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AND IT S  M A IN  E P IS T E M O L O G IC A L  P R O B L E M

Before I s ta r t to present my a pp roach  to  the m ain po in t o f  the paper. 
I would like to m ention  a linguistic p roblem  w hich, in my opinion, is not 
unessential. In the English language philosophical trad itio n  the ph ilosophy o f 
science is based on the analilical ph ilosophy and  the division betw een science 
and hum anities o r the A rts. In this ph ilosophical trad itio n  science is 
understood  as a study o f  na tu re  and  the behav iou r o f  na tu ra l things likewise 
thé know ledge a b o u t them  th a t we ob ta in  th ro u g h  observation  and  ex­
perim ents. In opposition  to  science, the hum anities are understood  as the 
subject o f  study  concerned w ith hum an  beings, their ideas, action and 
re la tionships betw een them . In my op in ion , the division in to  science and  the 
hum anities has only a practical sence only. T he  c riteria  o f this m ain division 
could  be useful from  the analitical po in t o f view. T hey divide a ttitu d es  which 
are strict and  based on observation  o r experim ents connected  w ith na tu re  front 
d ifferent and  often  irra tional o r irregu lar h um an  activities which in m ost o f  the 
cases have no th ing  to do  w ith any  k ind  o f tru th .

M y conviction  is th a t accord ing  to  m odern  and  co n tem porary  ph ilosophy 
this division is ra the r useless, because even though  it builds som e borders, it 
skips the  m ain epistem ological p roblem  o f philosophy, m ention  fo r instance by 
D escartes, K an t and  Husserl. T he  real p rob lem  is how  to  build the subject 
which is ad eq u a te  to the reality and  w hich will know  som eth ing  a b o u t the 
reality. In  o th e r w ords, the question  is how  the cognition  is possible.

In  consequence I have to reject the division and  jo in  those bo th  sides in the 
hum anistic  ph ilosophy o f  science. T he hum anistic  ph ilosophy  o f  science is 
a ph ilosophical reflection connected  w ith b o th  science and  hum anities  (o r the 
A rts). T he division is no t im p o rtan t, w hen you th ink  a b o u t the epistem ological
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problem  o f relations between the subject and  the object which is based on the 
hum an  understand ing  o f  reality.

Before I present my m ain topic. I would like to  show  the sources o f the 
hum anistic  philosophy o f  science and  its m ost im p o rtan t theses. 1 consider it 
quite  relevant, because it is to som e extent original. T he hum anistic  philosophy 
o f  science, which I am  trying to  build , rises against trad itiona l, scientism ical 
ideal o f  the ph ilosophy o f  science. Its m ain insp ira tion  are non o rthodox  
philosophies o f  science built by T hom as S. K uhn . Paul Feyerabend, Edm und 
Husserl and Stefan A m sterdam sk i1. I trea t K uhn , Feyerabend and A m ster­
dam ski as followers o f  trad itiona l, scientism ical a ttitu d e  in the so called 
ph ilosophy o f  science ..w itnessing the crisis" w hich happened  in this philosop­
hy. O n the o th e r hand  H usserl and  som e o f  his allies and studen ts are the 
critics o f the scientism . T heir criticism , I suppose, tackles m any im portan t 
elem ents. A positive insp ira tion  to  my hum anistic  ph ilosophy o f  science is 
con tem porary  philosophical herm eneutics, represented  by M artin  Heidegger 
and  H ans-G eorg  G adam er.

C on tem porary  philosophy o f science has been going th rough  a crisis. The 
first person who m ention  it was H usserl2. He said th a t we can n o t speak abou t 
the crisis o f som e pa rticu la r branches o f  science when we can easily and  clearly 
see their success. A ccording  to H usserl, the crisis o f science m eans th a t its 
scientific charac ter, understood  as a  w hole m anner in which it established its 
true goal and  w orked ou t its m ethod  is being questioned . From  the H usserl's  
po in t o f view the problem  o f  pa rticu la r branches o f  science resolves itse lf in to  
a riddle o f subjectivity o f  the w ho apprehends. This is related w ith a riddle o f 
a topic and  a m ethod o f  a psychology. T he secound h a lf o f the n ineteenth 
century  was the tim e o f  a big im portance o f  sciences and  the p rosperity  which 
the m an  owed them . A long w ith it there w as a change in the problem  range, 
very im p o rtan t for the hum anity . Sciences, which are in terested  in facts only, 
create  poeple o f facts only. A ccord ing  to H usserl, the cruelity  and  tragedy o f 
the F irst W orld  W ar m ade the p roblem s o f  the hum an ity  im p o rtan t again. 
A gain som e fundam ental philosophical question  relating  to the sense o f the 
w orld, ra tionality  and  freedom  were asked. The objective, factual sciences 
(bo th  stric t and  the H um anities) can n o t give any answ er. Before, in H usserl's  
opin ion , it was no t alw ays like th a t. In  the ancient G reek  society the m ost 
im p o rtan t thing was „ th e  philosophical form  o f  ex istence" (D aseinform ) which 
was free educa tion  from  a subject its w hole life and  rules o f  the pure  reason. 
Theoretical ph ilosophy  w as the  basic problem . Such ph ilosophy m ade free not

