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THE PROBLEM OF COGNITION AS AN ONTOLOGICAL QUESTION

The b e l ie f  tha t  cogn it ion  s t i l l  demands p h ilo soph ica l r e f l e c 

t ion  serves as a s ta r t in g  point for my study. K an t 's  transcenden

ta l ism  arid the ph ilosoph ies  of F ic h te ,  Hegel, Marx, N ietzsche, 

H usserl,  and Heidegger, which d i r e c t l y  or in d i r e c t l y  o r ig in a te  in 

i t ,  determine the th e o re t ic a l  f i e ld  in which the question of co

gn it ion  i 5 asked in  a new way, no longer n a t u r a l i s t i c  or psycholo- 

g i s t i c .  Due to the no t iona l content of th is  f i e l d  and the s ty le  

of ph ilosoph is ing  e laborated in i t ,  the problem of cognit ion  chan

ges in to  an on to log ica l  issue , i . e . ,  i t  becomes poss ib le  ask 

about the on t ic  s t ru c tu re  of congn ition .

I ._ Ontob jg i с a 1 С a tego r ie s  of P ost-Kant.ian P h i lo  soptvy

Kantian transcendentalism  questioned the no t iona l bas is  of tra

d i t io n a l  epistemology and i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  mode of conceptua l

iz ing  cognit ion  (e .g .  mechanistic mode), canceled i t s  questions, 

and introduced in  th e i r  p lace i t s  own tasks and problems.

The task of transcendenta l c r i t iq u e  - as Kant h imself saw i t  - 

was to c le a r  human cog n it ion ,  i . e . ,  to demonstrate how cog n it ion ,  

re a l iz e d  by a sensual and th ink ing  in d iv id u a l ,  became poss ib le  

p re c is e ly  as cog n it ion ,  in i t s  pure ly  ep is tem olog ica l funct ion , 

and not in  p r a c t i c a l ,  s o c ia l ,  e tc .  ones. The problem ra ised  by 

Kant was modified in  the subsequent t ra n sc e n d e n ta l is t ic  theo r ie s .  

I t  was accepted that consciousness i s  from i t s  very nature in ten 

t io n a l ,  that i t  operates, as consciousr.css, only w ith in  the 

in t e r n a l l y  oppos it iona l s u b je c i tv e - o b je c t iv e  t o t a l i t y .  Hence, 

o b j e c t i v i t y  does not have to be warranted cogn it ion  through trans- 

ce n d e n ta l is tc  in v e s t ig a t io n .  Bes ides, in  post-Kantian philosophy 

the "o n to lo g iz a t io n "  of cogn it ion  was re a l iz e d .



F ic h te 's  going beyond Kant 's  p os it ion  reso lves  i t s e l f  essen t

i a l l y  - as I  th ink - in to  the-s ta t ing  that i t  i s  not enough to r e 

duce, as Kant did i t ,  the formative a c t i v i t y  of human conscious

ness to pure ly  cog n it ive  c r e a t i v i t y ,  which i s  a co n s t i tu t in g  an 

ob ject as a phenomenon r e la t i v iz e d  to human sen su a l i ty  and r a t i o 

nal mind. In  such a s i tu a t io n ,  non- re la t iv ized  .and a u th e n t ic a l ly
<? . . g 

r e a l  ex istence should have to b e .  a t t r ib u te d  to the th in g - in - itse l f .

Whereas according to F ic h te ,  the idea of the t h in g - in - i t s e l f  can

not be reconc iled  w ith  transcendentalism which demands suspending 

a ll .  on to log ica l p ropos it ions .  As a consequence of t h is ,  F ich te  as

sumes that the pure I  c rea te s  tlie ob ject  not only as the object 

of cogn it ion  but as being because the pure I  i s  in  i t s e l f  a un ity  

of being and se lf- thought. This pure I  can be e m p ir ic a l ly  compre

hended as the general human I ,  and cogn it ion  - as a const ituen t  

of a c t i v i t y  of humanity. I t  is  p r a c t i c a l ,  e th ic a l  a c t i v i t y  and 

g ives  sense both to i t s  sub jects  and i t s  ob jec ts .  In  th is  way, the 

s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  t o t a l i t y  acquires e th ic a l  content, yet i s  s t i l l  

t rea ted  by F ich te  on the pure ly  ep istem olog ica l ground. I t  was 

only S c h e l l in g  and Hegel who ontologized the s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  

t o t a l i t y  by in troducing  the metaphysical idea of t o t a l ,  s e l f - c r e 

a t i v e  a c t i v i t y ,  i . e . ,  the idea of h i s t o r i c a l  being which creates  

i t s e l f  through o b je c t i v i t y  and s u b je c t i v i t y .

I  th ink that exac t ly  such a su b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  t o t a l i t y  is  

considerd in . c e r t a in  post-Kantian ph i lo sop h ica l  th e o r ie s ,  though 

conceptualized in d i f f e r e n t  ways. What I  have in  mind here are 

the ph ilosophies of Hugei, Marx, N ietzsche, H usser l,  and Heidegger. 

