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THE PROBLEM OF COGNITION AS AN ONTOLOGICAL QUESTION

The belief that cognition still demands philosophical reflec-
tion serves as a starting point for my study. Kant’s tracsscenden-
talism and the philosophies of Fichte, Hegel, 'Marx, Nietzsche,
Husserl, end Heidegger, which directly or indirectly originate in
it, determine the theoretical field in which the question of co-
gnition is asked in a new way, no longer naturalistic or psycholo- .
gistic. fNue to the noticnal content of this field and the style
of philosophising elaborated in it, the problem of cognition chan-
ges into an ontological issue, i.e., it becomes possible ask
about the ontic structure of congnition,

1. Ontological Categories ef Post-Kantian Philosophy

Kantian transcendentalism questioned the notional basis of tra-
ditional epistemology and 1its characteristic mode of conceptual-
izing cognition (e.g. mechanistic mode), canceled its questions,
and introduced in their place its own tasks and proplems. y

The task of transcendental critique - as Kant himself saw it -.
was to clear human cognition, i.e., to demonstrate how cognition,
realized by a sensual and thinking individual, became possible
precisely as cognition, 1in its purely epistemological function,
and not in practical, social, etc. ones. The problem raised by
Kant was modified in the subsequent transcendentalistic theories.
It was accepted that consciousness is from its very nature inten-
tional, that it operates, as consciousness, only within the
internqily oppositional subjecitve-objective totality. Hence, .
objectivity does not bhave to be warranted cogdition through trans-
cendentalistc investigation. Besides, in post-Kantian philosophy
the “ontologization" of cognition was realized.
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Fichte’s going beyond Kant‘s position resolves itself essent-
ially - as I think - into the'stating that it is not enough to re-
duce, as Kant did it, +the formative activity of human conscious-
ness to purely cognitive creativity, which is a constituting an
object as a phenomenon relativized to human sensuality and ratio-
nal mind. 1In such a situation, non-relativized .and authentically
real existence should have to be . attributed to the thing-in-itself.
Whereasfaccordlng to Fichte, the idea of the thing-in-itself can-
not be reconciled with transcendentalism which demands suspending
all ontological propositions. As a consequence of this, Fichte as-
sumes that the pure I creates the object not only as the object
of cognition but as being because the pure I is in itself a unity
of being and self-thought. This pure I can be empirically compre-
hended as the general human I, and cognition - "as a constituent
of activity of humanity. It is practical, ethical activity and
gives sense both to its subjects and its objects. In this way, the
. subjective-objective totality acquires ethical Eontent, yet is still
treated by Fichte _on the purely epistemological ground. It was
only Schelling and Hegel who ontplogized the subjective-objective

totality by introaucing the metaphysical idea - of total, self{-cre~
ative activity, i.e., the idea of historical being which creates
itself through objectivity and subjectivity. 2

I think that exactly such a subjective-objective totslity is
considerd in certain post-Kantian philosophical theories, though
conceptualized in different ways. What I have in mind here are
the philosophies of Hegel, Marx, Nietzséhe, Husserl, and Heidegger.
What is more, I think that one could find in these theories a set
of common to all aof them fundamental qualifications of the total-
ity}. 0f course, these gualifications have varied contents, and
are formed into different hierarchical systems; but one can still
‘see a certain lundamentil‘contant of these categories which they
all share. In philosophy aof H ? gel sucha tundaﬁqntal quali-
fication of  the subjective-objective totality is its h i s t o-
ricity; Marx considers social nat ure ofthe"
subjective-objective totality; N ietzsche  analyses its
a-x %0.1-0.8°% ¢ 0 1 n ature;, Huss erl concentrates
upon transcendental consciousness, which is the base for creaitng'l
.subjective-ohjecitve empirical whdle,i'and< essentially its i n-
tersubiec.ti] vit y; and in Heidegger’s pﬁiloaophy, Da-
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sein, i.e., specifically understood human being which is a S u-
b ¥ 8% % of existence, is considered as a source of
a sensible unity of man and his world. I cannot show here in a
more detailed way that the philosophies which I have investigated
rare’ located in one notional field, which they penetrate and express
in different ways, but I am positive tha* the above-mertioned no-
tions are the main categories of these theories. A closer ana-
lysis should show also that in all of them, fundamental categories
were accompanied by basically the same, yet differently expressed
the 1'°d ¢w <0 1 the self-creastive c h a-
rec.vey cof the subljlective~-objective
totality. The tutality is treated there not substantially
but dynamically, i.e., as the self-creation, the objectivizations
of which are substantial subjectivity and factuslity., Such is the
character of Hegelian becoming as the unity of Being and Nothin-
gness; such is the nature of social praxis in philosophy of Marx;
human creativity in Nietzsche's conceptlon} trahscendental con-
sciousness {n Husserl’'s considerations; and Existence in Heide-
gger’s philosophy. 4