1 C o m p a re : B. T  u с h a ń s к a . R o zw ó j poznania  ja k o  p roves społeczny , W a rsza w a 1982; W. 
M e j b a i i m .  A.  Ż u r o w s k a .  W stęp  do m e todo log ii n a u k  em pirycznych , K rak ó w  1985.

2 C o m p a re : E. H u s s e r l .  K ry zy s  n a u k europejsk ich  a transcendenta lna  fen om eno log ia . 
„ S tu d ia  F ilo zo ficzn e”  1976. n r  9. p. 93-121 .



H u m an istic  P h ilo so p h y  о ґ  Science 91

only a philosopher but anybody  w ho w as philosophicaly  educated . This 
theoretical au tonom y  w as followed by practical au tonom y . T he m an . who 
built h im self intuitively on his reason was the ideal o f  an tiqu ity  and  the 
Renaissance. Such a m an built also the w orld w hich surrounded  him. He built 
the political and social existance o f  T he M ank ind  w hich he educed from  the 
free reason, from  the in tu ition  o f  a universal philosophy.

T he positivistic ph ilosophy o f science „ cu t dow n the head o f  the 
ph ilo sophy" rejecting the questions a b o u t the essence o f  the ra tiona lity , the 
existance o f  G od , the sense o f  the w orld o r the im m orality . Instead  it assum ed 
a dogm atic  phenom enalism . T hanks to  it. positivism  becom e a p a rt o f  the old, 
ancient, philosophical and  m ctaphisical concep tion  o f science. It is a p a rt o f 
this conception  because o the r, irra tional (so called irra tional) p a rts  o f  the 
conception  were rejected by positivism . New ph ilosophy  o f science, based on 
the E nligh tenm ent's ideal o f  the  hum an ity  paid  a  special a tten tio n  to 
m ethodology an d  efficiency. It had  unden iab ly  som e success but science 
becom e a dom ain  o f p rofessional an d  expert scientists, w ho were far aw ay 
from  the ph ilosophy and  its questions.

Am sterdam ski·’ refers to  the H usserl’s trad itions  o f  the ph ilosophy  o f 
science criticism . He presents tw o a lternative  ideals o f  science and  the conflict 
between them . A m sterdam ski is trying to  present bo th  o f  them  indisc­
rim inately. F rom  his p o in t o f view the conflict o f  these ideals is unsolvable on 
a philosophical g round  because w hen we assum e, th a t we place ourselves 
outside the system  which we exam ine and  w hich we belong to  w'e are unable  to 
reach the w hole know lege a b o u t it. O n the o th e r hand , if  we agree th a t we are 
a p a rt o f  the system  which we exam ine from  the inside, we are not able to  reach 
an objective know ledge a b o u t it. In  consequence, in A m sterdam sk i’s opp in ion , 
ou r choices a rc  cond itioned  by the values the realization  o f  which is expected 
from  o u r knowledge.

The conflict o f these ideals o f  know ledge is a lso  unsolvable on  a m et­
hodological g round . T he acceptance o f  the ideals o f  know ledge excludes an  
acceptance o f  som e m éthodologie  al principles. F o r  the first ideal o f  the 
know ledge the m ost im p o rtan t is psychological, linguistic o r historical 
(cultural in global) understand ing  o f  the w orld in w hich m an  lives and acts. 
F o r the second ideal the m ost im p o rtan t is expand ing  technological ■ po­
ssibilities which are, in A m sterdam sk i's  op in ion , tak ing  con tro l o f the w orld: 
bo th  people and  na tu re . C on tem pora ry , so called, science is a result o f  the 
realization o f  the second ideal. It does not m ean th a t it is the only possible 
ideal o f the know ledge. This ideal could  be critisized too . A m sterdam ski th inks 
th a t on  the basis o f the ideal, which jo in s  cognitive and  technical function  o f 
the know ledge it can be accepted and  regarded as ra tiona l only when we accept