What i s  more, I  think that one could f ind  in  these theor ies  a set 

of common to a l l  of them fundamental q u a l i f i c a t io n s  of the t o t a l 

ity!. Of course, these q u a l i f i c a t io n s  have va r ied  con ten ts , and 

are formed in to  d i f f e r e n t  h ie r a r c h ic a l  systems; but one can s t i l l  

see a c e r ta in  fundamental content of these ca tego r ie s  which they 

a l l  share. In philosophy of H e g e l  such a fundamental q u a l i 

f i c a t io n  of the s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  t o t a l i t y  i s  i t s  h i s t o 

r i c i t y ;  M a r x  considers s o c i a l  n a t u r e  of the 

s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  t o t a l i t y ;  N i e t z s c h e  analyses i,ts 

a x i o l o g i . c a l  n a t u r e ;  H u s s e r l  concentrates 

upon transcendenta l consciousness, which is  the base fo r  c rea t in g  a 

„su b je c t iv e - o h je c i tv e  em p ir ica l whole,- and e s s e n t i a l l y  i t s  i n- 

t e r s u b j .  e c t i v i t y ;  and in  Heidegger 's  philosophy, Da-



se in ,  i . e . ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  understood human being which is  a s u 

b j e c t  o f  e x i s t e n c e ,  is  considered as a source of 

a sens ib le  un ity  of man and h is  world. I  cannot show here in a 

more d e ta i le d  way tha t the ph ilosophies which I have in ves t ig a ted  

are- located in one not iona l f i e ld ,  which they penetrate and express 

in d i f fe r e n t  ways, but I am p o s i t iv e  th?i- the above-mentioned no

t ions  are the main ca tego ries  of these theo r ie s .  A c lo se r  ana

l y s i s  should show a lso  that in a l l  of them, fundamental ca tego ries  

were accompanied by b a s ic a l l y  the same, yet d i f f e r e n t l y  expressed 

t h e  i d e 9 o f  t h e  s e l f - c r e a t i v e  c h a 

r a c t e r  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e - o b j e c t i v e  

t o t a l i t y .  The t o t a l i t y  i s  trea ted  there not s u b s ta n t ia l ly  

but dynam ica lly , i . e . ,  as the s a l f - c r e a t io n , the o b je c t iv iz a l io n s  

of which are su b s ta n t ia l  s u b je c t i v i t y  and f a c t u a l i t y .  Such is  the 

charac te r  of Hegelian becoming as the u n ity  of Being and Nothin

gness; such is  the nature of so c ia l  p rax is  in  philosophy of Marx; 

human c r e a t i v i t y  in N ie tzsche 's  conception; transcendenta l con

sciousness in H u sse r l 's  cons ide ra t ions ; arid Ex istence  in Heide

g ge r 's  philosophy.

Thanks to these theo r ie s  we obtain  the th e o re t ic a l  sphere, 

the dimensions of which are the above-mentioned ca tego r ies  of h i 

s t o r i c i t y ,  of what i s  s o c ie t a l ,  a x io lo g ic a l , and of inter-subjec

t i v i t y  and " e x i s t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t i v i t y " . '  Ins ide  th is  sphere, cognit

ion can be understood as an o n t ic  phenomenon, as an event or a 

process e s s e n t ia l l y  con tr ibu t ing  to the human world which is  

t rea ted  here as an o n t ic  p r im o r d ia l i t y . Cognition, understood in 

th is  way, appears to be a c o n s t i t u t iv e  element of the s e l f- c r e a 

t iv e  s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  a c t i v i t y .

I I .  Cognition as an Ont i c  Phenomenon

The recogn it ion  of the fa c t  tha t cogn it ion  is  an element of 

the s e l f- c re a t io n  of the on t ic  t o t a l i t y ,  may - though not necess

a r i l y  - leo'l to an understanding of cogn it ion  as the process of 

s e l f- c r e a t io n .  I t  does not have to lead to th is  s ince the assumpt

ion that parts  have the samé q u a l i t i e s  as the whole to which *. iey 

belong is  not a necessary p re re q u is i te .  Treating cogn it ion  in 

such a way seems, however, ind ispensab le  i f  the concep tua liza t ion

f a

G



of cognit ion  as an on t lc  phenomenon is  to be poss ib le .  The cond i

t ions for the p o s s ib i l i t y  of cognit ion  can be found in the on t ic  

s tru c tu re  of cognit ion  i t s e l f .