Thanks to thesc theories we obtain the theoretical sphere,
the dimensions of which are the above-mentioned categories of hi-
storicity, of what is societal, axiological, and of inter-subjec-
tivity and "existential subjectivity".  Inside this sphere, cognit-
“ion can Be understood as an ontic phenomenon, as an event or a
process eésentially contributing to the human world which is
treated here as an ontic primordiality. Cognition, uynderstood in
this way, appénrs to be a',constitutive element of the self-crea-
tive subjective-objective activity.

I1. Cognition as an Ontic Phenomenon

The recognition of the fact that cognition is an element af
the self-creation of the ontic totality, may - though not necess-
arily - lead to an underatend;ﬁqvot éognition'as the process of
self-creation. It does not have to lead to this since the assumpt-
ion that parts have the samé qualities as the whole to which tiey
belong is not a necéssuty p;crequisite. Treating cognition in
such a way seems, however, indispensable if the conceptualization

g
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ion is autodynamic, it must also be accepted that t-h.e

essence of t:h.e ..p.z0.C 8 88 o f c a.gn i-
o G0 kel o g3 1R Q4 ANGHE 8 MaBnd B iyt B its b.e.ing
Ros ©.0.@-Adct 4.0 Ay i.e,, the attributing to itself the sense

of cognition. This assumption is a necessary consequence of . trea-
ting cognition as autodynamic, since the fact that it is its own
' product means that it creates itself precisely as cognition. The
sense of its being cognition is not attributed to it from the
outside by any human or non-human authority. Cognition attributes
the sense of cognition to itself taking on reality in its own par-
ticular historical shapes, independently - one could add - of where
the cognitive activity directs itself. In the course of objectiviza-
tion cognition constitutes its sense as an ontic fact, and not a
cognitive activity directs itself. In the course of objectiviza-
tion cognition constitutes its sense as an ontic fact, and not a
cognitive one. It becomes a cognitive fact only when there appear
epistemological considerations which give the definition of cogni-
tion. Undoubtedly, epistemological reflection also contributes to
the ontic formation of the sense of cognition, since it is a part
of cognitive activity. It does not mean, however, that by formu-
lating epistemological statements it constitutes the sense as an
ontic fact, nor that it recognize this sense adequately, Epistemo-
logical ascertainments are in each case only history-bound articu-
lations of the sense which 1is created by - a given historical co-
gnition. Therefore, their function is to turn this real sense
into a cognitive fact. 3

Let us turn towards the problem of the ontic structure of cog-
nition, taking once again transcendentalism as ouf paint of de-
parture. r ; : ‘ !

