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Abstract of symposium: In the course of this symposium, each contributor will endeavor to highlight
what, in the school classroom (understood as a first locus in socialization), can promote lifelong active
thinking as a citizen. In this frame, the place taken by the practice of collaborative philosophical inquiry
(CPI), implemented from kindergarten to middle school, experimented in adult education, or offered in
citizens’ philosophy events and cultural discussion workshops in universities, will be taken as a
reference. Each communication will support the argument for wider knowledge and use of CPI. The
coordinators of the symposium will provide a general overview of practice in schools over the last 20
years among French speakers in France, Belgium, Switzerland, and French-speaking Canada.

Abstract: Our research team, which has gradually grown into a multidisciplinary group (Auriac-
Slusarczyk, Lebas-Fraczak, Blasco, Daniel, Colletta, Simon, Fiema, Auriel, Henrion, 2012, Blasco &
Auriac, 2013, Auriac & Colletta, 2015) has been regularly collecting transcriptions of collaborative
philosophical inquiry (CPI) sessions during the last ten years (see http:/philosophemes.univ-
bpclermont.fr/). More narrowly targeted studies had previously brought out certain factors linked to the
positive impact of CPI on pupils’ social and cognitive development (e.g. Auriac, 2007). Our purpose
here is to present the salient features emerging from 20 years of research, in order to appraise the
utility of introducing CPI in adult training (graduate courses, lifelong learning, education for citizenship,
etc.). We emphasize features of CPI that prove richer than they may seem at first sight: syntactic
aspects (ordinary but original productions, see Blasco, 2016), pragmatic aspects (specific reasoning
mode, see Lebas-Faczak, 2016) and ethical aspects (diversity tolerance, integration of otherness, see
Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2015). We comment on some selected corpus excerpts, using tools for the analysis
and description of spoken language, that underline how language use in CPI contributes in an original
way to linking language and thought. The Philosophemes corpus (Blasco & Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2013,
Auriac-Slusarczyk & Colletta, 2015) shows how language is used spontaneously in context. This rich
ordinary-language resource, made up of authentic utterances of pupils and teachers, reveals at least
four features that deserve further research: (i) syntactic production that structures the way discourse is
built, (i) mutual understanding, facilitated by repetition and the rhythmic effect this produces, (iii)
cohesion, strengthened by repetition, which helps to organize the discourse and make it a shared
dialogue, and (iv) interaction, whereby the relevance of successive utterances is strengthened as turn-
taking proceeds. These features argue for wider knowledge and more extensive use of CPI in adult
education, where, like at school, they could facilitate difficult learning paths.

1. Introduction
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Over the past ten years our research team, which has gradually grown into a
multidisciplinary entity (Auriac-Slusarczyk, Lebas-Fraczak, Blasco, Daniel, Colletta,
Simon, Fiema, Auriel, Henrion, 2012, Blasco & Auriac, 2013, Auriac & Colletta, 2015)
has been regularly collecting and analyzing transcriptions of collaborative
philosophical inquiry (CPIl) (see http://philosophemes.univ-bpclermont.fr/). Our
research brings together expertise in the fields of philosophy, linguistics, psychology
and the sciences of education. This multidisciplinarity meets a need to draw upon
varied research methods in the cross-analysis of CPI transcripts collected in the
Philosophemes corpus. Earlier more narrowly-targeted studies had already
highlighted some factors linked to the positive impact of CPIl on schoolchildren’s
social and cognitive development (e.g. Auriac, 2007).

Here we describe the most important findings that have emerged from 20 years of
multidisciplinary research, to argue for the implementation of CPI in adult education
settings (higher education, lifelong learning, open universities, etc.).

2. An emerging innovative and socially progressive practice
2.1. Definition

What is CPI1? What is a philosophy workshop?

CPI, as practiced in the classroom, can be defined as a shared discourse involving
several interlocutors — the pupils and their teacher — oriented by a starting question.
The shared objective is to find a collective answer to a question that requires a high
degree of discursive interactivity. Historically, since its inception by Mathew Lipman
(1995) in the US (bi-annual conference of the NACCiI), research on CPI has been
accompanied by concrete presentations. A philosophy workshop is primarily a text,
produced collectively. Data extracted from the Philosophemes corpus (see Blasco &
Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2013, Auriac-Slusarczyk & Colletta, 2015) or from a discussion
stemming from the public demonstration made at UNESCO during the annual
meetings on philosophical practices (corpus: “Why do we say it's not fair?” (see
Simon et al., 2015) illustrate this type of collective text.

