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The paper sheds new light on the role of metacognitive feelings as instances of cognitive
phenomenology, recasting the problem with a Wittgensteinian approach. First, the authors
discuss Arango-Mufloz’s argumentative strategy (2019) against Goldman (1993), under both
a philosophical and a psychological perspective. Second, the authors challenge both the
paradigm of cognitive phenomenology he criticizes, as well as the embodied perspective
he proposes. Third, the authors suggest reinterpreting metacognitive feelings as acting on
a double (experiential and epistemic) level, and calling attention to what is worth noticing
for us and sharing with others in the Wittgensteinian experience of aspects-seeing in a
specific form of life.
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1. Introduction

In a recent paper, Arango-Mufioz (2019) considers metacognitive feelings
to question the legitimacy of cognitive phenomenology, by arguing that both
philosophical and psychological theories of metacognitive feelings cannot
support cognitive phenomenology. While agreeing with Arango-Mufioz
on the embodied nature of metacognitive feelings, we do not agree with
him on his conclusions about cognitive phenomenology. In this paper,
we alm to show that cognitive phenomenology can instead be legitimate
by the very nature and functions of metacognitive feelings, by adopting a
Wittgensteinian approach. In particular, we recall Wittgenstein’s ideas on
the phenomenology of aspect-seeing, to show how metacognitive feelings
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can tell us to notice something crucial for our own cognitive experience,
finally pointing out what it might make sense to say about it (No€, 1994;
Baz, 2000).

First, we present the ongoing debate on the legitimacy of cognitive
phenomenology, focusing on two main problems, reductionism and separatism
(§2). In this debate, we had the impression that philosophical “language
goes on holidays” (Wittgenstein, 1953, PI 38)" and a reinterpretation of
metacognitive feelings is needed. We attempt to overcome these problems
by reinterpreting the nature of metacognitive feelings as acting on a double
(epistemic and experiential) level (§3). Thus, another view of the embodied
nature of metacognitive feelings needs to be embraced and we propose a
Wittgenstenian approach to challenge Arango-Mufioz’s view on cognitive
phenomenology (§4). We offer an alternative view of cognitive phenome-
nology, by referring to the phenomenology of aspect-seeing in Wittgenstein
(§5). In particular, we aim to show the phenomenological role of metacog-
nitive feelings and we argue that they are not only “embodied signals that
have been recruited to represent internal processes”, as Arango-Mufioz
(2019, p. 2) claims, but also “points of contact with the external world”,
L.e., points where aspects emerge that are significant for us to notice and
share with others (§6). We suggest that the overall process can take place
just in specific Wittgensteinian forms of life (§7). Finally, we draw some
conclusions on metacognitive feelings in both cognitive phenomenology
and embodied cognition from a Wittgensteinian perspective.

2. The Legitimacy of Cognitive Phenomenology

The definition of cognitive phenomenology, although not yet unitary,
is linked to the broad question about the “what-it-is-like” (Chudnoff,
2015) of cognitive states®. At first glance, conceiving of an experiential
and phenomenal difference between cognitive states seems to be trivial:
for instance, judging that you are going to meet an old friend and hop-
ing that you will meet her again at a party that night seem to belong to
different experiential backgrounds. Despite this, the nature and role of
cognitive phenomenology has been and still is an object of discussion
for philosophers of mind (Montague, 2015; Horgan and Tienson, 2002;
Klausen, 2008; Chudnoff, 2015), whose main concern consists in pro-
viding a unitary account and discussing the phenomenality of cognitive

! In this paper the following abbreviations are used: PI = Wittgenstein (1953); RPP
= Wittgenstein (1980).

* We cannot discuss in depth all the alternatives concerning cognitive phenomenology;
we are just going to sketch some basic assumptions and concepts of the debate in which
our proposal is rooted. For a critical overview on the topic, cf. Breyer and Gutland (2015).
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states as such. If, on the one hand, it seems natural to think that “there
is something like” to have cognitive states, on the other hand, their com-
plex relationship with sensory experience makes it difficult to identify a
specific phenomenal character of conscious thought. How to draw, then,
the demarcation line between cognitive and sensory phenomenology? Can
we sensibly talk about “pure” cognitive phenomena which do not rely on
sensory characters, such as inner speech or mental images? Moreover, ap-
proaching the problem from a broader point of view, can we sensibly talk
of one cognitive phenomenology, considering the wide range of cognitive
states and their differences? In the answers provided to those questions,
there seem to be two core problems related to cognitive phenomenology:
reductionism and separatism.