Transcendentalism broke the traditional, naturalistic and
psychologistic, interpretation of cognition. It differentiated be-
tween cognition as the subject of a philosophical question and
the psychic acts studied by psychology. It also introduced the
Wiinn of pure, transcendental consciousness, 1i.e., such a caon-
sciousness which is neither the immanent consciousness of the
empirical subject, nor the consciousness which transcends it and
is given to the empirical subject solely through objective mani-
festations. This transcendgntal éonsciousness' Jhs treated as  a
condition for the possibility of existence of empirical cognitien
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with its subjective and objective correlatives. Transcendentalism,
however, problematized, as Heidegger noticed, neither cognition
nor the transcendental consciousness iteself. Transcendentalistic
philosophy discovered that in order to -avoid-the dangers of indi-
vidualistic subjectivism, one has to ask about the dangers of in-
dividualistic subjectivism, one has to ask sbaut; the conditions
for the possibility of cognition, assuming the. mul-
tiplicit y. el e gl stV iy iU B @6, THS Bt
transcendentalism did not try to reformulate the traditional indi-
vidualistic notion of the cognitive subject in a way that would
lead to the concept of cognition adequate toe the situation in
which the multiplicity of empirical subjects appears. The introdu-
ction of the notion of transcendental consciousness as something
universal does not mean creating a pew concept of subjectivity,
but only modifying the traditional one. The effects of the short-
comings within transcendentalism can be seen in post-Kantian meta-
physics; there is no ontology of cognition in it, no attempt to
fill the pure epistemological categories with ontological content.
Heidegger attempted ontologization of cognition, yet his going
beyond transcendentalism and metaphysics, tod;ther with his
attempts to build ontological epistemology within the 1limits of
what hg himself called the fundamental ontology of the ftinite
being, 'cannot be treated as fully satisfactory. When the notion
of truth appears in his conception, the weaknesses of Heidegger’s
attempt become conspicuous. Jruth, ontologically understcod as
the opennéss of being, has no normative character, is neither a
value nor 8 crilerion for evaluating the patency ' of being. An
attempt to 6ntologize cognition was made also by Gadamer. In his
hermeneutics cognition is a constituent of being. Historicity
and language are both fundamental conditions for the possibility
cf cognition and its structural qualifications as well. And t-)ugh
for Gadamer language really exists only in conversation, this
belief does not entail any modifications of :the notion of cog-
nition within his theory. It remains for him, as ‘it did for
Heidegger, a.relation,jaining subject with object, and not the
one between subjects. It seems, however, that what demands pro-
blematization is the ‘very belief that cognition is a subject-
-object relation. It has to be pfoblematized if the transcenden-
talistic assumption of the multi-subjectivity of copnitive situa-
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~ tion is to be treated as the fundamental premise of the ontology of
cognition.. Such a problematization becomes possible only with the
"holp of the notion of the social notpta of the subjective-objective
totality. ‘ : .
Generally, on the basis of the concept of what is societal,
‘social world is the fundamental reality in which  man exists, It
is then a human world, but not in the sense of being a correlative
of individual consciousness, such as e.g., the Cartesian sense.
‘The substance of which human world is made are social sctivities
and relations. They condition each other end form a historical
as well as autodynamic totality. This totality, seen in the per-
spective of the activities which constitute it, is at the same time
. collective subject and social objectivity. In both aspects, the
individual man, whose existence is being-in-social-world. He ex-
@ststn this world inasmuch as he is socially formed..tncnrporai-
ed into the network of social relations, and acts in socially
established manner within the limits of these relations and in-
stitutions created on them., Man exists in the social world so far
as his activity is the participation in the activity of & supra-
-individual subject, and his subjectivity, which is the condition
for his being the performer of ontic activity, is ‘a pacticular
and individual actualization of a supra-individual, social subject-
ivity. Man, understood in this way, shows himself as having been
“thidst" into the social world, and doomed, in entic sense, for
acting in it. And this is to be the sctivity of the entire man.
As a whole, man is subjectivity-in-acting
which includes sub jectivity-in-cognition,
i.e., his sensual and intellectual equipment. From now on, I.willv
differentiate in this paper between subjectivity-in-acting and sub-
jectivity-in-cognition.  Man’s subjectivity-in-acting . is both the
codition for and a product of social activities, It means that sub-
jectivity, together with his usage, is socialized in a :histori-
cally particular way. The social character of human activities
means not only that activities -are done within the limits of so-
cial relations and according to social patterns. but - in fact .-
that activities are always relations which bind man with other
people, even when he is directed at things. Human activities remain
always - essentially - social interactions, and this gives them an
intersubjective character: they establish contact between indivi-
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Euél subjeétivities-in-cognitlon. The condition and the product at
the same time of these interactions, seen from the perspective of
their intersubjectivity, is supra-individual,' interpersonal con-
sciousness. ;

Having accepted the notian of what is social as the consti-
tutive category of the ontology of cognition, we must agree that
cognition is - in its ontic structure -~ a .social phenomenon, - and
that it has interactional, dialogical form. It is a dialogue, and
not in such a metaphorical understanding according to which while
exploring nature we ask questions and nature answers us. Cognition
is a dialogue in a literal, human, sense. Strictly speaking one
can say that cognition is in its ont ¢
structurch o system of social  tnter-
actiens which teake place among the
I 1 o B VIR U Y I T 8" - Jhel et ATt es-1in-co g n i~
t ion. The system is autodynamically historical and forms the
ontic structure of the self-creating cognition.

The cognitive act, understood as social interaction, can be
thus described, to use Hegelian expression, as "subjectivity di-
rected against subjectivity". Subjectivities-in-cognition which
direct themselves to each other or against each other are not their
own creations in the sense of being given to themselves in the act
of the inner-consciousness as pure self-knowledge. They are so-
cially created.

