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Analytic Philosophy and Cognitive Science: Uneasy Bedfellows or
Comradesin Arms?

I. Analytic philosophy and cognitive science from a historical point of view

In the present talk | would like to demonstratet thldhough cognitive science sprang from
analytic philosophy, the latter's main presupposisi can hardly, if at all, harmonize with
recent findings in cognitive research. The cergradeavour to reach a better “understanding
of understanding and thought in general” (using nBoan’s phras€) is a decisive
characteristic of analytic philosophy, irrespectigé its branches or schools. Although
cognitive science, which is “really more of a loadéliation of disciplines than a discipline
of its own™, shares this aim, at the same time each resedsciplthe provides scientific
evidence against the image of man that seemsheldeoby analytic philosophy.

Since analytic philosophy has grown out of a defreclarity and unambiguousness,
the analysis of language seemed to be a propersmeaavoid ambiguities and grandiose,
empty truisms. The preferred field of analysis wasiously language, since the dominant
and accustomed means of expressing ideas/thougtgslamguage. To recall the obvious,
within analytic philosophy there are at least twaimapproaches to achieving/seeking this
clarity: the formalist approach, and ordinary-laage philosophy. Roughly speaking, the
former equates thinking with mathematical calcolas, while the latter tries to find
alternatives by emphasizing phenomenological chamatics of language, be it either in
usage (Austin, Wittgenstein) or intention (Chishplm

Frege, who many consider the father of analytidogbphy, prepared a framework for
the sake of conceptual distinctiveness and thusexpéhe door wide to the investigation of
concepts and the use of conceptdints of phenomenology in the analytic traditioavh
widened the horizon of investigation, emphasizing directedness towards the world. The
notion of “intention” can be considered an endeavowconnect the mental with the physical.
Both branches of ordinary-language philosophy shots of the venture to find a way to the
things of the world; i.e. to take into account exingual factors. Both language-game and
intentionality presuppose, albeit in a restrictedse, the inter-relatedness of mental acts and
the world.

Although the endeavour of a phenomenological osiggort was a promising start, it
requires considerable time to overcome the Cartafialism that operates in the background.
The inheritance of the Cartesian ego brought abewtral anomalies, while the triumph of an
alternative image of man/cognition is still befous, or at the very least, it is under
construction. These anomalies include the probldntcammunication between the two
spheres, the ontological status of the instanceshndre supposed to mediate between them,
and some key concerns, such as representation anthinstates, the ontological status of
which is questionable and might be contrary to @tsaazor, just to mention a few.
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Cognitive science emerges on the scene again$taitigground of analytic philosophy
and grows from the conviction that “the study ofchis worthy of scientific pursuit'.As
Dupuy puts it, “[w]hat gives coherence to the mdifferent research programs that go under
the name ‘cognitive science’ today is the philosocghwork being done in connection with
them. Without ‘cognitive’ philosophy there would berk in psychology, in linguistics, in
neurobiology, in artificial intelligence — but noience of cognition® Accordingly, cognitive
science is hardly, if at all, a single well-defingidcipline. It is rather a collective term for a
variety of research interests and disciplines.

The first ventures in cognitive science took shapéhin the realm of artificial
intelligence. As Valera et. al. emphasized, “an ontgnt pole is occupied by artificial
intelligence — thus the computer model of the m@d dominant aspect of the nature of the
field”.® Cognitivism, a decisive branch of cognitive reskahas its roots in cybernetics. This
fact is well represented by the importance of syisisnd symbol manipulation in the
cognitivist tradition. As Valera et. al. put it,h# cognitivist claim that the only way we can
account for intelligence and intentionality is tgpbthesize that cognition consist of acting on
the basis of representations that are physicalllized in the form of symbolic code in the
brain or a machine”.It is important to note that “in addition to thevkls of physics and
neurobiology, cognitivism postulates a distinateducible symbolic level in the explanation
of cognition. Furthermore, since symbols are seioateéms, cognitivists also postulate a
third distinctly semantic or representational I&eConnectionism offers an alternative view.
As Valera et. al put it:

In the connectionist approach, however, meaningptdocated in particular symbols;

it is a function of the global state of the systamd is linked to the overall performance
in some domain, such as recognition and learnimg:eShis global state emerges from
a network of units that are more fine grained tegmbols, some researchers [e.qg.
Smolensky] refer to connectionism as the ‘subsymhmdradigm’. They argue that the

formal principles of cognition lie in the subsymigolomain, a domain above but
closer to the biological than to the symbolic lesktognitivism?