2.2. The study corpus

Here, for example, is a transcribed excerpt from a discussion on “Effort”, by 1t grade
pupils, Loire-Atlantique (Philosophemes corpus):

TP: 177 Léna: to make an effort you've got to try to succeed (...)

TP: 185 Soizic: | agree too with Awen to make an effort you’ve always got to keep... if the
first time you don’t succeed, you've always got to keep on trying or you don’t succeed

(...)

TP 186: Elsa: yes, because sometimes we make an effort, and sometimes we don’t make an
effort and don’t keep trying, but sometimes we try to succeed to make an effort and then we
can write or count or write numbers.

Below is an excerpt from the UNESCO corpus, 5" grade pupils, Paris.


http://philosophemes.univ-bpclermont.fr/

Michel Tozzi: alright / so we start off by giving say a few examples, and then we explain why
we think it’s not fair // here you give me an example between a brother and so his sister she
goes to bed later she’s not :: much older that him, so you find that’s unfair

Melvil: hm hm hm

Lou: well | think its more for the unfairness like :: sometimes it’s unfair like um right Melvil’s
example was good so ::: // sometimes there’s brothers and sisters where there’s unfairness
but sometimes it's you who’s / who'’s luckier and sometimes it's the other one who’s luckier
SO sometimes we say it's not fair // but well we really think that // well maybe we think that but
not much not much.

When we work on orthographic transcriptions of spoken language, we are dealing
with material that is hard to process because it is difficult to write down (everything
we actually hear is recorded in the transcription, unlike in ordinary listening), to read
(speech transcribed as such does not take the same form as the written language we
are used to seeing), and to analyze (grammar as we use it cannot account for those
language phenomena that we all too readily identify as bad speech or failed
communication).

CPI, which produces concomitance between speaking and thinking, may appear
trivial in its production mode (Blanche-Benveniste, 1990, 2010). However, it offers
interplay that is not of the question-and-answer type, and it is clear that some steps in
the process have not yet been fairly assessed.

For example, it has been shown that schoolchildren construct reasoning collectively
(Fiema & Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2013; Auriac-Slusarczyk & Fiema, 2013). In learning to
think, from the pupil’s point of view, the pupils carry out a great deal of preparatory
argumentation to clarify the initial question, which they appropriate (the
examples form conceptual steps in “extension”, while chosen lexical items describe
“intension” (Fraczak-Lebas, 2016'). As regards the teaching activity, the
morphosyntactic organization describes those instructive passages where the
teacher plays a part, i.e. that serve to elucidate how the reasoning is constructed.

2.3. Close-up on some aspects linked to the effects of CPI

It is now agreed that CPl makes a positive impact on pupils’ social and cognitive
development (Millett & Tapper 2012; Topping, & Trickey 2007). We consider that our
knowledge of these speech exchange processes can be improved through a focus
on certain fine observations. By addressing different aspects and offering other
viewpoints, this approach will help us gain greater insight.

For the syntactic aspects, the language spoken in this setting is a material that is
both ordinary — because it is composed of spontaneous utterances — and original, by
the situation and the questions addressed (see Blasco, 2016). It is thus likely that the
grammar as observed will display specific features. For the pragmatic aspects, we
can identify specific reasoning modes (cf. above, Lebas-Faczak, 2016)?. Ethical

14...] an analysis in intension is when pupils undertake to define a concept-expression (beginning with
the one addressed by the starting question) via a proposition indicating its “essential character”. An
analysis in extension is when the pupils give instances to associate experience or types of experience
with the concept-expression.

2 Studies on intellectual operations that demonstrate that the language performs thought rather than
simply expressing it (Lev Vygotski 1934/1997, p. 107) are relevant here. The ways in which syntactic
productions acccount for this relation need to be explored.




aspects also deserve study (Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2015). We will examine corpus
excerpts from a syntactic viewpoint to show how the use of language in CPI
contributes in an original way to the articulation of language and thought.

