognitive problems’ in terms of this notion at best

within the level of culture and thus its eventual use on the leve!l of everyday
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communication will at this point remain simply hypothesis. Yet, tho this

indicates the limitations of my argument, it should be more properly understood as

an indication, on une fand, of ihe inevituble persistence of some prodiems of
mediation in the exchange of expertise, and on other hand, of the indispensability
of an appropriate philosophical background for the overcoming of these

problems.

a) An “Lxplanation” of a *Cognitive Problem’ in terms of a “Philosophical

Concept of Language

The cognitive problem ‘low self-esteem’ can be expluined as based on a
certain ‘belief’ in the degree of one’s ability or inability to do something.
According to Covington, such a ‘belief” has come into being in a learning
environment in which the situations of “success and failure become psychologically
remote from one another” and thus form a basis for an “exaggerated importance”
of their “semantic distinction” (p. 391). In the alternative view, this "belief” has
come into being by way of accumulation of certain epistemological points in the
form of a philosophically naive : ~ ment which inappropriately attributes
‘correciness’ from one problematic situation to another, or from one language use
to another.

To put it in another way, when one conceives of a certain ‘set of beliefs’,
as a ‘sufficient’, “ahistorical’, or in a sense ‘ideal knowledge’, he or she may
neglect its epistemological fallibilism with respect to its practical uses.
Consequently, he or she can continuously reproduce and persistently adhere to
certain ‘beliefs’ which may seem ‘reasonable’, ‘logical’, or ‘clear’, but which are
backed up with irrelevant arguments or inappropriate reasons which can only
amount to philosophical pseudo-problems that in turn entail cognitive problems.

For, the ‘relevance’ of the argumentation is to be ultimately determined by the
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particularity of any problematic situation, and so, is not to be epistemologically
subordinated to any pre-established uses of language.

This is why a necessary part of such an argumentation is an ‘awaren  of
the episiemuiogical faiiibifism of any *set of beliefs’ which is being reproduced by
mediation of language. Only could such an ‘awareness’ enable a problem solver to
overcome this fallibilism that is supplied with a ‘good or appropnate philosophical
understanding’ (I cannot find a better term) of the possible epistemological
relations which his or her knowledge capacity may amount to. The ahistorical
application of ‘our sets of beliefs’ needs to be ‘well-understood’, when it ‘goes
beyond’ or epistemologically transcends any particular problematic situation or
language use. Any particular language use could be ‘well-understood” in terms of
the specific conditions under which it has been performed, while the understanding
of the epistemological ‘insufficiency’ of any conditionally explained language use

could be also extended to an understanding of its “historical conti  ncy’.

b) An ‘Application’ uf the ‘Philosophical Concept of Language ' in Overcoming

Cognitive Problems

‘One’s beliefin his or her own inability’ canbe  lved by mediation of
an understanding that one cannot philosophically justify as ‘necessary’ any
epistemological relation of one languace use to another, respectively, of one’s
‘real results’ to one’s ‘real abilities’, or of any current results to eventual future
performances. Even if a *philosophical justification’ of the ‘reasonabieness’ of
such a relation has been somehow made, it could not be verified until one ‘fails
again’ and, as such, it would have been paradoxically an “unjustified justification’.
For, one can make ‘valid’ episiemological atuributions no further than the context
of their origin, no further than any particular language use, i.e., one caniol make

valid epistemological attributions.
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What this means is that if a problem solver propositionally sets down the
conditions under which this ‘belief” has come into being in his or her mind in order
to extract the ‘ruies’ which ‘validly’ or “sufficiently’ constitute its ‘trutnfuiness’, he
or she also must be aware, first, that knowing a set of rules and conditions does
not necessarily authorize imposing truth-values to contexts other than the one of
origin of this particular belief, and second, that insofar as knowing the conditions
and rules under which certain ‘beliefs’ have come into the being is worthwhile, its
value must be properly understood as a practical rather than as an epistemological
one. This is the sense in which Searle points out that setting down the conditions
of an illocutfonary act cannot exhaust the variety of ordinary language uses of a
certain speech act, but rather provides information about the “centre of the
concept™ of that speech act (p. 66). That is, one cannot immediately relate certain
‘good explanations’ to certain 'good applications’; rather, one needs to
‘understand well’ th  explanations in order to apply them *well’. This is why
any ‘good understanding’ of the conditions which ‘entail’ one’s ‘low self-
esteem’(as an epistemological belief in the degree of one’s abilities) involves also
the ‘conditionality’ of this understanding upon any particular, say, ‘act of
prediction’ or ‘act of reference’. In other words, a necessary part of this
understanding is an awareness that the semantical and syntactical rules for
constituting ‘beliefs’ (to which one can turn when analyzing the conditions) are nof
epistemological rules for transcending beliefs in language.

Rather, a problem solver needs to ‘understand well’ his or her current “set
of beliefs’ as ahistorical points which arel  d on particular aciy of knowledge
acquisition that are in an epistemologically fallible relation to any act of this
knowledge’s application. In this way, she or he would also understand the *set of
beliefs’ which *entails’ her or his ‘low self-esteem’ as a set of epistemologically
fallible beliefs. The function of the ‘philosophical understanding’ is to constantly
remind one about this fallibilism and thus to keep one capable of “appropriately