As we can see, the shadow of the computationaloappris present. Another key target of
criticism is the strongly limited domain of connecist models, i.e. the question of choice
regarding the necessary input remains rather @aifisince connectionist models can best
work within the framework of restricted, well-desegl micro-worlds.

The main concern of the so-called linguistic tuas, Rorty summarized it, “that
philosophical problems are problems which may beesb(or dissolved) either by reforming
language, or by understanding more about the laygyue presently us€” was followed “by
a cognitive turn™! There is widespread agreement that cognitive seiat its birth was
under the effect of cybernetics. And cybernetiggssts a “spontaneous rhythmic activity”
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[T]lhese spontaneous oscillation generators, [Magandarod] says, “allow the
functioning of the nervous system to be reducett&b of a machine which ‘works by
itself’ once it is started up, or which can almbstsaid even to start itself up. Such a
physiology of spontaneity remains, however, a demy limited explanation of
behavior. While it accounts well enough for theoaustic aspects of [the] behavior [of
the nervous system], it cannot be generalized ¢owat for its other aspects without
turning it intobehavior without a subjett?

“Behaviour without a subject” is only one side dfet coin. The other is its deep
interconnectedness with its environment.

As we can see, Cartesian dualism still occupiega@sive position on the scene: the
approach which considers cognition as symbol mdaijon and the notion of the individual
mind as detached from its environment are still ohamt.

Il. Effortsat unification

As Lakoff and Johnson extensively describe theiticad which they call the “objectivist”
one, | will refer here only those characteristickichh are closely connected to Cartesian
dualism. Let me quote Johnson’s summary at length.

The Cartesian picture of mind, body, and knowledgates two fundamental gaps or
splits in human experience, one ontological, theeotepistemological. First, on a
Cartesian account, the body does not play a cruakd in human reasoning —
rationality is essentially disembodied. ... The ootiital problem, then, is to find
some way to bridge this gap, to connect mind artybo

Second, there is an epistemological commitmenthhatestablished a problem for all
succeeding discussion of knowledge. For Descantleat the mind knows are its own
representations, or ideas. Knowledge consists aspjng clearly what those ideas
involve and how they related to each other. ... Bu$ view of knowledge raises
serious difficulty: if what we know are our own & than how can we ever be sure
that they do indeed accurately represent what sxmstexternal reality? This is the
problem of skepticism, and it is based, in the €aain tradition, on the gap between
ideas and aspects of external reality they aretdfiou

| will try to summarize attempts to overcome thisleast twofold dualism, then show that
stepping outside the Cartesian mind can lead teetgerbunderstanding of language and
understanding, and re-draw the image of man.

| will first delineate some attempts to solve ciertanomalies. Though these attempts
are embedded in distinct frameworks, they all ersieathe necessity of taking into account
the world outside of the individual mind.

Wilfrid Sellars clearly sees both the ontologicatlapistemological difficulties arising
from Cartesian dualism; he attempts to dissolveatimmalies, but seeks to supplement rather
than destroy Cartesian dualism. The difficulty ahtlling sensation and conceptual thinking,
or “matter and consciousne$3”within the same frame of reference clearly emerigethe
attempt to harmonize the scientific and the mabnii@sge of man. The scientific image of
man can be manifold, because different disciplogsshed light on even the same topic from
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different points of view. Against the background wianifold and diverging scientific
knowledge, the manifest image of man is still ceneand well-functioning. As Sellars puts
the main difficulty, “dualism is an unsatisfact@glution, becausex hypothessensations are
essential to the explanation of how we come to ttoat the ‘appearance’ which is the
manifest world™® As far as | know, Sellars offers no ultimate solntto this problem, but he
does attempt to bridge the gap between the twoewsws. In order to see the pillars of this
bridge, | refer to his solution with regard to mloresstances such as norms. We might ask,
along with K. Nyiri, “What does it mean, and howitipossible, to follow norms in a world
where norms and ruledo not really exi¢?'” And this question reaches beyond the field of
ethics, or practical philosophy, it touches upoesjions of theoretical philosophy as well. |
would like to suggest that Sellars’ solution leadsto his next central notion, that of a
theoretical entity. Theoretical entities also ppgsase a community which serves as the basis
of certain patterns to be followed. As Sellars wrdt wish to stress ... that the concept of
looking greenthe ability to recognize that somethilogks greenpresupposes the concept of
being greenand the latter concept involves the ability thh wehat colours objects have by
looking at them™® That is, beyond the analysis of language, Sefimesses the practice of
community which provides the framework for certhighavioural patterns due to which we
are able to learn and identify concepts, norms,taedretical constructs.