3. Syntactic viewpoint

Syntactic description offers an analytical approach that is plainly of value. CPI elicits
and develops an ability to think about subjects that are mainly ethical, through
mobilizing spoken language. The speech exchanged between pupils and the teacher
(Blasco & Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2013, Auriac-Slusarczyk & Colletta, 2015) is authentic.
Our purpose in addressing language phenomena in this setting is to explore the
relations they form between saying and thinking, through detailed observation. We
focus here on fine language observations, which at first sight may seem unimportant,
but which deserve closer attention.

On the basis that (i) the fine language observations will prove relevant, and (ii) the
articulation between language and thought takes place both individually and
collectively (Blasco & Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2013), we can gain a fuller understanding of
how the speech grammar operates, and how the language serves to construct the
text.

3.1. A methodological tool: the syntactic chart

Linear reading can cause us to see the oral utterances as a weakly structured
production, sometimes chaotic, repetitive or monotonous. However, the recorded
data characteristic of the production process have to be analyzed as indicators of a
true activity of language construction. To make sense of this information and help
analyze it, we use syntactic charts (a tool for reading and understanding oral
utterances, cf. Blanche-Benveniste and the Aix school, 1990; Auriac-Slusarczyk &
Blasco-Dulbecco, 2010). The aim is to allow the transcriptions of these sound
recordings to be read using a specific mode, outside our usual listening and reading
habits. The syntactic chart is a method of presentation that displays the text produced
in two dimensions, instead of linearizing it as in an ordinary left-right transcription of
speech. Through a prior syntactic analysis, the chart highlights the regularities or
variations that structure sequences through an orthogonal representation with
horizontal and vertical axes. Below is an excerpt from a transcription, followed by its
syntactic chart.

Michel Tozzi: alright you you say it's not fair ‘cos we have to do a certain number of things
that we wouldn’t want to do // is that what you’re saying?

(---)

Candice: me | think there’s several, so um // several meanings of it's not fair because there’s
/ um there’s // it's not fair that can cause a disagreement so um that’s really not equality um //
so um : // | dunno really {laughter} // then there’s um the it’s not fair fff a bit fff / sort of being
awkward // so you don’t think about it // that’s more um um it’s not fair um but actually it’s fair
so um there and so after um it depends on the situation but:



me | think there’s several
soum
several meanings of it’s not fair

because there’s/ um
there’s // it’s not fair that can cause a disagreement so
um
that’s really not equality I dunno really
then there’s  um

the it’s not fair fff
sort of a bit awkward so
you don't think about it

that’s more um um it’s not fair
but actually it’'s  fair
so um there

and so after um it depends on the situation
but:

Importantly, as the sentence is being constructed syntactically from left to right, there
is a pause when paradigms of potentially substitutable units are elicited. This is a
fruitful way to look at phenomena linked to the mode of speech production; a mode
that keeps a record of its construction. This record often deters ordinary readers, and
goes mostly unnoticed in conversation.

Several things can be seen in a syntactic chart. Some pertain to the syntactic (and
even macro-syntactic) organization; others concern the relation between grammar
and thought. Here:

1- Horizontally, there are five construction zones. Each one enables us to read
what is or is not redundant in the use of lexicon, and the syntactic schemes that help
make the discourse coherent.

eThe left-hand zone introduces the items that show the utterer’s point of view: me |
think, 1 dunno really, sort of and those that concern the time sequence, e.g. of the
explanation and conceptualization: because, so, and, but

eThe middle zone shows the verbs: there’s; there’s; then there’s; it depends. The
verb is central in the syntax because it governs the subject-complement relations.
e\What we call the right-hand zone actually depends on the central zone, because it
is the place where the (non-pronoun) complements are placed. Syntagmatic
expansions are placed here. It is the place for syntactic progression and
developments. Here we transcribe relative clauses and adjectives, which are
essential in the process of definition: (that can) cause a disagreement, (that’s) really
not equality, a bit awkward, (you don't think) about it, (that’s) more.

2- From this observation of the syntactic and lexical organization of each zone,
we can identify what contributes to the construction and development of the
reasoning. This is therefore the link between language and reasoning.

For example, here the pupil lists several meanings; she is challenging the initial
guestion. We are no longer talking about why. We are talking about the expression
itself.




This is why we stated above that in CPI, pupils seek fairly systematically to clarify the
guestion asked before they set about answering it. However, this step is not always
seen. The relative clauses are thus modalized: can/really, the construction is very
progressive, with semantic associations: not fair/disagreement/not equality;
awkward/so you don't think about it /not fair/but actually it’s fair.