In  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s t i c  p h i l o s o p h y ,

which uses the term of pur.é consciousness and pure cogn it ion ,

t h e  i d e a  o f  t h e  a u t o d y n a m i c  a n d  
. *

3 e 1 f" - c r e a t i . v  e c h a r a c t e r  o f  c o g  n i -

t i o n  m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n  t r e a t i n g  

t h e  l a t t e r  a s  s e l f - c o g n i t i o n  r e a l i 

z e d  b y  t h e  p o w e r s  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  

I t  i s  an in te rp re ta t io n  in which - in b r ie f  - the form of the 

process ( i t s  h i s t o r i c i t y  and autodynamics) is  id e n t i f ie d  with i t s  

content understood as se l f- co g n it io n .  Such an id e n t i f i c a t io n  is  e- 

v ident in  the ph ilosophies which - as Hegelian - express e p i 

s t e m o l o g i c a l  o n t o l o g y ,  i . e .  , in  those in which 

being becomes id e n t i f i e d  with thought, or i s  t rea ted  as reductable 

to i t ,  and the s e l f- c re a t io n  of being becomes id e n t i f ie d  with co

g n it io n ,  which - as the r e s u l t  of the sameness of being and thought

- has to be understood as s e l f- co g n it io n .  In  such an ontology, the 

notions of t r a d i t io n a l  epistemology are t ranscend en ta l ly  p u r i f ie d ,  

and p lay the ro le  of fundamental o n to log ica l  ca teg o r ie s .

Let us, however, depart from conceptua liz ing  cognit ion  in 

Hegelian manner, as s e l f- co g n it io n ,  and concentrate  on the h is 

t o r i c i t y  of cognit ion  as i t s  formal aspect, leav ing  for a moment 

the problem of what cognition , r e a l l y  i s .

I f  we t re a t  cogn it ion  as s e l f - c r e a t i v e ,  we prejudge only i t s  

a u t o d y n a m i c  h i s t o r i c i t y .  I t  means that we 

t r e a t  i t  as a h i s t o r i c a l  process, whose p a r t i c u la r  events and s t a 

ges of, development fo l low  the preceding events, and are caused by 

h i s t o r i c a l  transform ations. The fa c t  that cogn it ion  i s  autodynamic 

h i s t o r i c i t y  means, however, something more. I f  i t  i s  an autodyna

mic process, then not only h i s t o r i c a l  events, stages of develop

ment, or concrete transformations are produced in i t ,  but a lso  

the very r e g u la r i t i e s ,  the p r in c ip le s  of these transform ations. 

The lo g ic  of the process i s  not ex terna l to i t ,  nor a t t r ib u te d  to 

i t  as a sense, an aim, or a programme to be made in ca rna te .  The 

lo g ic  of an autodynamic process is  i t s  h i s t o r i c a l l y  created  s t r u 

c tu re  .

When i t  i s  agreed upon that the h i s t o r i c a l  character  of cognit



ion is  autodynamic, i t  must a lso be accepted that t h e  

e s s e n c e  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  c o g n i 

t i o n  i s  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  i t s  b e i n g  

a c o g n i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  the a t t r ib u t in g  to i t s e l f  the sense 

of cogn it ion . This assumption i s  a necessary consequence of t r e a 

t ing  côgn it ion  as autodynamic, s ince the fac t  that i t  i s  i t s  own 

product means that i t  c rea tes  i t s e l f  p re c is e ly  as cogn it ion . The 

sense of i t s  being cogn it ion  is  not a t t r ib u te d  to i t  from the 

outside by any human or non-human a u th o r i ty .  Cognition a t t r ib u te s  

the sense of cogn it ion  to i t s e l f  tak ing on r e a l i t y  in  i t s  own par

t i c u l a r  h i s t o r i c a l  shapes, independently - one could add - of where 

the co g n it ive  a c t i v i t y  d ir e c ts  i t s e l f .  In the course of objectiv iza- 

t ion  cogn it ion  co n s t i tu te s  i t s  sense as an o n t ic  f a c t ,  and not a 

cog n it ive  a c t i v i t y  d i r e c t s  i t s e l f .  In the course of o b je c t iv iz a -  

t ion  cogn it ion  co n s t i tu te s  i t s  sense as an on t ic  f a c t ,  and not a 

co g n it ive  one. I t  becomes a cog n it ive  fa c t  only when there appear 

ep is tem olog ica l cons idera t ions  which g ive the d e f in i t io n  of cogni

t io n .  Undoubtedly, ep istem olog ica l r e f le c t io n  a lso  con tr ibu tes  to 

the on t ic  formation of the sense of cog n it ion ,  s ince  i t  is  a part 

of co g n it iv e  a c t i v i t y .  I t  does not mean, however, that by formu

la t in g  ep istem olog ica l statements i t  con s t i tu te s  the sense as an 

o n t ic  f a c t ,  nor that i t  recognize th is  sense adequately. Epistemo

lo g ic a l  ascertainments are in each case only history-bound a r t i c u 

la t io n s  of the sense which is  created by a given h i s t o r i c a l  co

g n i t io n .  Therefore, th e ir  function  is  to turn t h is  re a l  sense 

in to  a co g n it ive  fa c t .

Let us turn towards the problem of the o n t ic  s t ru c tu re  of cog

n i t io n ,  tak ing once again transcendentalism  as our po in t of de

parture  .