Ludwig Wittgenstein, in hisTractatus does not tire to tell us that “[m]ost of the
propositions and questions of philosophers arismfthe failure to understand the logic of
our language® Thanks to his investigations, whose scope of @reached beyond the field
of logic, some peculiar characteristics of languagene to the fore. Language might
“bewitch” us because analogies emerge quite ofted, because sometimes context, or the
language game, shifts, yet is not considered. Aamgke of the latter can be found in “the
case when the popular scientist appeared to hawenstis that the floor which we stand on is
not really solid because it is made up of electtéhhere are different language games, and
the necessity of switching between them is not ydaracognized. Of course, analogy has its
role in this case as well. But in another of Wittgiein's examples, even the context might
not help: “There are the sounds of the words, dinrebas of bodily sensations connected with
gesture and intonation. Where we are liable to gong is in supposing that sensations
connected with words are somehow ‘in the mifdit is as if Wittgenstein believed that we
are inclined to emphasize the thing-like/substantimnd static character of a given
phenomenon, whereas the active component of tteeaftaffairs is concealed. He claims that
“[o]ne of the chief troubles is that we take a gahsve to correspond to a thing. Ordinary
grammar does not forbid our using a substantivehasgh it stood for a physical bod$?”
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Accordingly, it is easy to mix up the rules we uise, we are inclined to forget that not all
substantives are things.

Interestingly, cognitive/conceptual metaphor the@ijes exactly on analogies when it
suggests that we extend our conceptual capacitgrass-domain mapping. That is, bodily
experiences provide the background for the capwbdi creating concepts and thus, for
conceptual processing. Embodiment has a crucialinathis process. As Johnson summarizes
it,

we have conceptual systems that are grounded invays — in basic-level and image-
schematic understanding — and are extended imagghaby category formation and
by metaphorical and metonymic projections. Theredsaspect of our understanding
that is independent of the nature of human organ&nd that is why this book is
devoted to an exploration of the way meaning atidirality are grounded in recurring
structures of embodied human understanduigderstanding is an evenrt it is not
merely a body of beliefs (though it includes oulidds). It is the means by which we
have ashared, relatively intelligible worldThe basic epistemological finding of this
“experientialist” (cognitive semantics) approaclinat knowledge must be understood
in terms of structures of embodied human understgnas an interaction of a human
organism with its environment (which includes dasduage, cultural traditions, values,
institutions, and the history of its social comntynf*

As we can see, in each case the issue of languaberalerstanding emerged against a wider
background. Bringing community and body into thanfework of investigation seems to
enhance our understanding of language and pronaisadid base for the solution of the
Cartesian split. Valera et. al. venture to estabNghat they call enactive cognitive science.
They rely considerably on the findings of the Ldkof-Johnsonian non-objectivist notion of
understanding when they stress that “cognitionodamger seen as problem solving on the
basis of representations; instead, cognition inmtsst encompassing sense consists in the
enactment or bringing forth of a world by a viahlstory of structural coupling® Structural
coupling refers to intentionality, but in a moddisense. “[T]he intentionality of cognition as
embodied action consists primarily in the directsin of action. Here two-sidedness of
intentionality [in the sense of Seaffetorresponds to what the system takes its pogbili
for action to be and how the resulting situatianlf or fail to fulfill these possibilities™’
Stepping back in time, we can find very similar cems clearly formulated by Henri
Bergson. He found that the “mistake of ordinarylduma is that it starts from the spatial point
of view: it puts, on the one hand, matter withnitedifications, in space; on the other hand, it
places unextended sensations in conscioushe®#rgson’s solution rests upon the close
interrelatedness of the external and internal ei@gption, motor activity, and memory. As he
writes, “[t]he reality of matter consists in thedlity of its elements and their actions of every
kind. Our representation of matter is the measdreun possible action upon bodies.”
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Bergson emphasizes the material character botheothings of the external world and the
human body. At the same time, he stresses the hintearelatedness of material entities and
the special character of the human body “which Blk¢sother images, receiving and giving
back movement, with, perhaps, this difference otigt [my] body appears to choose, within
certain limits, the manner in which it shall restevhat it receives®

This early, and in recent converging cognitive aeske emerging, vision of man as
immersed and committed to their environment yieldsalternative to the dualistic/objectivist
approach. | will try to illustrate the hinderingfedt of the view that considers reasoning
within the framework of the objectivist model asasgt the background of scientific
research.