The chart reading of passages chosen from CPI not only shows a general organizing
principle in speech; it also confirms that each oral text develops its own grammar.
The two-dimensional representation shows the text architecture and reveals the
language-thought co-construction by the study of regular or irregular language
features linked to the deployment of reasoning. We thus see what is generated by
the individual and what is collective, and we can see how the grammar operates to
shape the discourse.

3.2.  Commentary of chart reading

The first chart has already been worked on in a conference presentation® and a
paper in press (Blasco, 2016 in press, journal REE 24). We describe it again here, as
it is a complex material that casts light on various issues through its multiple
readings.

Chart 1. Effort: Lena/Soizic/Elsa

In the first text, the question at the centre of the exchange is: “Why do we make an
effort?”

Léna:
to make an effort you've got to try to succeed (...)

Soizic:
| agree too with Awen
to make an effort you’ve always got to keep...
if the first time you dont succeed, you've always got to keep on trying or you don’t
succeed
Elsa:
yes, because sometimes we make an effort
and sometimes we don’t make an effort and don'’t keep trying
but sometimes we try to succeed to make an effort
and then we can write
or count

or write numbers

This chart shows various characteristics:

1- The question asked, which expects an answer, is first of all analyzed.

3 Education, transmission. Contribution of neurosciences and psychoanalysis in contemporary clinical practice to
the sciences of education, 7" Conference on Medicine and Psychoanalysis, Clermont-Ferrand, October 2015.
“Quand les enfants parlent philosophie : étude linguistique ou comment écouter ce qu’il y a a entendre”.



Although the initial question was why do we make an effort, Léna starts the
discussion with to, i.e. she sidesteps the question to define what we mean by make
an effort*. This shift, though here inconsequential, shows nonetheless that the
proposition-question Why do we make an effort presupposes for the pupil the
proposition We make an effort. The pupil evidently verifies and justifies what is
presupposed before answering “why”. She thus starts a reply with to... youve got to.

2- The other pupil’s discourse is genuinely taken into account. The construction is
collective, though visible to varying degrees: | agree, yes.

As in all CPI, the utterances of each pupil are impregnated by those made by the
others. The concept worked on evolves through listening and taking into account
arguments, which are reworded, extended or explored.

The frame of utterance initiated by Léna — and earlier by Awen to make an effort (TP
185) is maintained by Soizic. She concurs and says so with always. We can say that
each pupil advances in their conceptualization, but that the construction is achieved
jointly.

3- Analysis of the different zones shows that the lexical and morphosyntactic
phenomena take part in forging the language-thought relation.

We see that this text is constructed around three concepts: effort, try, and succeed
announced in Léna’s utterance (TP 177).

But very quickly, Soizic moves away from the initial proposition try by introducing
another concept: keep on trying, first with just keep. She then stops the progression
and goes back to state and justify the use of this word with a conditional if the first
time you don't succeed you've always got to — an addition that the spoken language
readily allows.

The discourse can then resume its progression; it ends with or you dont succeed.

In the spoken discourse there is an apparent concern for coherence in the reasoning
and argumentation. You've got to keep on trying i.e. try once more to..., which is
indeed the definition of effort. At this moment, Elsa gives an example in the form of
yes because sometimes placed at the beginning. The yes validates the way make an
effort is understood. At the same time it carries implicit meaning.

Placed on the left of the chart — frame of utterance — and via a modification (to is
dropped in favor of because), the sequence can now be unfolded with the verb make,
first affirmative and then negative. The whole is framed and paced by sometimes,
and sometimes, but sometimes.

The repetition of the verbal construction we make an effort and the time marker
sometimes bring a rhythmic effect. No new lexical information is introduced, but the
repetition itself takes part in the conceptualization.

The positive / negative modality and the conjunctions and, but play an important role
in the progression of the demonstration, which relies on the contrast between the
verbs we make/we don't make (...) dont keep trying; but sometimes we try to until
there is a new opening with the verb succeed. The paradigm to succeed to make an

4 Analysis: “decomposition of a whole into its parts”; “decomposition of concepts”; “a definition is the analysis
of a concept” (Lalande, 1926, pp. 45-46); “all the effort of analysis is in multiplying the facts that a name
designates” (ibid., p. 46); an example is thus also part of analysis.



effort is then exemplified by an enumeration of lexical productions: read, write, write
numbers.