Transcendentalism broke the t r a d i t io n a l ,  n a t u r a l i s t i c  and 

p s y c h o lo g is t i c , in te rp re ta t io n  of cogn it ion .  I t  d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  be

tween cogn it ion  as the sub ject  of a p h ilo sop h ica l question and 

the psychic acts  stud ied by psychology. I t  a lso  introduced the 

of pure, transcendenta l consciousness, i . e . ,  such a con

sciousness which is  n e ithe r  the immanent consciousness of the 

em p ir ica l sub je c t ,  nor the consciousness which transcends i t  ^nd 

i s  given to the em p ir ica l sub ject  s o le ly  through o b je c t iv e  mani

f e s ta t io n s .  This transcendenta l consciousness was trea ted  as a 

cond it ion  for the p o s s ib i l i t y  of ex istence  of em p ir ica l cogn it ion



with i t s  sub je c t ive  and o b je c t ive  c o r r e la t i v e s .  Transcendentalism, 

however, problematized, as H&ldegger noticed , n e ith e r  cognit ion  

nor the transcendental consciousness i t s e l f .  T ranscend en ta l is t ic  

philosophy discovered that in  order to •avoid the dangers of indi

v id u a l i s t i c  sub jec t iv ism , one has to ask about the dangers of in 

d i v id u a l i s t i c  sub jec t iv ism , one has to ask about the cond it ions 

fo r  the p o s s ib i l i t y  of cogn it ion , a s s u m i n g  t h e  m u l-  

t i p l i ' c i t y  o f  c o g n i t i v e  s u b j e c t s .  But 

transcendentalism  did not t r y  to reformulate the t r a d i t io n a l  i n d i 

v id u a l i s t i c  notion of the cog n it ive  sub ject in a way that would 

lead to the concept of cognit ion  adequate to the s i tu a t io n  in 

which the m u l t ip l i c i t y  of em p ir ica l sub jects  appears. The in trodu 

c t io n  of the notion of transcendental consciousness as something 

u n ive rsa l  does not mean c rea t ing  a /iew concept of s u b je c t i v i t y ,  

but only modifying the t r a d i t io n a l  one. The e f f e c ts  of the sho rt 

comings w ith in  transcendentalism can be seen in post-Kantian meta

phys ics ;  there is  no ontology of cogn it ion  in i t ,  no attempt to 

f i l l  the pure ep istem olog ica l ca tego ries  with on to log ica l  content.

Heidegger attempted on to log lza t ion  of cog n it ion ,  yet h is  going 

beyond transcendentalism and metaphysics, together with h is  

attempts to bu ild  on to log ica l  epistemology w ith in  the l im i t s  of 

what hs h imself c a l le d  the fundamental ontology of the f i n i t e  

being, cannot be trea ted  as f u l l y  s a t i s f a c to r y .  When the notion 

of tru th  appears in h is  conception, the weaknesses of Heidegger's  

attempt become conspicuous. Truth, o n to lo g ic a l ly  understood as 

the openness of being, has no normative ch a rac te r ,  i ?  n e ith e r  a 

value nor a c r i t e r io n  for eva lua t ing  the patency of being. An 

attempt to ontolog ize cogn it ion  was made a lso by Gadamer. In  h is  

hermeneutics cognit ion  is  a cons t ituen t  of being. H i s t o r i c i t y  

and language are both fundamental cond it ions for the p o s s ib i l i t y  

of cogn it ion  and i t s  s t ru c tu ra l  q u a l i f i c a t io n s  as w e l l .  And t. jugh 

fo r  Gadamer language r e a l l y  ex is ts  only in conversa tion , th is  

b e l ie f  does not e n t a i l  any raodifi<-atlons of 'the notion of cog

n i t io n  w ith in  h is  theory. I t  remains fo r  him, as i t  did for 

Heidegger, a r e la t io n  jo in in g  sub ject w ith ob je c t ,  and not the 

one between sub jec ts .  I t  seems, however, that what demands pro- 

b lem atization  is  the very b e l ie f  tha t cogn it ion  is  a subject- 

-object r e la t io n .  I t  has to be problematized i f  the transcenden

t a l i s t i c  assumption of the m u l t i- s u b je c t iv i t y  of co g n it ive  s i t u a 



t ion  is  to be trea ted  as the fundamental premise of the ontology of 

cog n it ion .  Such a problem atization  becomes poss ib le  only with the 

help of the notion of the s o c ia l  nature of the s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  

t o t a l i t y .

G ene ra l ly ,  on the bas is  of the concept of what i s  s o c ie t a l ,  

s o c ia l  world is  the fundamental r e a l i t y  in which man e x is ts .  I t  

is  then a human world, but not in the sense of being a c o r r e la t i v e  

of in r l iv id ua l consciousness, such as e .g . ,  the Cartes ian  sense. 