3 C o m p a re : S. A m s t e r d a m s k i ,  N a u k a  a  p o rzą d ek  św ia ta . W a rsza w a 1983. p. 134-135.
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the m ethodological rules w hich enable its opera tiona l usage. T he acceptance o f  
this ideal is not a necessity o f 'th e  reason bu t the choise m ade by the E uropean  
cu ltu re . T he  choice could  be accepted  o r rejected, bu t the  ideal should  no t be 
treated  as an  e ternal. It's  analisis and  criticism  is one ot' the tasks o f  the 
ph ilosophy o f science. A m sterdam ski in his analises gives a distinctivele 
racional bases for a pluralistic  ph ilosophy o f science. T o  create  the bases is the 
m ost im portan t goal w hen you w ant to build the ph ilosophy o f  science, which 
is not based on a scientism.

A nother, really very in teresting criticism  o f  the scientism was carried  out 
by Leszek K ołakow ski4. H is criticism  is an effect o f  the w idened concept o f 
positivism  including in it, fo r instance, pragm atism  and  conventionalism . 
K ołakow ski th inks, tha t widely understood  positivism  could be characterized  
by such four principles:

1. T he principle o f phenom enalism  states th a t there is no real difference 
between the essence and  the phenom enon.

2. T he principle o f  nom inalism  forbides the supposition  th a t the know led­
ge has, in real, eqivalents d ifferent from  indiv idual, concrete  objects.

3. The principle o f  rejection o f cognitive value o f  evaluation  and stan-
darization .

4. T he principle o f  belief in a fundam ental un ity  o f  knowledge.
A ltough I do  no t w ant to repeat K olakow ski's  exp lanation  o f  these

principles. 1 would like to poin t ou t th a t such a philosophical conception  leads 
to a special kind o f  „ ideology o f  science" (ideology o f the scientism ). This 
ideology builds m onum ents for science, puts it in the m ost im p o rtan t place, 
and accepts all four principles. T he scientism  rejects the problem s linked with 
the m elaphisics and the theory  o f  cognition . It results from  the first two 
principles. The acceptance o f  phenom enalism  and  the nom inalism  elim inates 
trad itiona l, philosophical problem s. T he th ird  principle throw s out ethics, 
aesthetics and religion. These disciplines and  their problem s are  not in teresting 
fo r scientism ’s confessors. In their field o f  interest lies the science for which the 
m ost im p o rtan t p a tte rn  is physics, a scietific m ethod  and  its im provem ent. 
Because o f  this, he is especialy in terested  in the m ethodology  and  the theory  o f  
language. T he  scientism  builds only  one model o f science. I t docs not perm it 
any alternative. A part from  th a t, scientism  excludes m an 's  every day life from  
philosophy.

Scientism can also be characterized  by five m y th s5. This characteris tic  is 
very useful and it shows som e im p o rtan t features o f  scientism , w'hich are 
im portan t from  the po in t o f  view o f  today  cu ltu re  and  civilization.

4 C o m p are : L. K o ł a k o w s k i .  F ilozo fia  p o zy tyw is tyczn a , W a rsza w a 1966. p. 9 18.
■ C o m p are : M . I l o w i e c k i .  R o zu m  nie je d n o  m a  im ię, . .O d ra "  1987, n r  2. p. 8 3 -86 .
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1. T here  is only one kind οΓ tru th fu l know ledge it is the know ledge 
rccivcd by m ethods o f science. T he  know ledge is w hat can be expressed 
m athem atically . It can also be form alized and  it was m entioned by m ct- 
hodologicaly  rigorous experience. It m eans, that science is the only source o f 
cognition.

2. T he only thing, w hich is w orth  cognition  an d  exam ination  is w hat can 
be exam ined according to scientific fundations. Because o f  this, m any 
phenom ena are ou t o f  the dom ain  o f  scientific interests. R eality  is „m echan i­
ca l '' and  „ana litica l"  and  it is possible to  explain the reality by reduction .

3. T he know ledge, bo th  in the sphere o f  its delivery (teaching and learning) 
and ob ta in ing  (researching and  investigations) should be split in to  separa te  
elem ents o r segm ents. This is why the only way to  im prove know ledge is 
specialization. Only the na rrow  the specialization  can guaran tee  tha t you 
..know  som eth ing” in y ou r field.