mediating’ or ‘reweaving the fabric of one’s beliefs’ in any new problematic
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situation. This is an understanding of how this ‘reweaving’ or *mediati ~ is
possible by mediation of the epistemological phenomenon /anguage. In terms of
Roiiy’s CoiCept, 0ie’s beliel concerning i ur his abiliiies would iemaiin on the
level of simple ‘perception’ and ‘inference’ that could exhaust the ‘logical space’
without ‘changing language or life’ which, in this specific sense, is the condition
for avercoming the ahistorical points that the ‘logic of language’ creates. For
Rorty, such a permanent ‘change' can be provided by ‘new metaphors’ which are
conceived of as changing language from ‘outside the logical space’, and which
need to become in turn ‘dead metaphors’, not ‘logically’ (i.e., ahistorically), but
‘historically’. What this means is that one cannot “dissolve’ the ahistorical *set of
beliefs’ which entails his or her cognitive problems by juss redefining them in
“historical’ terms, for such a ‘redefining’ would produce another ahistorical ‘set of
beliefs’. Rather, one would ‘expose’ one’s beliefs not only as being contingent
upon a certain use of language, but also as being contingent upon the histonical
exchange of metaphors in language. In this way, one would dissolve the “set of
beliefs” which entails his or her cognitive problems by ‘historically’ helping them
become ‘dead metaphors’. In the context of my argument, this means that the
cognitive problems cannot be *solved ahistorically’, since they need to be 'solved
historically’, or (in more commonsensical terms) practicaily.

There is a sense in which the ‘conditionality’ of Searle’s concept can be
interpreted as conforming to the ‘“historical contingency’ of Rorty’s concept. On
one hand, one cannot infaliibly contend ahistorical, or epistemological beliefs,
insofar as the meanings of the terms she or he currently employs in the language
use of establishing those ‘beliefs’ as epistemological phenomena (or some sort of
‘absolute truths’) are just conditional upon this language use, and are thus in
epistemologically fallible relation to any other language use. In this way, the
fallibilism appears to be a phenomenon of the wtilization of ahistorical, or
epistemological ideals. On the other hand, for overcoming this fallibilism, Rorty

recommends, or prescribes the application of historical ideals which would finally

108



mark the *historical’ rather than *logical death’ of the cognitive problems. Thus,
the dissolving of individuals’ cognitive problems is not a verbal, or a speculative
solving, but the very solving of those problems. In this sense, Rorty’s *historical
comti  ncy’ can be interpreted also as conforming o the late Witk stein’s
concept of teaching-learning practice according to which learning is ultimately a
learning by experience, i.e.. learning which is least mediated by the systematic

function of language.

c) A Discussion of Delincation of the Concept of "Metacognition'

in terms of the *Philosophical Methodaology of dissalution’

It may seemn that something is missing in this problem solving process as
interpreted in terns of Wittgenstein's, Searle’s and Rorty’s concepts, something
that is supposed to mediate between the knowledge of the problem solver and the
overcoming of the cognitive problem. 1 tried to refer to it as explanation and
application of certain concepts of cognition, but it does not seem that any further
terminalogical chains, which could be attached to these terms ever y to make
them clearer or more comprehensive, would compensate for what is missing. In
my view, if there is no such thing, the explanatory chains are also unnecessary;
they would only camplicate and thus hinder the problem solving process asin
Lochhead’s example with juggling. Rather, | consider that individuals’ cognitive
problems are in their essence based on such explanatory chains whose therapeutic
undoing will result in overcoming these problems.

If I have succeeded in relating a philosophical understanding of cognition
to the overcoming of individuals’ cognitive problems on the fevel of culiure,
individuals could also relate such an understanding to their metacognition on the
level of everyday communication. In this sense, such a ‘good philosophical

understanding’ could be prescribed and acquired in order to be applied in
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overcoming any cognitive prablems which, after the dissolution of the
epistemological points which entail them, appear to be just pseudo-problems.
Indeed. a certain aspect of my argument may impraperly suggest that individuals’
philosophical understanding would be in anyway a ‘less expert’, or more precisely
‘less competent’ understanding insofar as it may not involve such a complicated
exercise of concepts in dealing with all the prablems of mediation which persist
between explanation and prescription, prescription and acquisition, acquisition and
application of a concept of cognition. But, what is more important than this mere
dogmatic point is that individuals would be capable of what can be called ‘more
expert’ application of such an understanding, insofar as they are in a better
position to overcome the cognitive problems they personally face, i.e., insofar as
the epistemological fallibilism of such an understanding disappears in the *historical
solution’ (or therapeutic dissolution) of these problems. [n the next subsection, |
will discuss this dogmatic aspect of my argument in the broader context of
understanding in which the cognitive problems were qualitied as problems of

mediation on the level of cveryday communication.

C. Cognitive Problems as Problems of Mediation

In the preceding subsection, the cognitive problems were dissolved as
epistemological problems in the narrow context of my argument. In this
subsection, 1 will discuss them in a broader context which concerns the relationship
and possible cooperation between science and philosophy. In my argument, this
latter context reflected the overcoming of the cognitive problems by mediation of
the philosophical competence in terms of two major difficulties. What I called the
major conceptual difficulty resulted from the need for justification of the use of
philosophical methods for treating problems which come up in the scope of science

and was initially resolved through the qualification of the cognitive problems as
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problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication. At the same time,
the resolution of the ‘major conceptual difficulty’ resulted in what was termed the
Hidfor ricitivduivgical difficuliy wiich wus implied by ihe paradox that the
promotion of the philosophy on the level of culture 10 treat the problems of
mediation in everyday communication actually affirmed the conditians for their
persistence. {n my view, the proper understanding of these nvo difficullies is that
they are themselves problems of mediation which | faced on the level of culture
while investigating the possibility for overcoming the cognitive prohlems by
mediation of an exchange of a philosuphical competence. They are implied,
respectively. by the inrerdisciplinary character of my argument whose adequate
accomplishment needed an appropriate commaon terminology and by the limited
standpoint of the level of culture from which I attempt to represent but am in the
position at hest to explain the possible exchange of this competence through the
level of everyday communication. Thus, in this broader context of understanding,
my discussion on the overcoming of cognitive problems as problems of mediation
on the level of everyday communication necessarily becomes an illustration of the
overcoming of these fvo difficultics as problems of mediation on the level of
culture.,