The debate on reductionism refers to the possibility to reduce mental
states to sensory ones, which would delegitimize a “pure” cognitive phe-
nomenology at all. As a matter of fact, although it is clear that sensory
phenomenal variations are linked to perceptual experiences, while cognitive
ones rely on mental states, they represent two related sides of the same,
complex experience. In order to defend the legitimacy of cognitive phe-
nomenology, most authors tend to endorse a key argument, the so-called
“irreducibility thesis”, claiming that “some cognitive states make phe-
nomenal differences that are irreducible to those made by sensory states”
(Chudnoff, 2015, p. 87).

Some scholars not only accept this thesis, but also justify the legitima-
cy of cognitive phenomenology just because there is conscious thought,
as sensory phenomenology alone cannot explain it (Montague, 2015).
Moreover, some interpreters (e.g, Voltolini, 2016), claim that cognitive
phenomenology is not only different, but also independent from sensory
one. Arango-Munoz (2019) further claims that the irreducibility thesis has
metaphysical as well as ontological consequences, by providing a causal
interpretation of the thesis itself. In his view, the acceptance of the irre-
ducibility thesis implies an interpretation of cognitive phenomenology as
having exclusively a cognitive origin and, making this idea even more radical,
that its origin can zever be a sensory one.

Also, the so-called separatism, or the “separatist view” on the relation-
ship between the content and the attitude toward the content in conscious
thought, has raised a debate that further makes a unitary reading of
cognitive phenomenology unlikely. Klausen (2008), for example, although
sustaining the phenomenality of propositional attitudes, argues against the
separatist view, by pointing out the impossibility of a clear-cut distinction
between the attitude and the content of the attitude, referring in particular
to Husserl’s account of intentionality. Indeed, in Hussetl’s work, the full
content of an intentional act comprises both a presentation of the inten-
tional object itself, its “core content” and the way it is intended (Husserl,



4 FRANCESCA ERVAS, SONIA MARIA LISCO

1976, p. 131). Moreover, Husserl holds that “an attitudinal aspect of an
intentional act always has a correlate in the mode of presentation of its
object”, as Klausen points out (2008, p. 451).

On the contrary, some scholars belonging to the separatist view (Horgan
and Tienson, 2002; Arango-Mufoz, 2019) restrict the phenomenal aspect
only to the attitude of a cognitive state (e.g., I zhink vs. I hope), without
considering its content (e.g., I think/hope #hat you're going well). Howevert,
in our view, it seems difficult to think of “pure” content of thoughts,
without referring to an attitudinal element, since it is also widely stated
that “we should talk of our minds in terms of world-involving capabilities
that we have and activities we engage in” (Putnam, 1999; see also Jorba,
2015). Can we state that, for instance, the attitude of believing is always
the same, no matter the reference? Does it maintain the same status in
sentences like “I believe he’s going to come” and “I believe God’s going
to come”? Answering these questions also matters to the problem of a
unique interpretative framework for cognitive phenomenology, and of its
relation to sensory phenomenology.

To provide an answer to these questions and to legitimate cognitive
phenomenology, Goldman (1993) makes reference to specific cognitive
states, called metacognitive feelings. On the contrary, Arango-Mufioz (2019, p.
2) claims that “philosophical and psychological theories of metacognitive
feelings do not support the cognitive phenomenology thesis, but rather an
embodied account of metacognitive feelings, according to which they are
embodied signals that have been recruited to represent internal processes”.
Why could metacognitive feelings support (or not) cognitive phenomenol-
ogy? Before answering this question, we will first present metacognitive
feelings, focusing on their nature and functions.

3. The double nature of metacognitive feelings

When discussing the problem of mental states’ self-ascription, Goldman
(1993) proposes an alternative view to the functionalist account, according
to which the essential character of a mental state is given by its causal
relation with environmental inputs, other mental states and behavioral
outputs. In particular, Goldman (1993) brings metacognitive feelings into
play as an example of the experiential dimension of mental states, which
are not considered in functionalist accounts. Goldman mentions the #p of
the tongue feeling to argue that phenomenology is not confined to sensations:

When one tries to say something but cannot think of the word, one is pheno-
menologically aware of having the requisite conceptual structure, that is, of having
the definite content one seeks to articulate. What is missing is the phenomenological
form: the sound of the sought-for word. The absence of this sensory quality, however,
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does not imply that nothing (relevant) is in awareness. Entertaining the conceptual unit
has a phenomenology, just not a sensory phenomenology (Goldman, 1993, p. 365).