4. O nly the experts have a qualification  for u n dertak ing  decisions in the 
spheres o f  econom ic, social and  political life, because they know  w hat is right 
and w hat is w rong o r w hat is good and  w hat is bad.

It is very easy to  see tha t the first tw o m yths a re  very near to  the fou r 
principles o f positivism . Besides, the three next say quite  a lot ab o u t the 
ideological aspects o f scientism like a belief in scientific and  technological 
progress and  specialization which will lead us to the  tru th  and  happiness. Is the 
program m e o f scientism  satisfactory? It is hard  to  answ er this question  
uncqivocally. It is certain , tha t scientism  forced on a narrow ly  understood  
practice and  efficiency. F rom  the ph ilosophical p o in t o f  view it could  be useful 
if we agree th a t the no tion  „ph ilosophy  o f  science” and m ethodology  are 
synonym ous.

This so lu tion  is not satisfacto ry  fo r me. 1 found som e allies in the field o f 
con tem porary  ph ilosophy o f  science. Som e o f  them  have been already 
m entioned. Instead o f  m aking  friends am ong  them  and  developing their 
trad ition . I tend to look for com pan ionsh ip  am ong  philosophers w ho create 
con tem porary  herm eneutics. They w ere and  still are „d isap p in ted ” . but they 
notice som e o th e r im p o rtan t features o f  the d oday  ph ilosophy  o f  science. F o r 
instance, W ilhelm  D ilthey  shook  the belief in the unity  o f  the ways o f  cognition  
in d ifferent sciences. This belief was com m on to the  positivism  o f the 
nineteenth  and  tw enteenth  centuries. H eidegger po in ts ou t, th a t even in 
scientism rejecting m etaphisics it is possible to  find  som e rcaly im p o rtan t 
m etaphisical assum ptions. T hose assum ption  are  quite  often unconcious. If 
you w ant to  find a m etaphisical assum ption , you have to ask in a ph ilo sop ­
h i c a l  im p o rtan t way. G ad am cr m entioned , th a t m odern  science and  scien­
tism , narrow ed dow n and  im poverished the o ld, ancien t conception  o f  science. 
C on tem porary  herm eneutics does no t w ant to give this concep tion  up.



9 4 B ogusław  M ary n ia k

In my op in ion , the p resen ta tion  and  the criticism  o f scientism  m entioned 
above enable me to form ulate  som e postu la tes o f  the hum anistic  ph ilosophy o f 
science. T he hum aniste  ph ilosophy o f  science does no  deny th a t scientism  and 
positivism  have som e achivcm cnts. It does not w an t to take an  interest in 
m ethodological o r logical problem s which are no t, how ever, rejected or 
considered as nonsense. It takes a pluralistic  s tand  keeping to lerance for some 
others view points and  a t the sam e tim e endeavours to reach their basis. I try  to 
present m ain postu la tes  o f  the hum anistic  ph ilosophy o f  science in three 
points.

1. T he acceptance o f  the fact o f  eqality  o f d ifferent epistem ological and 
onto logical theories. A possibility  o f  build ing  the hum anistic  philosophy o f 
science m eans, o f course, th a t I have to  choose one o f the philosophical 
o rien ta tion  and  som e ontho log ical and  epistem ological belives. T he chosen 
view is favored only because it is my ow n acknow ledgem ent. It leads to the 
rejection o f  the belief th a t the principle o f  phenom enalism  and nom inalism  
stand  in the science as abso lu te. H um anistic  ph ilosophy  o f  science does not 
reject them  com pletely. It ju s t po in ts  o u t th a t science can  give som e exam ples 
o f  the occurance o f these principles and  som e exam ples in which these 
principles do  no t occure. H um anistic  ph ilosophy o f  science accepts a m ulti­
plicity o f  cognitive ways which can lead to  scientific cognition.

2. T he  acceptance o f  the cognitive value o f  evaluation . It accepts the 
im portance  o f  religion, m etaphisics. a rts  and  ethics, an d  connected w ith these 
problem s fo r science. It can be supposed that their rejection is artificial and  it 
can  lead to som e falsifications. Because o f  tha t, hum anistic  philosophy o f  
science does no t w ant to  avoid any  problem s, connected  with the hum an 
being-in-world.