[11. Imagery, or blindnessillustrated

The view that imagery is not an integrated panteasoning is still widely held in the field of
the philosophy of mind. I will focus on an artiddg Markus Knauff and P. N. Johnson-Laird,
who claim to prove that, as the title nicely sudgesVisual imagery can impede
reasoning™" Fortunately, the main hypothesis is less radioalmore trivial, stating that
“Relations that elicit visual images containing distahat are irrelevant to an inference
should impede the process of reasohitffgMoreover, the authors restrict their hypothesis to
the realm of deductive reasonitigTheir experiments apply syllogisms with relatioteims
and conditionals. Without going into details, | Mablike to emphasize, on the one hand, that
syllogisms are tailored in accordance with proposél structures: the elements are building
blocks, and they can be combined in accordance wdtiain rules. Accordingly, the
experiments are one-sided: they measure only theepsing of propositional structures and
there is no counter-experiment which would meatuggorocessing time and the right-wrong
matches in case of pictorial statements where tlsare need for the structure of a syllogism.
(I have in mind, for example, three figures thaténaifferent heights. There is no need to
show separated pairs, since which is taller or lkemad visible at a glance, and thus the
“conclusion” is clearly visible. Accordingly, | thk, the processing time is much shorter and
the rate of right-wrong matches would be much bettempared to the investigated
propositional settings.) On the other hand, it se@me that setting the limits of the research
area so narrowly might impede the integration atgeneral image of cognition.

| refer here to Allan Paivio, whose “dual codingoegach” suggests that we use both
verbal and visual capacities in accordance withtdisg, i.e. in certain cases abstract concepts
are more useful than imagery, and in certain caseshe inverse that holds. As he wrote,

verbal descriptions of concrete situations and &vdrom memory and verbal
expressions of the manipulation of spatial concaepgdikely to be mediated efficiently
by non-verbal imagery, whereas abstract discoungevarbal expressions of abstract
reasoning are more likely to be mediated entirglyhie verbal system. A second (less
obvious) implication is that the verbal behaviordia¢ed by imagery is likely to be
more flexible and creative than that mediated by tlerbal symbolic system. This
follows from the theoretical assumption that thatstly and operationally parallel
image system is not characterized by logical setiplezonstraints to the same degree
as the verbal symbolic systeffi.
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| feel it is important to add that according to ceptual metaphor theory and in
harmony with the enactive approach, imagery hasresiderable role not only in verbal
processing, but even in motor coordination as wedlwe can see, Johnson and Lakoff also
consider imagery to be crucial with regard to oonaeptual system. That is, beside basic-
level categories, kinesthetic image schethgsrovide the background of higher-level
categories, and imagery is considered as havingueiat role in the creation of these
categories.

We might recognize a certain continuum and closerrielatedness as regards motor
control, visual perception, and verbal processiAg. Shaun Gallagher believes, “visual
perception is less direct, more attentive, and lire® something closer to propositional
attitudes that can be integrated into conceptuabelief systems®® However, and it is
important to add, visuality might play an importaote in motor control (not only as a
provider of information about spatial relatiori5)The distinction of visuomotor representation
and visual percept by Jacob and Jaenr@rstows this twofold directedness of visual
perception. This anatomic and functional bifurcatenables the use of sight for pragmatic
actions and as information for conceptual procgsdPaivio notes that “images and words are
coordinated to concreteness-abstractness in tise sleat images designate concrete objects in
terms of their perceptual and figural propertiediereas words can signify concepts —
relations, classes, number§That is, images are closer to perception than svbrd, at the
same time, they yield to conceptual proceséingerbal processing presupposes a conceptual
framework that is built on basic-level categoriesl amage schemas. The concepts we use
have either close or pretty loose connections Witkily experiences and are arranged in
accordance with the so-called propositional modé€}. course, this highly elaborate
conceptual background might have its impact on mogsponse and in the processing of
perceptual informatioft But “[p]ropositional models have an objectivisavbur, since they
contain entities, with their properties and theatiehs holding among them. ...they are
cognitive models, not slices of reality. ... It seetsme” says Lakoff, “that when we
understand our experience by projecting proposationodels onto it, we are imposing an
objectivist structure on it™

| hope these fragmentary and rough summaries afidee able to delineate a certain
divergence of presuppositions and recent findimgsoignitive research. Thanks to scientific
experiments and the recollection of a continenthkritance of philosophy (I have in mind
Bergson, Heidegger, and Merleau-Ponty), the newltsesan be integrated into a coherent
new frame of reference. | believe that Wittgensseand Lakoff’s illuminating ideas about
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language and propositional structure might explhi@ reason for the observed delay in
elaborating the abovementioned framework.