This claim, according to Arango-Mufioz (2019), suggests a reading of
metacognitive feelings as clear-cut instances of cognitive phenomenology.
Against this view, he proposes an embodied account of metacognitive
feelings, grounding it on both philosophical arguments and psychological
data. In particular, he points out an incompatibility between the ambiguous
nature of metacognitive feelings and the above-mentioned implications of
the irreducibility thesis. In his view, «metacognitive feelings are correlated
with sensory properties |[...] rather than with mental attitude», because
they are «somatic markers and bodily sensations that shape experience,
rather than cognitive attitudes» (Arango-Mufioz, 2019, p. 258). Therefore,
metacognitive feelings cannot be cited as clear-cut instances of cognitive
phenomenology, for their origin cannot be said to be purely mental. In
their being embodied, metacognitive feelings would collide with the gen-
eral idea that the irreducibility thesis implies cognitive phenomenology to
have exclusively cognitive sources. Although rooting his interpretation on
psychological data and underlying an essential feature of metacognitive
feelings, namely their being embodied, we think that it is worth discussing
in detail their complex nature, before drawing conclusions on their relations
with cognitive states.

First of all, contrary to Arango-Mufoz, we support the idea that
metacognitive feelings, as any feeling, present a double nature: they can
be defined as bozh bodily feelings and feeling-towards (Goldie, 2000), and
are both cognitive as well as affective states’. They differ from markedly
affective states, as they do not have a particular physiology or a positive/
negative valence (Meylan, 2014). However, like emotions, they vary in
intensity and depend on a specific appraisal (Teroni, 2017). In particular,
epistemic feelings are directed to a subject’s mental state, depending on
two kinds of appraisal of one’s cognitive hitch. The first one is connect-
ed to the novelty or familiarity with the stimulus, the second one with a
certain degree of coping potential. Although there is a wide variety of
metacognitive feelings, some of them have been the object of particular
attention: the feeling of knowing, the feeling of forgetting, the feeling
of competence, the feeling of familiarity, and the already mentioned tip-
of-the tongue (#of) state (cf. Arango-Mufioz and Michaelian, 2014 for a
review). In their being metacognitive, they inform the subject on the way
her cognitive processes are proceeding (Arango-Mufioz, 2013), playing a
normative self-monitoring role and directly influencing her action tendency.
When detecting incongruencies or disruptions in the fluent process of a

? Arango-Muifioz (2019) recognizes this possibility, but he states that it is not discussed
enough in literature.
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particular experience, they signal the anomaly through a subjective mark
(Dokic, 2012; Arango-Mufioz, 2013).

In our view, their twofold nature represents their peculiarity. As a matter
of fact, following De Sousa (2009, p. 147), they “convey the sense that in
some cases we seem to see into the very point where physiological process
and subjective feeling coincide”. Supporting the “two-track mind” model,
according to which there are distinct levels of mental processing (Strack
and Deutsch, 2004), De Sousa (2009) distinguishes between a “primary”
or “intuitive” level, characterized by automaticity and heuristic processing
and a “secondary” or “analytic” level, shaped by language and rules. In his
view, metacognitive feelings “cast a special light on this: while they appear
to hug the ground of neurophysiology more tightly than emotions in gen-
eral, they are also manifestly important to different aspects of cognition
which we generally assume are most prominently governed by ‘reason™ (De
Sousa, 2009, p. 158). It seems, therefore, that the peculiar nature of meta-
cognitive feelings represents a powerful tool for bridging the gap between
sub-personal and personal cognitive levels. Starting from this assumption,
in what follows we discuss Arango-Mufioz’s (2019) position, arguing against
reductionism and separatism, and showing their contradictions.