In this progression, effort is rewarded. The syntax (repetition, contrast, connectors
and then, but) clearly takes part in the shaping, and helps to represent the effort and
its achievement through a progressive, varied rightward extension: effort; effort to try;
succeed; to write; to write numbers.

In this very rhythmic and regular syntactic construction, it is as if the pupil enacts the
situation. The syntax describes the effort; it materializes it.

Hence in this passage, there is a construction of reasoning with two voices, those of

Soizic and Elsa, initiated by Léna’s relatively simple statement. The study of the
zones and their content shows how the discourse is shaped.

Chart 2. “It’s not fair™ Lou

well | think it's more for the unfairness
SO :: sometimes there’s unfairness

like

um right Melvil's example was good

S0:::

sometimes there’s brothers

and sisters  where there’s unfairness

but sometimes it’s you who’s

who’s luckier
and sometimes it’s the other one who’s luckier
SO somstimes we say it's not fair
but well we really think that
well maybe we think that
but not much

not much

1- The initial question was “Why do we say it's not fair?”, but Lou sidesteps the
proposition to define what we mean by “not being fair”: she clearly says that it is more
to do with a feeling of unfairness.

2- From the organizational point of view:
The chart can be read vertically and horizontally.
On the vertical axis, in the general progression, the chart is organized in three
periods, according to the verb constructions:
- what | think;
- example there’s, it’s;
- return to the starting theme we say, we think. To explain what it means to say
“it's not fair”.



Horizontally, the left-hand zone receives the utterance markers well, sometimes, like,
right, so. There is no dense content, because we are no longer in an enacted
situation with examples, but in the drawing out of a definition on unfairness.

In the center, there are verbs: | think, he was, we say, we think and their subject
pronouns, which vary according to the purpose of the discourse. The we comes at
the end when the reasoning steps have advanced, and the discourse enters a
generic frame.

On the right are the items that carry information to drive the reasoning forward with
examples or definitions. The examples that support this reasoning operate on the
persons who are contrasted: brothers, sisters; you, the other one; the forms are
lexical or pronominal, and come with presentative items there’s, it’'s. These syntactic
structures prevail in the construction of examples. The morphosyntactic confrontation
of these two lexicalized forms and the two pronominal forms illustrates and
strengthens the idea of unfairness and its expression. Here again the syntax
materializes the subject being addressed.

At the end of the chart, we note a series of adverbs: really, maybe, not much not
much. The “it's not fair” is then pronominalized: we think that so as to focus on the
adverbs and the progressive construction of what composes the assertion “it's not
fair”. The rightward progression stops. The constructions around the verb become
concise, as if a conclusion is being reached.

In fact, the reasoning meets a caveat: is saying “it’s not fair” really expressing true
unfairness? Do we really think that, or maybe not... much, not... much?

This construction is clearly very coherent. The chart shows that there is a
grammatical construction of the text for which the lexical and syntactic choices help
to express the relativity of the value judgment “not fair”.

4. Utility of implementation in other sectors

In the light of the studies conducted on CPI it seems regrettable that philosophy
workshops are not better known and more widely practiced with adults, to facilitate
difficult learning paths like at school. The Philosophemes corpus, collected since
2010, along with discussions filmed at UNESCO over the last ten years, illustrate
only school classroom practice. This practice runs from kindergarten to 12" grade
(technical high school). At the new practices in philosophy event hosted by UNESCO
in Paris every November®, practitioners and researchers have structured the area
into several fields: care philosophy, for workshops in hospitals, school philosophy for
schools, and training philosophy for the sector interested in producing tools for group
leaders and teachers, irrespective of the domain of application, but generally for
schools. The journal Diotime®, a French-speaking publication echoing the journal
Thinking, The Journal of Philosophy for Children’ created by Matthew Lipman, offers

> See http://rencontrespratiquesphilo.unblog.fr/. The Philolab Association supports the event and organizes the

activities.

6 See http://www.educ-revues.fr/diotime/. Review directed by Michel Tozzi, scientist and promotor of practise in

schools since 1996.