On the other hand, since | already itlustrated the overcoming of cognitive problems
by mediation of the pailosophical methodolugy of dissolution in a narrow sense, my
argurment must have somehow displayed the 'two difficulties’, so 1o speak, ‘in practice’.
This is why, in this broader context of understanding, the discussion on the overcoming of
the cognitive problems as problems of mediation on the level of everyday communication
must also shed light on how they have reflected on the perception of my argument as it

was already accomplished in its narrow context.
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a) A Discussion of the Reflection and Overcoming of the ‘Major Conceptual Difficulty’
in my Argument®

This “difficulty’ stems from the interdisciplinary character of my argument
and is itself a problem of mediation which, as coming up inthe b ler context of
understanding, must be dissolved in terms of an appropriate wnderstanding of the
relationship and possible cooperation between science and philosophy. This is
why its dissolution must essentially illustrate, on one hand, how the scientific
framework conditions its persistence and displays it, and. on the other hand, how
the philosophical framework conditions its disappearance and undoes it. In other
words, this discussion must show how the common werminology of my argument
mediates between the scientific and philosophical terminologies of representation
of the twa types of problems in order to relate the philosuphical competence for
treating the cognitive problems in this broader context of understanding,

In this context, the common terminology initially represented the
cognitive problems as ‘problems-of-exchange-of-expertise-in-modernity’ which as
such remain out of the scope of science but in the scope of philosophy. As already
pointed out, the t of representation of the exchange of expertise, namely,
expents’ explanation and prescription of certain concepts on the level culture and
of individuals’ acquisition and application of these concepts on the level of
everyday communication are only conditional ones and stand for its permanent
utilization on the different stages of its excharge. In this sense, [ also noted that

these terms can be interpreted as interchangeable and that their distinction serves

2 Although the two major difficulties werce recognized as problems of mediation, in my discussion, I will
not usc the ters “cxplanation’ and “application’ as signifying the conditional stages of their dissolution.
This is because in this broader context they will be at the samic time put in the perspective of my
investigation which may thus become very difficult to follow. However, the reader will be able to
recognize them in (the stages of) my approach to these particular “probleins of mediation’ which
thetnselves will be dissofved in terms of the broader sense of my argument (as it is itself a “concept of
cognition’). The discussion on the “difficultics” must also clariy why this "inconsistency” in my argument
is unimportant by way of showing how terms such as “explanation’. “application’. ‘metacognition’,
*science’, "philosophy . *metaphysics’, and “therapy’ arc interrelated.
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explanatory purposes onfy. Now, I argue that this lack of a constant *conceptual
content’ in my common terminology reflects differently in scientific and
philosophical frameworks and conditiong, respectively, the
disappearance of what was called the major conceptual difficulty of my argument.

In a scientific framework, it must have made ditticult, so to speak, ‘keeping
the same meanings of the same terms’, and thus the establishing of comprehensive,
or ‘logically clear’, connections between the terminologies of representation of
both the cognitive and traditional philosophical problems. In this way, it must have
also made difficult the following of the very illustration or explonation of the
adequacy of a ‘philosophical prescription’ for the treatment of the cognitive
problems. For, if the different terminologies of representation of the “‘two types of
problems’, at least seemingly, stand for their customary, or constant ‘conceptual
contents’, they ‘necessarily' make these problems diftcrent and eventually their
representation in the common terminclogy somehow ‘inadequate’.

By contrast, in a philosophical framewark, these common terms are only
‘forms’ of possible *‘conceptual contents” which could be difterent in difterent
conceptual frameworks. Thus, a philosophically competent problem solver carmot
say that the cognitive prohlems, which were initially represented as based on “sets
of beliefs’ that individuals spontaneously form by combining certain
epistemological points in their views of intelligence, are ‘better represented’ as
epistemological problems which result from inappropriate attributions of
‘correctness’ from one ‘language use’ to another or from one problematic situation
to another. Obviously, such a representation would have been as philosophically
inadequate as the one that would say that individuais have not known that they
have been using language to get into their cognitive confusions and that what they
need now is just to learn ta it "correctly’. (This wauld contradict the
therapeutic notion of philosophy which I am trying to convey by mediation of the
compositional philosophical understanding of language, and which dissalves as

philosophically unjustified or as metaphysical any form of attributing *correctness’
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from one language use to another).” Rather, if the representation of the cognitive
problems in the philosophical terminology has been somehow ‘at odds’, it must
have been properly understood as indicating some unavoidable nroblems of
mediation which have come into being as a result of transferring of concepts
(‘competence’) from one problematic situation to another, from one field of
knowledge to another. From a philosophical point of view, it is the common
epistemological character of these problems rather than their ‘authentic’
terminology of representation which is at stake in the investigation, and it is
precisely the lack of a philosophical competence which leaves this character
unnoticed and makes them seemingly different problems on the different stages of
the exchange of expertise.

Accordingly, the major conceptual difficulty of my argument can be
explained, on one hand, as appearing insofar as the problems of mediation and the
procedures for their ireatment are rep nted as being (to use Searle’s
terminology) converntionally different but intemtionally the same, and on other
hand, as disappearing insofar as they are represented as being essentially the same.

In my argument, it is an uppropriate philosophical understanding which in a
broader sense, as an understanding of the relationship and possible cooperation
between science and philosophy, would uncover them as problems of mediation
that remain in the scope of philosophy, and which in a narrow sense, as an
understanding of how the mind produces beliefs by coordinating language and
thought, would uncover them as epistemological problems and dissolve them as

pseudo-problems.