4. Recasting the Problem and Challenging the Paradigm

Though agreeing on the explanandum, we think that Arango-Mufioz’s
argumentative strategy fails under two perspectives, philosophical and psy-
chological. From a philosophical perspective, 1) he separates the attitude
from the content of the attitude, which is dubious within an embodied
approach to metacognitive feelings, and 2) he conflates the experiential
and the phenomenal level. Can we really talk about feelings as pure cognitive
states? A “feeling” can be described as the subjective experience of an
emotional state in response to a situation or event. As metacognitive feel-
ings are first of all feelings, they entail a physiological emotional response
and some perception. The fact that metacognitive feelings do not have the
same felt character as genuine emotions does not imply that they totally /ack
it (Meylan, 2014). As we argued above, even though metacognitive feelings
have no proper physiology and valence, they share other characteristics with
emotions (degree of intensity and appraisal) that make them something
physically felt and perceived via the body. Also, from a psychological (or
methodological) perspective, we cast doubt on the fact that psychological
data can undermine cognitive phenomenology and/or determine the
phenomenological level of analysis®. Psychological data reflect reports of

* Arango-Mufioz (2019, p. 257) himself en passant casts doubts on the methodological
step of using psychological data to underpin cognitive phenomenology.
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participants at a behavioral level or at a sub-personal level, thus providing
information on the subject that differs from the phenomenological level
of what is felt by the subject. These different levels of description should
not be conflated, but rather kept distinguished.

This does not mean that the different levels of description of our ex-
perience in the world are not interrelated. In a real embodied perspective,
as Arango-Mufioz suggests, cognitive phenomenology should concern both
the attitude and the content, which are separated in our philosophical lan-
guage but connected in our experience of the world, because we do not
usually have something like the attitude of desiring or believing something
as independent from “the” something we desire or believe. Otherwise, this
would bring us back to a dualistic view of the epistemic vs. experiential level
of metacognitive feelings. In our view, even claiming that metacognitive
feelings are “embodied” is wrong, when it is justified only on the basis
of empirical observations. They indeed remain mefacognitive feelings, thus
their origin at the epistemic level is surely cognitive, but they can act on
different levels, the epistemic and the experiential level. Against separatism,
we claim that it is precisely from this double interrelated action that the
phenomenological level emerges as a “felt tracking” of the passage from
one state to a different or new one.

So, what do we mean by “cognitive phenomenology”? As Voltolini
(2016) pointed out, we should not talk about oze cognitive phenomenolo-
gy, but about different ones. He indeed aims to show that there are some
cognitive phenomenologies which are not only different and irreducible to
sensory phenomenology, but also zndependent from one another. For instance,
as we argued above, having or understanding a concept differs from grasping
a concept: they have different phenomenological descriptions. “Having
thoughts” presents a different kind of relationship attitude/content when
compared to “grasping thoughts”. Even if we accepted Arango-Mufioz’s
thesis that metacognitive feelings are not clear-cut instances of cognitive
phenomenology, still we should explain what kind of mental states we are
talking about.

In our view, both reductionism and separatism arise as philosophical
problems when talking about cognitive phenomenology, just because
“language goes on holiday” (PI, 38), i.e., when we think our philosophical
terminology actually correspond to something in the world: “And such
a strange connection really obtains, particularly when a philosopher tries
to fathom the relation between name and what is named by staring at an
object in front of him and repeating a name, or even the word “this”,
innumerable times. For philosophical problems arise when language goes
on holiday”. As we shall see, the words we use to talk about an object in
our ordinary language do not always correspond to actual physical objects
in the world, but they are simply used to describe, to talk about or to make
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sense of different levels of our everyday experience. As we shall see in the
next section, this is the main reason why, when appealing to metacognitive
feelings as clear-cut instances of cognitive phenomenology, we do not agree
with Arango-Mufoz (2019) in stating that they cannot be regarded as such.