The substance of which human world is  made are s o c ia l  a c t i v i t i e s  

and r e la t io n s .  They cond it ion  each other and form a h i s t o r i c a l  

as w e l l  as autodynamic t o t a l i t y .  This t o t a l i t y ,  seen in  the per

sp ect ive  of the a c t i v i t i e s  which co n s t i tu te  i t ,  i s  at the same time 

c o l l e c t i v e  sub ject  and s o c ia l  o b j e c t i v i t y .  In both aspects, the 

in d iv id u a l  man, whose ex istence  i s  be ing- in-socia l-w orld . He ex

ists in th is  world inasmuch as he is  s o c ia l l y  formed, in co rpo ra t 

ed in to  the network of s o c ia l  r e la t io n s ,  and acts  in  s o c ia l l y  

e s tab lished  manner w ith in  the l im i t s  of these r e la t io n s  and in 

s t i t u t io n s  crcated  on them. Man ex is ts  in  the s o c ia l  world so fa r  

as h is  a c t i v i t y  i s  the p a r t ic ip a t io n  in the a c t i v i t y  of s supra- 

- in d iv id u a l sub jec t ,  and h is  s u b je c t i v i t y ,  which is  the cond it ion  

for h is  being the performer of o n t ic  a c t i v i t y ,  i s  a p a r t ic u la r  

and in d iv id u a l  a c tu a l iz a t io n  of a sup ra- in d iv id ua l,  s o c ia l  subject

i v i t y .  Man, understood in  th is  way, shows hims’e l f  as having been 

" th ru s t "  in to  the s o c ia l  world, and doomed, in  o n t ic  sense, for 

acting in i t .  And th is  i s  to be the a c t i v i t y  of the e n t i r e  man. 

As a whole, man is  s u b j e c t i v i t y - i n - a c t i n g  

which includes s u b j e c t i v i t y - i n - c o g n i t i o n ,  

i . e . ,  h is  sensual and in t e l l e c t u a l  equipment. From now on, I  w i l l  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  in  th is  paper between s u b jc c t iv i t y - in - a c t in g  and sub

j e c t !  v i ty - in - co g n it io n .  Man's s u b je c t iv i t y - in - a c t in g  is  both the 

cod it io n  fo r  and a product of s o c ia l  a c t i v i t i e s .  I t  means that sub

j e c t i v i t y ,  together w ith  h is  usage, is  s o c ia l iz e d  in  a h i s t o r i 

c a l l y  p a r t i c u la r  way. The s o c ia l  charac te r  of human a c t i v i t i e s  

means not only tha t a c t i v i t i e s  are done w ith in  the l im i t s  of so

c i a l  r e la t io n s  and according to s o c ia l  pa tte rns  but - in  f a c t  - 

tha t a c t i v i t i e s  are always r e la t io n s  which bind man with  other 

people, even when he i s  d irec ted  at th ings . Human a c t i v i t i e s  remain 

always - e s s e n t ia l l y  - s o c ia l  in te r a c t io n s ,  and th is  g ives  them an 

in te r s u b je c t iv e  ch a rac te r :  they e s ta b l is h  contact between i n d i v i 



dual s u b je c t iv i t ie s - in - c o g n it io n .  The cond it ion  and the product at 

the same time of these in te ra c t io n s ,  seen from the perspective  of 

t h e i r  in t e r s u b je c t i v i t y ,  i s  s u p ra - in d iv id u a l , in te rpersona l con

sciousness .

Having accepted the notion of what i s  s o c ia l  as the c o n s t i 

t u t iv e  category of the ontology of cog n it ion ,  we must agree that 

cogn it ion  i s  - in  i t s  on t ic  s tru c tu re  - a .so c ia l phenomenon,- and 

tha t i t  has in te r a c t io n a l ,  d ia lo g ic a l  form. I t  i s  a d ia logue, and 

not in such a metaphorical understanding according to which while 

exploring nature we ask questions and nature answers us. Cognition 

i s  a dialogue in a l i t e r a l ,  human, sense. S t r i c t l y  speaking one 

can say that c o g n i t i o n  i s  i n  i t s  o n t i c  

s t r u c t u r e  a s y s t e m  o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r 

a c t i o n s  w h i c h  t a k e  p l a c e  a m o n g  t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  s u b j e c t i v i t i e s - i n - c o g n i *  

t i  о n. The system is  autodynamically  h i s t o r i c a l  and forms the 

on t ic  s tru c tu re  of the s e l f- c re a t in g  cogn it ion .

The cog n it ive  a c t ,  understood as s o c ia l  in te r a c t io n ,  can be 

thus described, to use Hegelian expression, as " s u b je c t i v i t y  d i 

rected  against s u b j e c t i v i t y " .  S u b je c t iv i t ie s - in - c o g n it io n  which 

d i r e c t  themselves to each other or aga inst each other are not their 

own crea t ions  in  the sense of being given to themselves in the act 

of the inner-consciousness as pure self-knowledge. They are so

c i a l l y  created .

The idea of the in te r a c t io n a l  s tru c tu re  of cogn it ion  allows us 

to problematize the seemingly obvious con v ic t ion  that cognit ion  

is  a r e la t io n  between sub ject and o b je c t ,  and shows in a new l ig h t  

the old t r a n s c e n d e n ta l is t ic  p r o b l e m  o f  t h e  o b j e 

c t i v i t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n .  I t  i s  the problem of the 

cond it ions  which enable human consciousness to go beyond i t s e l f  

towards the transcendent. F i r s t  of a l l ,  two non- identica l issues 

can be noticed : the problem of an in d iv id u a l  sub jectiv ity- in-cugni-  

t ion  going towards another s u b je c t i v i t y ,  and the problem of a 

s u b je c t iv i ty - in - c o g n it io n  transcending towards what i s  ob jec t ive-  

- in - co g n it ic n .