* One may object: “But il Wittgenstein’s concept of the “correct use of languige’ takes a partin the
compositional philosophical understanding that is supposcd to convey the therapeutic notion of
philosoplty, how can it be therapeutic and metaphysical at the same time?”. This question is a good
example of how an ahistarical approach to the use of tanguage creates epistemoltogical problems. (n my
argument, the “therapeutic sense’ of Wiltgenstein's carly view is, on one hand, contextually (i.c.. asa
matter of a particular language use) defined . and on other hand, it is fustoricaliv defined (i.c., as a matter
of its historical significance). Simitarly. the qualification of Scarle’s view as “therapeutic” is exclusively
coniextual and historical: for, from an ahistorical paint of view. it qualifies quite well as an example of
what Habermas calls a “wirn to metaphysics® in consemporary philosoply.
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b) A Discussion of the Reflection and Overcoming of the ‘Major Methodological
Difficulty’ in my Argument

This discussion inust essentially suggest how the phillosoplical comipeience
can, according to the general principle for overcoming of problems of mediation,
be unproblematically exchanged through the level of everyday communication,
given that the promotion of philosophy on the level of culture actually affirms the
conditions for persistence of these problems which in this broader context can be
seen in the existence of these two levels themselves.  In other words, not only
must this discussion uncover how paradaoxical the role of philosophy in the
exchange of expertise is, but also how indispensable its competence is in
modernity.

As already shown, the ‘'major methodological difficulty’ stems from the
limited standpoint of the level of culture and is itself also a problem of mediation
which, as coming up in the broader context of my argument, must be dissolved in
terms of an understanding of the relationship and possible cooperation between
science and philosophy, 100, However, since it results from the promotion of
philosophy on the level of culture 1o treat the problems of mediation on everyday
communication, its dissclution must consider both the possihility and impaossibility
of philosophy’s becoming one of the expert cultures. In my argument, the former
reflects a possibility of its becoming a metaphysics, while the latter -- a possibility
of its being a therapy for these problems. Since | already pointed out that it is the
metaphysical notion of philosophy which contributes to the persistence of
problems of mediation and that it is the therapentic one which conditions their
overcoming, what follows is an illustration of how the former creates the
conditions for these problems and is not in a position to solve them, and how the
latter undoes these conditions and dissolves these problems as pseudo-problems.

In my argument, the metaphysical approach can be illustrated with the

scheme of the distribution of t  sroblems of mediation which relates the
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explanation and application of a concept of cognition to the levels of,
respectively, expert culture and everyday communication. In this scheme, the
‘two levels’ must be mediated by the philosaphical understanding of cognition
which, as represented in the form of the scientific p  ription of metacogunition,
becomes a philosophical methodology of dissolution that essentially involves a
sequence of its explanation and application. From a metaphysical point of view,
given the ‘scheme of distribution’, the ‘general principle’ for overcoming problems
of mediation, and the ‘limited standpoints’ of the ‘two levels’, we can conclude
that the experts are in a better position to illustrate an explanation of the problems
of mediation in te of a philosophical concept of cognition on the level of
culture, while they could illustrate an application of this concept as a matter of
metacognition which dissolves the epistemological points of a cogritive problem
at most on a presupposed level of everyduy conmunication. By the same token,
individuals are in a better position to exemplify an application of a philosoph
concept for overcoming problems of mediation on the level of everyday
communication, while they could exemplify an explanation of those problems as a
matter of philosophical competence in terms of this concept at most on a
presupposed level of expert culture.  And since, in both cases the sequence of
‘explanation’ and ‘application’ of a *philosophical concept’ as a matter of
exchange of expertise necessarily invalves these two different levels, while trying
to transcend their /imifed standpoints, both experts and individuals embark on
those points of deficit which potentially condition the emergence of problems of
mediation, which no ‘expertise’ can account for, and which they try to compensate
for by mediation of concepts of metacagnition. Coincidentally, it is the
philosophical competence in the form of mefacogunition which stands for what
both experts and individuals cannot account for but have a need of in order to
‘bridge’ the two “levels' and ensure the exchange of expertise. Accordingly, the
metaphysical approach poses the phitosophical competeuce, metacognition, as

standing for both an explanation of a concept of cognition on a presupposed level
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of expert culture and application of this concept on a presupposed level of
everyday communication.

Hereafter, from a metaphysical point of view, | must have illustrated the
overcoming ot a cognitive problem by mediation ot a philosophical understanding of
cognition as a matter of metucognition on both a presupposed level of expert culture and
a presupposed level of everyday communication at the same time. For the metaphysical
standpoint presupposes that the way in which certain problems are being overcome on an
expert level is the way they should be overcome on a practical level. Indeed, if that were
so, then what is necessary for the overcoming of these problems can be ‘simply’ identified
in terms of the explanation, prescription, acquisition, and application of this ‘way of
overcoming’. But, this is precisely how the metaphysical differentiation of the ‘two levels’
suggests that as if there is such an ‘expertise’ which is *philosophical’, and which only
needs to be explained and prescribed in order to be acquired and ‘correctly’ applied in
overcoming all problems of mediation. While, a reference to this "eventual expertise’
(such as the one made in chapter two of this paper) uncovers it as contradicting itself,
insofar as it denies philosophy any possibility of associating itself with some sort of
‘expertise’. Accordingly, in my illustration of the overcoming of the problemy of
mediation on the level of everyday communication, 1 must have affirmed the existence of
the ‘two levels’, which as a matter of fact condition the persistence of these problems,
since | have thus posed their necessary franscendence as being such only in a possibility
which [ ultimately deny. In other words, not only is the metaphysical approach unable to
effectively treat the problems of mediation because it does not have an ‘adequate
expertise’, but also, by promoting philosophy to status of expert culture, it actually creates
the conditions for their persistence.