5. A Wittgensteinian Approach to Cognitive Phenomenology

An alternative view of metacognitive feelings, in our perspective, can
be provided by a Wittgensteinian approach to cognitive phenomenology,
and more precisely, by appealing to the phenomenology of “aspect-seeing”.
In the Philosophical Grammar (1974, p. 167), Wittgenstein introduces the
experience of familiarity as the becoming aware of a difference in how
someone appears to ourselves: “Someone meets me in the street and my
eyes are drawn to his face; perhaps I ask myself ‘who is that?’; suddenly
the face begins 70 look different in a particular way, ‘it becomes familiar to
me’; I smile, go up to him and greet him by name”. Wittgenstein (1974,
p. 167) uses the word Aspeks to refer to the immediate experience of an
object that appears to ourselves as different from how it usually appeared.
The “dawning of an aspect” refers to the phenomenological object, to the
appearance of an object in “this and that” specific way in the flow of ex-
perience. This way of seeing the object (the sense of seeing?2) is different
from the way we see the physical object (the sense of seeingl). Indeed,
what is peculiar of the experience of aspect-seeing is that the “dawning
of the aspect” makes that object different or even completely new for us (Baz,
2000). However, there might be different aspects of an object we might
want to express and the problem with articulating them via the words
“this” or “that” is that they can mean “many different phenomenological
objects, the meaning of which cannot be successfully shown to others”
(Park, 1994, p. 168).

Capturing the phenomenology of the aspect-change in our language
was indeed a central problem in Wittgenstein’s philosophy”: the phenom-
enological language of “this” or “that” or the varying of Aspekte can be
meaningful only when mediated by language-games. When we say “I perceive

* We cannot provide here an exhaustive introduction to the different meanings of
the term “phenomenology”. For a recent work on the similarities and differences between
Wittgenstein’s meaning of phenomenology and the variety of meanings in the phenome-
nological approaches developed in continental Europe (ex. Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, etc.),
see Kuusela, Ometita, U¢an, 2018. Moreover, the term “phenomenology” changed its
meaning also in Wittgenstein’s philosophy from the Tractatus onward (cf. Egidi, 1995; Egidi,
2005; Park, 1994). Although Wittgenstein’s use of the term “phenomenology” does not
imply a reference to the Husserlian phenomenology, we agree with interpreters who see in
his late production a series of “phenomenological descriptions”, which aim at disclosing
experiential structures (cf. Zahavi and Overgaard, 2009; Noé, 1994).
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x”, we use our ordinary language to express an immediate experience ot, in
Wittgenstein’s terms, we use the physical langnage which refers to a physical
object. However, the ordinary-physical language is not conceptually suited
to represent immediate experience, which rather concerns sense-data and
should be rather expressed in a phenomenological language. We use the physical
language just because it is simpler than “the ungraspable complexity of
the phenomenological description” and because it is the language of the
social world we live in, but it would be one of “the worst philosophical
errors” to reduce one language to the other.

Indeed, the phenomenological language is the “language of possibil-
ities”, as it refers to a range (or a comtinuum) of experiential possibilities,
while physical language refers to discrete entities. In Wittgenstein’s view,
phenomenology is Grammar in the sense that it provides the rules for
meaningful descriptions of our experience which differ from descriptions
of facts. Diversely from the language of physics, phenomenology con-
cerns the possibilities of the phenomena as we experience them: “While
the scientist aims to explain phenomena, [...], the phenomenologist abjures
all reference to the hypothetical or the contingent, and so renounces any
claim to be offering scientific explanation” (Noé, 1994, p. 9). Thus, “as soon
as we attribute a physical meaning, the verification mode implicit in our
propositions also changes compared with the verification mode we would
have applied to phenomenological descriptions” (Montibeller, 2016, p. 151).
One’s expression of an aspect is thus not a mere perceptual report, as it is
meaningful only when relying on a number of other linguistic hypotheses
and only because we are trained to relate the aspects to actual and/or past
experienced objects in the world.

Thus, it follows the impossibility of a phenomenological language to
describe immediate experience: “All our forms of speech are taken from
ordinary, physical language and cannot be used in epistemology or phenom-
enology without casting a distorting light on their objects” (Wittgenstein,
1975, p. 57). As we have just one ordinary language, we need to make clear
when it is applied to the field of immediate experience and phenomenol-
ogy precisely aims to make clear when and what makes sense to say about
phenomena in our own familiar language (Noé, 1994). Thus, the feeling
of familiarity might be the point where we experience a nove/ty in the flow
of changing aspects and where the phenomenological language can give
up its place to the physical one, to give voice to immediate experience.

6. The Phenomenological Role of Aspect Seeing

In our view, we should not base the overall argument in favor of
cognitive phenomenology only on empirical observations, showing the
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reciprocal relationship between metacognitive feelings and sensory stim-
uli, but rather discuss their double action by referring to the process of
“aspect-seeing” and the concept of Lebensform. In Wittgenstein’s view, we
could see a physical object (in the sense of “seeingl”), but at the same
time be blind (in the sense of “seeing2”) to an aspect that might change
our relationship with it, i.e., it might make us feel the object as different
or new. Anyway, the physical object is always the same and is always out
there: we could not have the experience of aspect-seeing without the object
or, in other words, we could not have aspect-seeing without some content.