The idea of the interactional structure of cognition allows us
to problematize the seemingly obvious conviction that cognition
is a relation between subject and object, and shows in a new light
the old transcendentalistic problem of the ob]je-
A vl VI SR B o f cognition. Itis the problem of the
conditions which enable human consciousness to go beyond itself
"towards the transcendent. First of all, two non-identical issues
can be notiéed; thé problem of an individual subjectivity-in-cogni-
tion geing towards another subjectivity, and the problem of a
subjectivity-in-cognition transcending towards what is objective-
-in-cognition. »

In relation to the first problem, one can say that the tenden-
cy to transcendent towards other subjectivities is the condition
for the possibility of the cognitivé acts which are social in-
teractions, and that this tendency is an indispensable ontic qua-
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lity of human subjectivity-in-cognition. Since individual con-
~sciousness is only a particular actualization and an element of
" interpresonal consciousness, then the going towards the otﬁérf;:: :
‘ople’'s subjectivity, is a movement which take place within a social
subjectivity}. i.e., within the given, historically cancrete
. supra-individual subject of socjal life. The same applies to the
'tendency to assimilate the objectivized contents of other subje-
cxivitiéé-in-cognition. The transcending towards other subjectivi-
ties and the dssimilating the content of social consciousness are
constituent processes of. cognition. They occure for such is the
" very nature of cognition as a social process.

; The tendency to transcendent towards other subjectivities-in-
-cognition cannot be treated as a proof that cognition refers it-
self to things. The problem of the factual
v gsT oAt Lity o f cognition demands separate lnﬁuiry.

The issue of the factual wvalidity of cognition becomes the
question of primary importance for these theories which treat
cognition as subjective-objective relation. 1n the light of what
was said here about the autodynamic character of cognition, such
a treatment is neither the only possible nor the only existing one
in philosophy. " It is just one of the forms in which cogniticn con-
stitues itsel?f as cognition and recognizes 1its own activity in
epistemplogical theéries. In order to see the historically limited
character of the idea that cognition is learning about factuality
(thingness), it is enough to remind us of those theories of the
pre-Kantian epistemology in which cognition was understood as a
relation between human subjectivity, buman mind and (divine) obje-
citve knowledge. In these theories, internalizing rather than
transcending was problematized. Questions were asked about the
conditions in which human subject can acquire objective knowledge
rather than about the coditions in which human consciousness or
knowledge would refer to objectivity, factuality..

Can we say, however, that the recognition of the historical
limitations of the subjective-objective concepfion of cognition
enables us to cancel the problem of objective validity of cog-
nition in a version proper for this conception? I think we can-
not, because this version of the problem 1s chardcteristic of
the modern reflection on cbgnition. All the current epistemologi-
cal inquires ought to tgke"this_conceptiog as their obligatory
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point of reference, they have to take into account its problems and
settlements, if only to overcome them. Otherwise, there is a dan-
ger that they may be recognized as inquiries concerning cognition
only and exclusively from their own point of view. o,

Let us then analyse the problem how the question  about the
objectivity of cognition and its factual validity , can be asked-on
the ground of the suggested understsnding of cognition,

When we ask about the objebtivity of a cognitive interaction,
we want to understand how it is possible that there exists a re-
lation between cognition and what is external to the subjectivi-
ties-in-acting. When asking about the factual validity of cogni-
tion: we want to learn how it is possible that  things interfere
in the interactions between subjectivities-in-cognition. 1In other
words, what seems strange from the point of view suggested here
and what reguires explication is the fact that interactions among
subjectivities-in-cognition are not closed in themselves, that
they are open to what is socially objective, -and that things take
part in human dialogue and become objects to which subjectivities
participating in the interactions direct themselves intentionally.

In order to answer these questions, one has to start with a
statement that on the ground of the accepted. . here ontological
assumptions, cogniticn cannot be considered as the activity which
cgnstitutes by itself what is factual. Man’s contact with what is
external to him cannot be reduced to the creative activity of
his subjectivity-in-cognition. The process of cbnstituting human
reality is itself an ontig process, in .which man participates
as & whole, and is engaged with all his subjectivity-in-acting.
In this process that which is objective to man, i.e., what is the
object of his interest, longings, operations, etc., is being for-
med. The reality, the thingness which objectivizes itselt to man
is always human factuality. It is already socialized and exiologi-
cal in the sense that it has ontic relevance for man and concrete
supra-individual wholes, that it can be valued from the point of
view of social being. Hence, the very social creation of the
human world gives cdgnition its factual wvalidity and - makes it
refer to things. Things interfere in cognition, - they become its’
cbjects. Thanks to them, cognition is the cognition-of-something
beéau;e cognition is an element of human \ subjedtive-objbctive
activity, and cannot be extracted from it. In other words, cognit-
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ion is related to what is objective and becomes possible as factu-
‘ally valid so far as it is determined by the entire social life to
which it belongs. If total autonomization of cognition were pos-
sible, it would be pure, direct interaciioh of subjectivities,
t.e., such an interaction in which no things would mediate, and
subjectivities would in no way be determined or limited by the
necessity of referring to things.