On the other hand, the therapentic approach uncovers and undoes the
distinction between the two specified levels of the exchange of expertise, as wel
between experty and individuals, as conditioning the persistence of the so-called
problems of mediation, as being an entirely speculative one, and as being justified

through an overemphasized interdependence between a ‘good knowledge’ and a
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‘right application’. In a therapeutic philosophical framework, there is a stipulation
that the capability of a problem solver to differentiate the ‘two levels’ within her or
his own philvsophical background puts her or him in a position not only to
OYCICTmic th Cpisi logica
permanent utilization, but also to amount somehow ‘sufficiently’ and ‘unnoticedly’
to philosophically unjustified beliefs which entail cognitive probiems. 1 contend
that it is the metaphysical philosophical background against which this
differentiation would have conditioned the persistence of problems of mediation,
while it is the therapeutic philosophical background which would have
conditioned the ‘undoing’ of this differentiation and so the overcoming of these
problems.

In my view, one could say that by ‘undoing the differentiation’ between the
two presupposed levels of exchange of expertise, a problem solver could take the
position of an expert capable of both a ‘more sophisticated understanding’ of his or
her cognitive abilities and of its representing in the form of an explanation and
application of a philosophical concept of cognition on a presupposed level of
culture. At the same time, one could say that she or he could also take the
position of an individual capable of an effective *permanent utilization’ of this
understanding in the form of an explanation und application on a presupposed
level of everyday communication. Oue could also say that in the former case the
problem solver would be attaining points of view similar to those examined in the
philosophical concepts, while in the latter case, points of view similar to those
which scientists associated with ‘metacognitively more sophisticated individuals’.
However, one would also need to realize that this would have been a merely
speculative attempt for an illustration of the *therapeutic undoing of the two levels’
which a notion of philosophy could condition. For, the therapeutic notion of
philosophy self excludes such an explanation but only suggests that both
philosophers and individuals somehow have the same 1ype of competence which

only has been exercised in different t 1ologies perhaps because it has been
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needed under different conditions, i.e., in different problematic situations. Further,
this notion suggests that because this ‘competence’ has been acquired in different
problematic situations, it cannor be immediarely, i.e., unproblematically
exchanged between them. Instead, it can be unprobematically exchanged only by
mediation of its permanent uiilization which in this sense is opposed to and so
undoes the dogmatic stages of explanation, prescription, acquisition, and
application which in a metaphysical sense stand for different problematic situations.

This is why the therapentic undoing of the differentiation between the
‘two levels’ is to come through the understanding that philosophers are not
experly in any sense and that the “expertise’ to be util in the case of
overcoming the cognitive problems is af most a philusophical competence where
‘competence’ is not the ‘very term’ for substituting ‘expertise’, but is only the term
which, while conceived of as being in its opposition, is to signify its ‘undoing’ in
the specific context of my argument. However, in this context, this is 1o to say
that because we do not have a ‘suflicient expertise’ for treating the cognitive
problems, they are always very hard to overcome; rather, this is to say that because
of their epistemological character, we can overcome these problems anly by
mediation of an appropriate philosophical competence.

Thus, what 1 calied major methodological difficnlty can be explained as
appearing insofar as the therapentic and metaphysical notions of philosophy are
conceived of as comventionally the same but intentionally different, and as
disappearing insofar as they are shown to be essentially different. Now, though
the delineation of the concept of metacognition in terms of a philosophical
understanding of language was intended to promote the therapeutic methodology
of the dissolution for dealing with cognitive problems, its ‘better understandi  on
a ‘presupposed level of expert culture’ must pose its representation here as still
being a ‘metaphysical delineation’ as far as the distinction between the two levels
of modernity is taken for granted. Thus, only can the therapentic undoing of this

distinction (in the specific sense which 1 tried to convey in this paper) condition
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the overcoming of the problems of mediation, not ‘better explanations’, nor ‘better
abilities’; only can ai! ‘individuals’ be ‘experts’, not ‘chosen individuals', nor
‘more capable individuals’. Virtually, all the problems of the ‘excha  of
expertise’ (not only the philosophical ones) would have disappeared afier the

therapeutic undoing’ of this distinction, but indeed this is only a possibility.

A General Discussion of the Relationship and Possible Caoperation between

Science and Philosophy

In the previous section, | examined the problemy of mediation on the level
of everyday communication in the narrow and broader contexts of their
dissolution. fn this section, 1 will discuss the problems of mediuiion on the level of
culture but unly in the broader context of my argument, for in a narrow sense, they
have been already examined in chapter two. As in the case of the problems of
mediation on everyday communication, in this broader context, [ will put these
problems and the procedures for their overcoming in such a perspective that not
only ensures their appropriate ‘philosophical understanding’ but also
therapeutically undoes them. More specifically, 1 will discuss them in a
metaphilosophical perspective which actualizes the question of the relationship and
possible cooperation between science and philosophy with respect to the issues

that appear in the scopes of both of them,

a) The Notions of Truth, Rationality, and Lauguage

Traditionally, science and philosophy have been considered different forms
of knowledge. But, because philosophy, in its long tradition, has denied the

exclusive rights of any possible subject-matter, method, or goal in the scope of its

120



occupations, the characterization of the two fields can point out pasitively what
science is, but only negatively what philosophy ‘is not’. And yet, what science is
could be a basis for considering what philosophy ‘is not’ insofar as the view that
the two fields are clearly distinguishable already presupposes a certain kind of
relationship as a basis for their differentiation.