In  r e la t io n  to the f i r s t  problem, one can say that the tenden

cy to transcendent towards other s u b je c t i v i t i e s  i s  the cond it ion  

fo r  the p o s s ib i l i t y  of the cog n it ive  acts  which are s o c ia l  i n 

t e r a c t io n s ,  and that th is  tendency is  an ind ispensab le  on t ic  qua-



l i t y  of human su b je c t iv i ty - in - co g n it io n .  S ince in d iv id u a l  con

sciousness is  only a p a r t ic u la r  a c tu a l iz a t io n  and an element of 

in te rpresona l consciousness, then the going towards the other pe

o p le 's  s u b je c t i v i t y ,  is  a movement which take p lace w ith in  a s o c ia l  

s u b je c t i v i t y ,  i . e . ,  w ith in  the g iven, h i s t o r i c a l l y  concrete 

supra- ind iv idua l sub ject of s o c ia l  l i f e .  The same app lies  to the 

tendency to a s s im ila te  the o b je c t iv iz e d  contents of other subje- 

c t i v i t i e s - in - c o g n i t io n . The transcending towards other s u b j e c t i v i 

t i e s  and the a s s im i la t in g  the content of s o c ia l  consciousness are 

const ituen t  processes of cogn it ion . They occure for such is  the 

very nature of cognit ion  as a s o c ia l  process.

The tendency to transcendent towards other s u b je c t i v i t i e s - in -  

-cognition cannot be trea ted  as a proof that cognit ion  re fe rs  i t -  

s é l f  to th ings. T h e  - p r o b l e m '  o f  t h e  f a c t  u.a 1 

v a l i d i t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n  demands separate inqu iry .

Tne issue of the f a c tu a l  v a l i d i t y  of cognit ion  becomes the 

question of primary importance fo r  these theor ies  which t re a t  

cogn it ion  аз su b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  r e la t io n .  In  the l ig h t  of what 

was said here about the autodynamic charac te r  of cogn it ion ,  such 

a treatment is  n e ith e r  the only poss ib le  nor the only e x is t in g  one 

in philosophy. I t  is  ju s t  one of the forms in  which cogn it ion  con- 

s t i t u e s  i t s e l f  as cogn it ion  and recognizes I t s  own a c t i v i t y  in 

ep istem olog ica l th eo r ie s .  In  order to see the h i s t o r i c a l l y  l im ited  

character  of the idea that cogn it ion  i s  learn ing  about f a c t u a l i t y  

( th in g n ess ) ,  i t  is  enough to remind us of those theor ies  of the 

pre-Kantian epistemology in  which cognit ion  was understood аз a 

r e la t io n  between human s u b je c t i v i t y ,  human mind and (d iv in e )  obje- 

c i t v e  knowledge. In these th eo r ie s ,  in te rn a l iz in g  ra ther  than 

transcending was problematized. Questions were asked about the 

cond it ions  in which human sub ject can acquire  o b je c t iv e  knowledge 

ra ther  than about the cod it io ns  in which human consciousness or 

knowledge would r e fe r  to o b j e c t i v i t y ,  f a c t u a l i t y . .

Can we say, however, that the recogn it ion  of the h i s t o r i c a l  

l im i t a t io n s  of the s u b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  conception of cogn it ion  

enables us to cancel the problem of o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y  of cog

n i t io n  in a vers ion  proper fo r  th is  conception? I  th ink we can

not, because th is  vers ion  of the problem i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of 

the modern r e f le c t io n  on cog n it ion .  A l l  the curren t ep is tem olog i

ca l inqu ires  ought to take th is  conception as th e i r  o b l ig a to ry



point of reference , they have to take in to  account i t s  problems end 

sett lem ents , i f  only to overcome them. Otherwise, there is  a dan

ger that they may be recognized as in q u ir ie s  concerning cognit ion  

only and ex c lu s iv e ly  from th e ir  own point of view.

Let us then analyse the problem how the question about the 

o b je c t i v i t y  of cognit ion  and i t s  fa c tu a l  v a l i d i t y ,  can be askedу on 

the ground of the suggested understanding of cogn it ion .

When we ask about the o b je c t i v i t y  of a cog n it ive  in te ra c t io n ,  

we want to understand how i t  i s  poss ib le  that there ex is ts  a re 

la t io n  between cognit ion  and what is  externa l to the s u b je c t iv i-  

t ie s - in - a c t in g . When asking about the fa c tu a l  v a l i d i t y  of cogni

tion  we want to learn  how i t  i s  poss ib le  that things in te r fe re  

in the in te ra c t io n s  between s u b je c t iv i t ie s - in - c o g n it io n .  In other 

words, what seems strange from the point of view suggested here 

and what requ ires  ex p l ic a t io n  is  the fa c t  that in te ra c t io n s  among 

s u b je c t iv i t ie s - in - c o g n it io n  are not closed in  themselves, that 

they are open to what is  s o c ia l l y  o b je c t iv e ,  and that th ings take 

part  in  human dialogue and become ob jects  to which s u b je c t i v i t i e s  

p a r t ic ip a t in g  in the in te ra c t io n s  d i r e c t  themselves in te n t io n a l ly .