The developing human activity which gives cognition its factu-
al validity, makes it a value. It relativizes itself to cogni-
tlon; it makes cognition the condition for its own creative chara-
cter. To the degree that this social activity refers to things,
i.e., as far as it affects things, it relativizes itself to know-
ledge about things, and whether it transforms or crestes reali-
ties, or rules over them, depends on its knowing them. One could
say that epistemological reflection on the conditions of factual
validity of cognition is just an articulation of such a factual
functioning of social activity. Social activity has a factual na-
ture when it establishes the identity of objectivity and factuali-
ty, thingness, adding value to the latter. Epistemological con-
siderations express just the situation in which things become the
point of reference for evaluating both the concrete operation, which
is evaluated according to how it affects things, and the cognitive
act, which is evaluated in respect of how it refers to things.

To .recapituiate, cognition is an element of social reality
and has the structure of a dialegue. Consequently, it takes place
in the spece among individuals, and not within human minds, although
the latter are its necessary correlatives, Cognition is a hi-
storical whole, since it is, in its ontic structure, the autody-
namic system of social interactions. Individual subjectivity par-
ticipating in cognitive interactions becomes a subjectivity-in-.
-cognition, has a socially created nature, and is _characterized
by the tendency to transcendent towards other subjectivities-in-
-cognition and to internalize the contents aof an interpersonal
consciousness. Such a supra-individual consciousness is co-crea-
ted (preserved, modified in some fragments, etc.) by concrete co-
gnitive interactions, and is in the same time a condition of each
of these interactions. What is objective to individual subjectivi-
ties, i.e., what is the object of cognition and acting partici-
pates in cognition becausg cognition is an element of the entire
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activity of ﬁdman beings. The way in which objectivity participates
in ‘cognition is proper for the given, historically determined
manner of sqc}gi _self-creation. Particulary, objectivity partici-
pates in cognitibh-;gﬂtﬂfgaaeéb. Eagnitidn gaiﬁé its axiological
aspect, becomes a value through . participating in social creative
activity. g R

The above considerations may raise the feeling of insufficensy.
One might say that they do not answer the question what co~-
gnition really'is. To qualify cognition as the autodynamic histo-
ricity, which in its ontic structure is the system of social in-
teractions, may appear unsatisfactory and - essentially - non-
-epistemological. However, one has to remember that creating an
ontological conception of cognition in the sense suggested here
means changing the whole style of asking about cognition and qua-
lifying it. One cannot qualify cognifion by defining it, since
this procedure must lead either to naturalistic or psychologistic
conceptions; or to the methodological conceptions in which cogni-
tion turns out to be a correlative of some methodological rules;
or it ends up with building epistemological metaphysics in which
cognition is not problematized at all. If one. wants to avoid
these positions, - there remains only one solution - to look for the
answer to the question of what cognition is, by penetrating the
realm in which it  constitutes itself in the forms of concrete hi-
starical cognitions. This realm is the historical world of social
subjective-objective activity.
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PROBLEM POZNANIA JAKO PYTANIE ONTOLOGICZNE

Punktem wyjscia moich rozwazarh jest przekonanie, e poznanie
nadal wymaga filozoficznego namysiu. Kantowski transcendentalizm
1 wyrastajgce z niego. bezpodrednio 1lub posrednio -filizofie Fich-
tego, Hegla, Marksa, Nietzschego, Husserla i Heideggera wyznacza-
Ja obszar teoretyczny, w ktérym pytanie o poznanie stawiane jest
w nowy sposéb, Jjuz nie w szacie naturalistycznej czy posycholegis-
tyczne}. Ze wzglgdu na zawartos¢ pojgciowg tego obszaru i wypraco-
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wany w nim sposéb filozofowania, problem poznania staje sie w nim
zagadnieniem ontologicznym,  tzn. mo2liwe staje sie pytanie o to,
Jaka jest ontyczna struktura poznania. Odpowiedzi na to pytanie
mogg by¢ oczywiscie rdznorodne. W artykule przedstawiona jest jed-
na z nich, Fundamentalng kategorig .pojeciowa proponowanej koncep-
tualizaéji. poznania jako fenomenu ontycznego jest pojecie uspole-
cznienia. W perspektywie tej kategorii poznanie jawi sig jako auto-
dynamiczna historyczno$¢, ktdéra ma strukturg interakcji spolecz-
nych wlgczonych w catosc¢ ludzkiej dziatalnosci. Dzigki wuwzglednie-
niu szerszego kontekstu ontycznego, w ktdrym realizuje sig pozna-
nie, mozliwe jest wyjasnienie sposobu uczestniczenia w poznaniu
przedmiotdw.