According to Richard Paul, the scientific fields realize “the possibility of
specialization and joint work within a highly defined shared frame of reference”,
while philosophy remains “an individualistic venture wherein participants agree
only in the broadest sense on the range and the nature of issues they will consider”
(p. 436). More specifically, the characteristic {eatures of science involve a strong
demand for empirical justification and a widespread use of experimental methods,
while philosophy does not necessarily justify its products empirically and not only
does not use experimental methods, but even rejects the possibility of its own
method. A further analysis of the sciences’ ‘common frame of reference’ shows
that the common point on which they all convene is a notion of truth which is
classical for the Western philosophical tradition and which as such could eventually
become a basis for consideration of the question of the relationship and possible
cooperation between science and philosophy with respect to the issues that appear
in the scopes of both of them. As Searle points out, the “notion of truth’ is at
present taken for granted by scientists and is justified through the principle of
correspondence with reality:

In the simplest conception of science, the aim of the science is to get a set
of true sentences, ideally in the form of precise theories, that are true because
they correspond, at least approximately, to an independently existing reality.
(1995, p. 29)

At the same time, contemporary philosophy adopts the ‘notion of truth’ in
terms of the notion of rationality which, according to him, integrates two essential

points for science:

. . . the presupposition of an independently existing reality, and the
presupposition that language, at least on occasion, conforms to that reality.
(1995, p. 30)
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Likewise, Hat s contends that “examples of a successtul cooperative
integration of philosophy and science can be seen in the development of a theory of
rationality” (1990, p. 16). Nevertheless, the two tields appear to adopt this
common point with different degrees of reluctance. In modern sciences the
exercise of the notion of truth, as justified through the *principle of
correspondence’, has become ‘sufficient’ for their self-justification and self-
assertion. By contrast, in modern philosophy, this notion, as resolved in the
‘concept of rationality’, has become a point of an inexhaustive controversy. One
reflection of this differentiation of human reason can be found in the actvalization
of the notions of truth and rationality in terms ot the issue of the largnage of
modernity. According to Habermas, this very characteristic trend in the discourse
of modernity, on the one hand, places the “notion of truth™ in the “linguistic
medium of reason”, and on the other, redefines the differentiation between science
and philosophy on the basis of the way in which they use this “common medium”
(1992, pp. 134-5). Thus, the ‘linguistic medium’ cnsures the compatibility
between science and philosophy through a necessary employment of human
‘reason’ in their self-identification and self-justification, but a necessary
conditionality persists in the way in which either of them employs, so to speak, the
‘same reason’:

... nothing would stand in the way of the concept of vie reason today if
philosophy and science were able to reach through the thicket of natural
languages to the logical grammar of a single language that describes the
world, or could at least come close to this ideal in a promising way. [n
contrast, if even the retlexive activily of mind always remained caught in the
grammatical limits of various particular worlds that were linguistically
constituted, reason would necessarily disintegrate kaleidoscopically into a
multiplicity of incommensurable embodiments (Habermas 1992, pp. 134-5)

This conditionality ensures the independence of science and philosophy which
appears to be the condition that prevents either of them from appropriating the

characteristic features of the other. For, such an appropriation would resemble what, in

the philosophical tradition, has been known as ‘metaphysics’. This conditionality also

122



implies, on one hand, that although scientific and philosophical inquiries overlap in certain
points, they should not necessarily coincide, and on the other hand, that the very notion of
their ‘distinction’ is not supplied with a ‘certain border’ which would, so to speak,
‘legitimize’ this distinction. For Habermas, even if a relatively clear and widely accepted
border between the two fields would impose characteristically different and thus fairly
distinguishable mental pract ind procedures, there still would be some remaining
problems which concern these fields’ rights to employ the ‘linguistic medium of reason’ in
the ways they do for accomplishing their goals. As already pointed out, he calls them
problems of mediation and assigns them to philosophy in the role of mediating interpreter
(1990, pp. 17-19; 1992, p. 39). It seems that sciences face those problems only when
their accounts turn out ta be ‘insufficient’ for dealing with the issues they examine. That
is, in the cases where the experimental methods cannot provide adequate solutions,
scientists search for reliable interpretations and thus enter the field of philosophy. In my
argument, such a scientific “insufficiency’ became a reason for employing a few exemplary
notions from contemporary philosophy in the conditional role of ‘expertise’ for the
overcoming of those classes of problems of mediation which [ subsumed under cognirive
problems.

On the other hand, the view that philosophy can play such a compensatory
role is no less problematic and could encounter late Wittzenstein's requirement for
a fairly exhaustive account of references in which the term ‘philosophy’ has been
exercised throughout its history. To respond to such a requirement, Hab ~ 1s
examines the history of philosophical ideas as a transition from metaphysical to
postmetaphysical thinking {1992, pp. 28-51). In his view, this transition has been
guided by a constantly “self-situating reason” which in the wake of metaphysics
finds its current loci in the intersubjective linguistic practices aiming at
participants’ mutual understanding. The reason which situates itself in the
intersubjective linguistic practices rediscovers its “medium of communication,” the
language, as opening “the horizons of the specific worlds in which socialized

individuals™ dwell (1992, p. 43). Thus, individuals “always find themselves already
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in a linguistically structured and disciosed world; live off grammatically projected
interconnections of r ng”, while, “the linguistically disclosed and structured
lifeworld finds its footing only in the practices of reaching understanding within a
linguistic community”(1992, p. 43). But, while metaphysical philosophical
thinking regards language as a relatively “glassy medium without properties”
(1992, p. 161) which has no significant influence on a reason situating itself, the
postmetaphysical thinking encounters and problematizes language as world-
disclosing and meaning-creating medium of communication.

Likewise, contemporary science regards fanguage as the most important
human ¢ itive achievement (M.W. Matlin p. 261), too, but unlike
postmetaphysical thinking and like metaphysical thinking, it uses the ‘linguistic
medium of reason’ without needing to problematize it. Insofar as cognitive
science problematizes this ‘achievement’, it approaches it as some sort of a natural
rather than epistemological phenomenon and concentrates exclusively on its
empirical explication by means and notions which are possibly least abstract and
ultimately conform to the methodology of natural sciences. Consequently,
drawing on its proven success in social practices, science somehow naturally’
challenges even the traditional philosophical problems. For example, Howard
Garduer defines “cognitive science™ as a “contemporary, empirically based eftort
to answer long-standing epistemological questions—particularly those concerned
with the nature of knowledge, its components, its sources, its development, and its
deployment™ (p. 6). In my view, this means that science just language
epistemologically, while this attempt to appropriate and solve philosophical
problems can be associated with the attempt of what in the history of philosophy is
known as ‘metaphytics’ to provide humankind with some sort of ‘universal
knowledge’:

1 am interested in whether questions that intrigued our philosophical ancestors
can be decisively answered, instructively reformulated, or permanently
scutted. Today cognitive science holds the key to whether they can be.
(Gardner p. 6)
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Thus, while in contemporary philosophy the metaphysical problems of
philosophy have been dissolved as problems that come into being as a matter of an
incorrect use of language, contemporary science, which does not problematize
language epistemologically, seems to revitalize these problems on the basis of its
success in the well-established social practices. Indeed, this success is remarkable,
but in the appropriation of problems that philosophy itself has repudiated as
pseudo-problems, science is not immune to metaphysical claims only because these
problems have been now ‘reformulated’ by mediation of its expertise which has
been ‘elsewhere’ proven. To put it in another way, though expert cultures have
attained the authority to provide with solutions any practical and expert problems,
in the case of the problems of mediation, they turn out in the position of
authorizing philosophically inadequate solutions. For, as al rinvestigated,
there is no ‘tested expertise’ for philosophical problems. Instead, it is arguable
that the ‘world disclosing’ and ‘'n  iing creating’ function of the ‘linguistic
medium of reason’ may remain unnoticed in both the paradigm of science on the
level of culture and the subjective paradigms of individuals on everyday
communication and may amount to some problems of mediation. Conversely, if
noticed, the world disclosing and meaning creating function of language would
easily recognize these problems as contingent upon the “grammatical limits of the
various particular worlds that are linguistically constituted™ and “would necessarily
disintegrate kaleidoscopically into a multiplicity of incommensurable
embodiments” (Habermas 1992, pp. 134-5).

To sum up, not only are there important issues that are common to both
philosophy and science, but also there is a specific freedlomw” ~ " philosophy to
cope with them in a manner that is not shared by science. Presumably, the
outcomes of such an independent ‘coping’ are at the least curious, particularly with
respect to problems which appear within the scopes of the two fields and for
whose ‘adequate treatment’ scientific accounts are in a certain sense ‘insufficient’.

In my view, as a non-expert field participating in a “division of labour’ which has
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assigned to it the so-called *problems of mediation’, philosophy could respond to
this scientific ‘insufficiency’ insofar as it still “keeps an eye trained on the topic of
rationality” (Habermas 1990, p. 18). The necessary condition which is to
accompany this specific role of philosophy is an awareness that the philosophical
‘expertise’ is an "expertise’ in a ‘non-expert’ field and is an ‘expertise’ in the very

conditional and paradoxical sense of ‘competence’.

b) Philosophy and the Problems of Mediation

In my argument, | accepted Habermas’ view that the problems of
mediation, as problems of the exchange of expertise, are to remain in the scope of
philosophy as a non-expert field. But, implied by the compositional philosophical
concept is that if these problems are considered philosophical problems on the
different levels of modemity, no certain field can ‘sufficiently’ account for them.
That is to say, even philosophy does not have and carnnot have the exclusive rights
for solving the problems of mediation, but only possessesa.  ific comperence to
deal with them.

As already pointed out, this ‘competence’ is conceived of as an
understanding of how these problems come into being and how they disappear. In
the broader context of my argument, they come into being as a matter of
inappropriate exchange of expertise by 1 iation of concepts and disappear as a
matter of a “therapeutic undoing’ the expertise to be exchanged. On the level of
everyday communication, their solutions result from the particular applications of
certain well-understood knowledge in solving particular problems; on the level of
expert culture, those solutions become well-understood justifications of experts’
own explanations and prescriptions.

It is in this sense that the epistemological concepts to be applied in the

mind’s problem solving activity of metacognition can find a specification in terms
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of some exemplary notions of contemporary philosophy. Though such a
specification initially appears to be rather an extended and in a certain sense
unnecessary abstraction, as philosophical knowledge, it is conceived of as fostering
problem solvers’ ‘awareness’ of the dogmatic postulates in their thinking, which
can turn out any previously acquired or spontaneously formed epistemological
concepts that are to be applied in a certain problematic situation. This is an
‘awareness’ that any specification of one’s own epistemology ought not to be
understood as the specification of rhe peculiarities of her or his mind’s problem
solving activity, but that the permanent rationalization of one’s own experience,
knowledge, and capacity needs to be always a ‘well-understood rationalization’,
like a well-understood relativism, but not like a promotion of the relativism. In
this way, one would understand that her or his belief, for instance, in her or his
already proven inability is just a fallible belief insofar as it is being rationalized in
the form of an epistemological concept available for future applications;,
respectively, that one’s Jow self-esteem or motivational deficit stems from a
misunderstanding of one’s ‘reasonable’ accounts of one’s “failure’ which *so
obviously’ demonstrate the ‘true limits’ of one's cognitive capacity.

Thus  en that the fallibilism of one’s knowledge could hopefully
disappear in an application that results in the mere solving of the problems to be
solved, some implications could be madc for the practices involving intensive
mind’s problem solving activity. For instance, in teaching one would need to have
taught, in addition to what she or he hasal  ly taught, that in a new problematic
situation the knowledge to be applied needs to be accordingly modified and that in
this sense there is not an ‘ideaf knowledge’. Since the relation of the teaching
(‘explaining” and ‘prescribing’) of thinking skills to the applying of those ‘already
acquired skills’ appears to be an epistemologically fallible relation, the overcoming
of this fallibilism becomes essential for the practice of teaching. Only this
overcoming could go through the ‘understanding’ that a teacher’s work can never

be completely done, that there is a persisting infiniteness in the social practice of
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teaching and  ming that exempts neither teachers nor students from fallible
relegation of their teaching-tearning responsibilities. Rather, one needs to
understand that in and affer the teaching-learning process he or she is still in the
very beginning of becoming a ‘good thinker’, and that she or he would always
need to modify his or her knowledge in any new problematic situation in order to
turn out to be a *good problem solver’, too. But, to be able to modify such
knowledge, one still needs to have it. (In ie, the problems are being solved
as a matter of expertise, not as a matter of philosophy; the phiiosophical
understanding is needed only to undo the conceptual fallibilism of our knowledge
with respect to its practical applications).