In order to answer these questions, one has to s t a r t  with a 

statement that on the ground of the accepted i here on to log ica l 

assumptions, cognit ion  cannot be considered as the a c t i v i t y  which 

con s t i tu te s  by i t s e l f  what is  f a c tu a l .  Man's contact with what is  

ex te rna l to him cannot be reduced to the c r e a t iv e  a c t i v i t y  of 

h is  s u b je c t iv i ty - in - c o g n it io n .  The process of co n s t i tu t in g  human 

r e a l i t y  is  i t s e l f  an ontiq  process, in which man p a r t ic ip a te s  

as a whole, and is  engaged with a l l  h is  s u b je c t i v i t y - in - a c t in g . 

In  th is  process that which i s  o b je c t iv e  to man, i . e . ,  what i s  the 

ob ject of h is  in te r e s t ,  longings, operations, e t c . ,  i s  being f o r 

med. The r e a l i t y ,  the thingness which o b je c t iv iz e s  i t s e l f  to man 

i s  always human f a c t u a l i t y .  I t  is  a lready  s o c ia l iz e d  and ex io log i-  

ca l  in  the sense that i t  has on t ic  re levance  for man and concrete 

supra- ind iv idua l wholes, that i t  can be valued from the po int of 

view of s o c ia l  being. Hence, the very soGial c rea t io n  of the 

human world g ives cogn it ion  i t s  fa c tu a l  v a l i d i t y  and makes i t  

r e fe r  to th ings. Things in te r fe re  in cogn it ion ,  they become i t s  

ob jec ts .  Thanks to them, cogn it ion  is  the cognition-of-something 

because cognit ion  is  an element of human su b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  

a c t i v i t y ,  and cannot be ex trac ted  from i t .  In other words, co g n it 



ion is  re la ted  to what i s  ob je c t iv e  and becomes poss ib le  as fa c tu 

a l l y  v a l id  so fa r  as i t  i s  determined by the e n t i r e  s o c ia l  l i f e  to 

which i t  belongs. I f  to ta l  autonomiration of cognit ion  were pos

s ib le ,  i t  would be pure, d i r e c t  in te ra c t io n  of s u b je c t i v i t i e s ,  

i . e . ,  such an in te ra c t io n  in which no things would mediate, and 

s u b je c t i v i t i e s  would in no way be determined or l im ited  by the 

necess ity  of r e fe r r in g  to things.

The developing human a c t i v i t y  which g ives cogn it ion  i t s  fa c tu 

a l v a l i d i t y ,  makes i t  a va lue. I t  r e l a t i v i z e s  i t s e l f  to cogni

t io n ,  i t  makes cogn it ion  the cond it ion  for i t s  own c re a t iv e  chara 

c t e r .  To the degree that th is  so c ia l  a c t i v i t y  re fe rs  to th ings,

i . e . ,  as fa r  as i t  a f f e c ts  th ings, i t  r e l a t i v i z e s  i t s e l f  to know

ledge about th ings, and whether i t  transforms or crea tes  r e a l i 

t i e s ,  or ru les  over them, depends on i t s  knowing them. One could 

say that ep istem olog ica l r e f le c t io n  on the cond it ions of fa c tu a l  

v a l i d i t y  of cognit ion  is  ju s t  an a r t i c u la t io n  of such a fa c tu a l  

function ing  of s o c ia l  a c t i v i t y .  S o c ia l  a c t i v i t y  has a fa c tu a l  na

ture when i t  e s tab l ishes  the id e n t i t y  of o b j e c t i v i t y  and f a c t u a l i 

t y ,  thingness, adding value to the l a t t e r .  Ep is tem olog ica l con

s id e ra t io n s  express ju s t  the s i tu a t io n  ir, which things become the 

point of reference for e va lua t ing  both the concrete opera tion , which 

is  evaluated according to how i t  a f f e c ts  th ings, and the cog n it ive  

a c t ,  which is  eva luated in respect of how i t  re fe rs  to th ings.