As Baz (2000) convincingly argued, we could not experience a “con-
tinuous aspect-seeing” (Mulhall, 1990), thus reducing the phenomenology
of aspect-seeing (seeing?) to the phenomenology of seeing the physical
object (seeingl), otherwise we could not feel the “dawning of the aspect”,
its emergence from mere perception’. As Baz pointed out:

The basic point will be that what Wittgenstein calls “aspect perception” requires
taking hold of the object perceptually, attending fo it in a particular way; and that is something
that we cannot do continuously, at least not normally. [...] In order for the aspect to
become continuous it would need to become, precisely, independent of our, or anyo-
ne’s, perceptually attending the object, by becoming a piece of (presumed, possible)
objective knowledge, or the object of an empirical judgement. [...] And then it would
no longer be (what Wittgenstein would call) an aspect (Baz, 2020, p. 27).

Rather, the dawning of the aspect signals that something new is hap-
pening in our experience of the object, that new ties with the world are
emerging and restructuring our making sense of the world. In doing this,
what we experience as unfamiliar (the dawning of an aspect) becomes
familiar: metacognitive feelings just signal this discontinuity in the flow of
experience (cf. Dokic, 2012). Thus, aspect-seeing play a phenomenological
role in that it brings out a distinction between the phenomenal and the ob-
jective world, as well as the role we can have in intersubjectively constructing
the world. In Wittgensteinian terms, the experience of making sense of
the world by seeing an aspect coincides with the experience of “bringing
a concept to the world”: “it is as if one had brought a concept to what
one sees, and one now sees the concept along with the thing” (RPPI, 961).
Indeed, as remarked above, we should not conflate the attitude of perceiving
something with concezving, or cognitively taking something in a particular way.
We can invite others to attend to the same object in the same particular
way, and whenever others cannot see the Aspeks we’re inviting to see, we
would not think that they are literally blind. As Montague rightly noted:

¢ As Wittgenstein warned: “It is as if the aspect were something that only dawns,
but does not remain; and yet this must be a conceptual remark, not a psychological one”
(RPPI, 1021).
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Concepts have aspects. Two subjects can deploy the same concepts, but not sharing
exactly the same cognitive phenomenology, because they are looking onto different
aspects of the concept. [...] The aspects of concepts that a thinker is “thinking with”
are what will determine the cognitive phenomenology of the thought, and as long as
two thinkers are thinking with the same aspects, their cognitive phenomenology will
be the same (Montague, 2015, p. 177).

We might also be aware that someone is attending an aspect and de-
scribing the object in “that” particular way, but still provide a different
description of the object in “another” particular way, via another aspect
we are attending,

In the phenomenology of aspect-seeing, the Aspekt is neither completely
objective nor subjective. In a Wittgenstenian approach, this would be just a
false dichotomy: aspects “teach us nothing about the external world” (RPP,
899), but at the same time they are un-detachable from the experience of
the object. Nor are they completely subjective or metaphysically private,
even though a certain awareness and control play a role in the experience
of aspect-seeing, because they are inter-subjectively shareable with others.
Aspects are sharable in the language of phenomenology, which has a
different Grammar when compared to the language of physical objects,
and is highly dependent on a Lebensform, a “form of life” already shared
with others. As we shall see in the next section, sharing the experience
of aspect-seeing with others makes sense just when a Lebensform is in the
background.