In conclusion, this broader context of understanding of my a  nent was
supposed to give the sense of the therapeutic notion of philosophy in the
perspective of its relationship and possible cooperation with expert cultures and
everyday communication practices of modernity. As I must have already show,
philosophy cannot provide problem solving practices with an account of the degree
to which certain previously acquired concepts influence the epistemological
attributions of thinking in order to prevent those practices from eventual negative
consequences of such attributions. What philosophy can contribute is only 1o
remind that the language in which expert cultures and everyday communication
practices exercise their propositions and form their practical rules needs to be
finally modified according to any particular problem solving situation. This
‘reminding’ must somehow involve a particular understanding (in its respectively
modified form) that since philosophy has already rejected its ‘expert’ or
epistemological function to be a part of its ‘therapeutic repertoire’, its role in the
exchange of expertise is so  ow parado . It ‘keeps one eye trained’ but
trained on nothing specific; it is a ‘therapy’ but actually undoes itself as a therapy;
it ‘explains’ but explains ‘conditionally’; it ‘reminds’, ‘exposes’, or ‘hopes’, but
does not ‘prescribe’. Indeed, its competence can be conditionally expiained on a

presupposed level of culture and thus prescribed for a presupposed level of
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everyday communication. However, its ‘right application’ would depend not only
upon its ‘good acquisition’ but also upon its therapeutic undoing which as such is
an indeterminate aspect of the solutions of the real problems. For, the therapeutic
role of philosophy is only to condition the exchange of expertise by undermining
any (nof by offering a ‘new’ or ‘unique’) p  bility for epistemological
attributions of *correctness' from one language use to another. This is why its
specification in langu.  can only ‘conditionally’ reflect as either an “activity’ or a
‘hope’ insofar as the latter are conceived of as being mere *oppositions’ to any
recurrent phenomenon of ‘metaphysics’ in the discourse of modernity:

More specifically, this is the hope that what Dewey calls “the crust of
convention™ will be as superficial as possible, that the social glue which holds
society together - the language in which we state our shared beliefs and hopes
- will be as flexible as possible. (Rorty p. 18)

In Summary

In this paper, { have employed sciemific and philosophical notions in an
exercise that was intended to illuminate the claim that negative cognitive
dispositions and inappropriate problem solving strategies are rooted in
individuals’ philosophically naive views of how their own intelligence works. In
the specified sense here, this claim became that the scientific prescription for
treating these cognitive problems, metacognition, can be supplied or substituted
with a philasophical understanding of how the mind coordinates language and
thought,

1 have generally assumed that the scientific accounts of cogmitive problems
and the philosophical accounts of the traditional philosophical problems converge
in a point which poses the two types of problems both as being epistemological in
character and as being treated by procedures that are essentially the same insofar
as they relate the overcoming of these problems to the mediation of a concept of

cognition. For me, this became a reason that cognitive problems be explained in
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terms of a philosophical concept of cognition and treated by mediation of the
philosophical procedure for overcoming the traditional philosophical problems
which 1 called the ph rhical methodology of dissolution. To justify this
methodology of transfer, 1 needed to show, on one hand, that the scientific
account of the cognitive problems is somehow insufficient, and on the other hand,
that philosophical competence for dealing with epistemological problems is
somehow appropriate for o g the cognitive problems. [n my argument,
the scientific accounts of cognitive prablems qualified as insufficient, insofar as
scientists’ explanations of the cognitive problems relied on philosophical
Justifications, and insofar as scientists’ prescriptions for overcoming these
problems contained epistemological concepts. On the other hand, philosophical
compeience has been shown to be appropriate for dealing with cognitive problems
insofar as the philosophical methodology of dissolution was represented in the
form of the scientific prescription metacognition as an explanation and application
of a concept of cognition which in this case was a philosophical concept of
language. Subsequently, | needed a droader context of understanding concerning
the relationship and possible cooperation between science and philosophy in order
to justify the use of philosophical methods for treating problems which come up in
the scope of science, insofar as the two fields are considered as using
characieristically different forms of inquiry. In this context, in terms of a certain
interpretation of Habermas’ notion of philosophy, cognitive and traditional
philosophical problems were qualified as problems of mediation, respectively, on
the levels everyday communication and expert culture. Thus, according to what |
called the general principle for overcoming problems of mediation, the
competence used for overcoming of the phiic  »hical problems on the level of
culture was supposed to be unproblematically exchanged through the level of
everyday communication in overcoming the cognitive problems. In my argument,
the competence under consideration is conceived of as a notion of philosophy in
the philosophical sense of a therapy as opposed to “metaphysics’, which 1 derived

from the examination of the philosophical concepts.

130



Consequently, I illustrated the overcoming of the cognitive problems by
mediation of a philosophical concept of cognition which was to convey a notion of
philosophy as therapy; in a narrow sense, it became a ‘therapeutic undoing’ of
the epistemological points which entail these problems, while in a broader sense —
a ‘therapeutic undoing’ of the two presupposed levels of modemity. By way of
conclusion, I discussed the problems of mediation on the level of culture in the
metaphilosophical perspective of the question of the relationship and possible
cooperation between science and philosophy with respect to the issues that are
common to both. In the metaphilosophical sense of my argument, science is
conceived of as ineligible to solve epistemological problems, even though they
have been redefined by mediation of its ‘well-proven expertise’; by contrast,
philosophy is conceived of as ineligible to solve any scientific or practical

problems, but as still eligible to dissolve epistemological problems.
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