To . re c a p i tu la te ,  cogn it ion  is  an element of s o c ia l  r e a l i t y  

and has the s tru c tu re  of a d ia logue. Consequently, i t  takes place 

in the specc among in d iv id u a ls ,  and not w ith in  human mindSj although 

the l a t t e r  are i t s  necessary c o r r e la t i v e s .  Cognition is  a h i 

s t o r i c a l  whole, s ince  i t  i s ,  in  i t s  on t ic  s t ru c tu re ,  the autody

namic system of s o c ia l  in te ra c t io n s .  In d iv id u a l  s u b je c t i v i t y  par

t i c ip a t in g  in  co g n it ive  in te ra c t io n s  becomes a s u b je c t iv i t y - in -  

-cognition , has a s o c ia l l y  created nature , and is  charac te r ized  

by the tendency to transcendent towards other s u b j e c t i v i t i e 3 -in- 

-cognition  and to in te rn a l iz e  trie contents of an in te rpe rsona l 

consciousness. Such a sup ra- ind iv idua l consciousness i s  co-crea- 

ted (.preserved, modified in some fragments, e t c . )  by concrete co

g n i t iv e  in te ra c t io n s ,  and i s  in the same time a cond it ion  of ^ach 

of these in te ra c t io n s .  What i s  o b je c t iv e  to in d iv id u a l  s u b j e c t i v i 

t i e s ,  i . e . ,  what i s  the object of cogn it ion  and ac t ing  p a r t i c i 

pates in  cogn it ion  because cogn it ion  is  an element of the e n t i r e



a c t i v i t y  of human beings. The way in which o b je c t i v i t y  p a r t ic ip a te s  

in cognit ion  is  proper for the g iven, h i s t o r i c a l l y  determined 

manner of s o c ia l  s e l f- c re a t io n .  P a r t i c u la r y ,  o b j e c t i v i t y  p a r t i c i 

pates in cognit ion  as thingnesę. Cognition gains i t s  a x io lo g ic a l  

aspect, becomes a value through p a r t ic ip a t in g  in s o c ia l  c r e a t iv e  

a c t i v i t y .

The above cons idera t ions  may ra is e  the fe e l in g  of in s u f f ic e n s y . 

One might say that they do not answer the question what co

gn it ion  r e a l l y  i s .  To q u a l i f y  cogn it ion  as the autodynamic h is t o 

r i c i t y ,  which in i t s  on t ic  s tru c tu re  is  the system of s o c ia l  in 

te ra c t io n s ,  may appear u n sa t is fa c to ry  and - e s s e n t ia l l y  - non- 

-ep is tem olog ica l.  However, one has to remember that c rea t ing  an 

on to log ica l  conception of cogn it ion  in the sense suggested here 

means changing the whole s t y le  of asking about cogn it ion  and qua

l i f y i n g  i t .  One cannot q u a l i f y  cognit ion  by de fin ing  i t ,  s ince 

th is  procedure must lead e i th e r  to n a t u r a l i s t i c  or p sych o log is t ic  

conceptions; or to the methodological conceptions in which cogni

t ion  turns out to be a c o r r e la t i v e  of some methodological ru le s ;  

or i t  ends up with bu ild ing  ep istem olog ica l metaphysics in which 

cogn it ion  i s  not problematized at a l l .  I f  one wants to avoid 

these p o s it io n s ,  there remains only one so lu t io n  - to look fo r  the 

answer to the question of what cognit ion  i s ,  by penetra t ing  the 

realm in  which i t  c o n s t i tu te s  i t s e l f  in the forms of concrete h i 

s t o r i c a l  cogn it ions . This realm is  the h i s t o r i c a l  world of s o c ia l  

su b je c t iv e - o b je c t iv e  a c t iv i ty . .
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PROBLEM POZNANIA JAKO PYTANIE ONTOLOGICZNE .

Punktem w y jśc ia  moich rozważań j e s t  przekonanie, że poznanie 
nadal wymaga f i lo zo f iczn eg o  namysłu. Kantow'ski transcendentalizm
i w yrasta jące  z niego bezpośrednio lub pośrednio - f i l i z o f i e  Fich- 
tego, Hegla, Marksa, Nietzschego, Husserla i  Heideggera wyznacza
ją  obszar teoretyczny, w którym pytan ie  o poznanie stawiane je s t  
w nowy sposób, juź n ie  w szac ie  n a tu ra l is ty c z n e j  czy posychologis- 
tyczne^. Ze względu na zawartość pojęciową tego obszaru i  wypraco-



wany w nim sposób f i lozo fow an ia , problem poznania s ta je  s ię  w nim 
zagadnieniem ontologicznym, tzn. możliwe s ta je  s ię  pytan ie  o to, 
jaka j e s t  ontyczna s truk tu ra  poznania. Odpowiedzi na to pytanie 
mogą być oczywiśc ie  różnorodne. W a rtyku le  przedstawipna je s t  je d 
na z n ich . Fundamentalną kategorią  .pojęciową proponowanej koncep- 
t u a l iz a é j i ,  poznania jako fenomenu ontycznego je s t  p o jęc ie  uspołe
czn ien ia .  W perspektywie t e j  k a te g o r i i  poznanie jaw i s ię  jako auto- 
dynamiczna h is to ryczn ość , która ma s truk tu rę  in t e r a k c j i  spo łecz
nych włączonych w ca łość  ludzk ie j  d z ia ła ln o ś c i .  Dzięki uwzględnie
niu szerszego kontekstu ontycznego, w którym re a l iz u je  s ię  pozna
n ie ,  możliwe je s t  wy jaśn ien ie  sposobu uczestn iczen ia  w poznaniu 
przedmiotów.