7. The Wittgensteinian Lebensform as the Experiential Level
of Metacognitive Feelings

Adopting a Wittgenstenian point of view, it is clearer that, in the debate
on epistemic feelings, including Arango-Mufioz and Goldman’s views, there is
a lack of complexity. The phenomenology of aspect-seeing is instead crucial
to understand what some clear-cut instances of cognitive phenomenology
could be. In our view, the phenomenological element in metacognitive feel-
ings is neither an attitude, nor a content, it is not an addition of attitude
and content, but rather a process, given by the interplay of an experiential
and an epistemic level, which are distinct though related. The epistemic level
of the metacognitive feelings cannot be conceived without the experiential
level, which is much similar to the Wittgensteinian Lebensform. In this view,
cognitive phenomenology does not tell us just the “embodied signals that
have been recruited to represent internal processes” (Arango-Mufoz, 2019,
p- 2), but rather the aspects of the external world that are worth noticing
Jfor us and sharing in our Lebensform. The Wittgensteinian aspect-seeing can
be understood only in connection with a Lebensform, and not to a psycho-
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logical dimension. Indeed, psychological data are contradictory’ and they
should be reinterpreted in light of this overall process, to make clear what
exactly they can tell us about the phenomenological level and/or about
our attitude toward the phenomenal content.

We can thus conclude that metacognitive feelings represent clear-cut instances
of cognitive phenomenology, when reinterpreting cognitive phenomenology in
light of the experience of aspect seeing. Wittgenstein makes use of the
notion of “perspicuous vision” (Mulhall, 2001; Gargani, 2008), which re-
fers to the ability to see connections internal to the object or to recognize
relations among objects which provide us with a new way to look at them.
However, this epistemic import can emerge only on the background of a
shared set of practices and uses of language. This phenomenological level
tells us also what is worth sharing with others as it makes sense and is
meaningful in our Lebensform. Our attitude toward content thus cannot be
separated from the content we may want to share with others. As pointed
out (Gargani, 2008, p. 82), “the Wittgensteinian strategy precisely consists
in redistributing in a wide-ranging alternative linguistic possibility what
is traditionally assume as a repertoire of mental acts and states™. In the
same vein, Jorba (2015) refers to the notion of “horizon of possibilities™:
cognitive experiences are so holistic and complex, that make sense only if
we assign a central role to background knowledge. She claims that, when
we grasp or understand something, we fee/ that we can do it and we can
make further associations ot considerations. In the same vein, Husserl
(1960, §19) referred to the notion of “intentional horizon”, connected
to a “perceptual horizon” as a “horizon of doing” (2008, p. 363): why
should we say that we “experience” such a horizon? We become aware of
the process of understanding and/or grasping, as well as their differences,
precisely by experiencing them. In Wittgenstein, as well, the epistemic level
provides a new relationship of familiarity that someone holds with the
experiential background of practices in her community, alias the Lebensform.
This relationship is an “affective disposition” at the basis of our everyday
acting and represents the point of contact between the epistemic and the
experiential level of metacognitive feelings. This is the phenomenological
point, where a horizon of possibilities opens up.

7 For instance, in the case of the feeling of familiarity, some studies highlighted its
relationship with fluency (ex. Garcia Marques and Mackie, 2000), while other studies its
relationship with the perception of discrepancy (ex. Whittlesea and Williams, 1998).

¥ For an historical reconstruction of the Wittgensteinian background, see McGuin-
ness, 2022.
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8. Conclusion

The paper considered Arango Mufioz’s idea that metacognitive feelings
are not clear-cut instances of cognitive phenomenology. It aimed to show, against
this idea, that they can be considered as such, once the role of phenom-
enology has been reinterpreted as providing a description of the passage
between different levels of our everyday experience. We claim indeed that
Arango Mufoz should embrace the complexity he seems to reject when
he dismisses the «mixed account of epistemic feelings» (2019, p. 257). We
suggest that this can be done by approaching the issue from a Wittgen-
steinian perspective, as both the problems of reductionism and separatism
(attitude vs. content) Arango Mufloz mentions in his paper, just raises
“when language goes on holidays” (Wittgenstein, 1953, PI 38). Indeed, in
the Wittgensteinian perspective, the language of phenomenology differs
from the language of physical objects. In particular, the experience of as-
pect-seeing shows that we can tell that we see (in the sense of “seeingl”)
an object, i.e., that we perceive the physical object, but we can also see
(in the sense of “seeing2”) an aspect of the object, i.e., the dawning of
something new in the object that is worth noticing or even articulating
and sharing with others. This process represents the way in which, in our
proposal, cognitive phenomenology should be understood. In this perspec-
tive, we reinterpreted metacognitive feelings as acting on a double level,
epistemic and experiential. In so doing, they do represent a clear-cut instance
of cognitive phenomenology, observed in light of aspects perception. We
also claimed that both the levels interact in a specific form of life, where
a horizon of experiential possibilities can be given to the subject.
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