7 See https://www.montclair.edu/cehs/academics/centers-and-institutes/iapc/thinking-journal/. The journal is

published by the Mont Clair Institute of New York. Le Journal de Philosophie pour enfants was published

from 1979 to 2014 by I’Institut pour la promotion de la philosophie pour enfants (IAPC), a non-profit teaching

institute at Montclair State University. The journal was a forum for the work of two theoreticians and

practitioners of philosophy for children, and published this work in all its forms, including philosophical
9
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a scientific and professional space for papers describing, developing, exchanging
and making known practice in philosophy for children. After some 30 years of
successful experimentation in the field in North America, and 20 years of experience
in French-speaking countries, the question now arises of the extension of CPI to
other sectors.

Given the convergence of views and findings concerning the positive impact of
philosophy practiced in a spirit of intellectual inquiry rather than as one more school
subject, and the link between thought and language in syntax as we describe here,
we consider that the time is ripe to move on to developing these practices in adult
education.

Adult education is a vast area, and at the same time one that permits
experimentation. But do adults discuss issues in a way comparable to what we have
described above?

We present the following excerpt of a pupil, Dimitri, aged about 10. After Danaé has
spoken, Dimitri speaks:

Danaé: well when we say it’s not fair it's often that we don’t agree with something

Michel Tozzi: alright, so you have the idea then a little bit of disagreement can you give an
example

Danaé: um uh | dunno

Michel Tozzi: can someone help Danaé find an example to uh say um when we say it’s not
fair because we don’t agree // let’s hear those of you who haven’t said much

Mathéo: Dimitri have you got anything to say

Dimitri: well yes um | think we we say / when we say it’s not fair sometimes // like if our
parents tell us to do our homework we say it’s not fair ‘cos we’d rather not do it // but we’ve
got to

Michel Tozzi: alright, you say it’s not fair because we have to do some things we don’t really
want to do // is that your argument?

Dimitri: well yes

Danaé:
well when we say it's not fair it’s often that we don’t agree with something

Dimitri:

well yes um | think we we say /
when we say it’s not fair
sometimes // like if our parents tell us to do our homework we say it's not fair ‘cos we’d rather not do it
but

we’ve got to

Without reproducing the detailed study in a syntactic perspective, it is clear that the
subjectivity illustrated by the children (shift from “when” to ‘it’s”, “ike” i.e. from
conjunctural to definitional, is not the children’s own. Each uses language to redirect
their first thoughts, through secondary or complementary verbalizations, to develop
their thinking. The term “when” uttered by Dimitri is not to be interpreted as having

argument and reflection, class transcriptions, programs, empirical research, and field reports. The journal also
maintained a tradition of publishing papers in childhood hermeneutics, a cross-disciplinary field, including
cultural studies, social history, philosophy, art, literature and psychoanalysis. Thinking ends with Volume 20,
No. 3-4 (2014) and IAPC takes no more subscriptions or submissions.
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any particular temporal value. Its function is not temporal: “when” here is a thinking
frame, which allows the introduction of the example. An adult would do the same:
‘when we say it’s not fair”... “sometimes...”; “like... ”, etc.

The models of grammatical construction presented show that the ways in which
pupils aged about 10 go about discussing the question are no different from those
that adults would use to argue, exemplify and conceptualize. Our knowledge of the
language, though based on an internal grammar used from infancy, remains passive
and unconscious.

We are convinced that taking part in philosophy workshops for adults could help
pacify relations by enabling everyone to reflect together in a collective setting. It’s
never too late to think.

5. Conclusion/discussion

Studying the syntax of utterances casts new light on the CPI corpus collected over
the last 20 years. Syntactic analysis of the language offers a new viewpoint that
highlights the complexity of the exchanges. CPI is a type of discourse that elicits
initiatives translated into linguistic entities. The language is enlisted to serve what is
to be said. These are fine features that help us grasp the link between language and
thought. It would have been difficult to predict these forms of organization. Oral
utterances thus make sense if we know how to listen. In adult education, this
approach could be used to develop more attentive listening. One major impact of
philosophy workshops lies in their pacifying quality. This pacification probably arises
in part from the fact that taking the time to put our thoughts into words, shown up by
syntax in a very fine and detailed way, gives each participant satisfying positive
feedback on their mechanisms of mental production. Thinking is important, and
thinking together can extend our minds. Having to verbalize our thought leads us to
choose wording and vocabulary. Both children and adults can thus find inner concord
in CPI, provided it is properly directed.
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