3. T he rejection o f  the belief in „w o u n d erfu l"  possibilities o f science, 
especialy narrow ed to the strict science. The belief in „ w oundcrfu l"  cognitive 
possibilities o f  science can n o t be re ta ined  w hen we agree th a t abso lu te  tru th  
and  know ledge is im possible. T he  know ledge, which is a m om ent between 
everything, w hat I gain du ring  learn ing and  w ha t I lose du ring  forgetting  can 
never be any abso lu te  value. It has the only sense as a know ledge-for-m yself. 
T he  social value o f  science can n o t also  be treated  absolu tely  because it has 
a historical sense only. F rom  the poin t o f  view o f  the hum anistic  ph ilosophy o f 
science social values are relative in a historical and  linguistic sense.

Postu la tes w hich were p resented  above have tem porary  c h arac te r only, and  
I will certa in ly  change them  along  w ith fu rth er delim ination  o f  the Field o f 
a  p roposed reflection. H ow ever I suppose, th a t the  proposed  direction  o f 
a  philosophical reflection is very a ttrac tive  because it w an ts  to  say som ething  
a b o u t science, w ithout rejecting the  trad ic ional, ph ilosophical questions. One 
o f  these is the problem  o f  on to log isa tion  and  deon to log isation  o f cognition 
w hich is. in my opin ion , the  m ain  epistem ological p roblem  o f  the philosophy
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oľ science. In my conception  oľ on to log isa tion  oľ cognition  I try  to  follow 
H eidegger”. H cideggerian on to log isa tion  oľ cognition  is based on the fact, that 
being o f heideggcrian Dasein is alw ays being-in-a-w orld. It is peculiar to being 
Dasein th a t it meets w hat there  is. D asein  can  Be-in-w orld do ing  som ething, 
build ing  som ething , living som ew here, being in terested  in som ething , having 
som ething to do  w ith som ething  etc. In all those changing ways o f  bc- 
ing-in-w orld Dasein is anxious ab o u t som eth ing  as m uch as it is. F o r 
Heidegger, Dasein has to be anxious, and  even w hen m an speaks, th a t he is 
joyful, his joy  is a d ifferent k ind o f  anxiety. T he objectifica tion  o f the w orld, 
connected  with the division o f  he w ho app rehends from  w hat is apprehended  
has no sense. A ccording  to H eidegger, w hen we say th a t we m eet in ou r 
cognition  an  object, it assum es o u r being-in-w orld full o f anexity  ab o u t the 
object which we apprehend .

The cognition  canno t be qualified as a sensual influence o f  the w orld on 
a subject o r as som ething  w hich is possible th an k s  to the com m on origin o f the 
w orld and  the subject. T he cognition  is a w ay o f  being concious: be- 
ing-in-w orld is being concious th a t it is. All the effo rts  to  separa te  the being 
(and  the theory  o f cognition) from  the w orld  (onto logy) leads to  a  d isto rtion . 
H ow  does it happen that the w orld appears?  It is because we alw ays a re  in 
som e re la tion  to it. „B eing” (everyth ing  w ha t does exist) appears  as a tool i.e. 
som ething  I am anxious a bou t. F o r instance a typew riter is not a typew riter a t 
all but the typew riter th a t 1 am  som ehow  anxious ab o u t, because I am  typing 
a w ork entitled  H um anistic philosophy o f  science am! its main epistemological 
problem. T he anxiety gets the tool from  the hiding-place, it exposes the tool. 
W ithou t the anxiety the w orld w ould  n o t be exposed and  D asein w ould  be 
absent.

This sh o rt exam ple shows how  I w ant to build my new philosophy 
o f  science. It is ju s t an  exam ple, but I suppose tha t it could help to  find out 
w here 1 sec the m ost im p o rtan t, from  the epistcm ological poin t o f  view, 
problem  o f  con tem pora ry  theo ry  o f cogn ition , included in the ph ilosophy o f 
science.

D e p a rtm e n t o f  P h ilosophy  
Ł ó d ź  U n iversity  

P o la n d

6 C o m p a re : K . M i c h a l s k i .  H eidegger i f i lo z o fia  w spółczesna, W a rsza w a 1978. p . 53 -6 3 : В. 
T u c h a  ň s к a . P roblem  po zn a n ia  ja k o  p y ta n ie  on to logiezne, ..S tu d ia  F ilo z o ficzn e "  1985. n r  7. 
p. 29; M . H e i d e g g e r .  B yc ie і  cza.s, t ra n s la te d  by  В. B ara n . K ra k ó w  1985. p . 109-122.
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H U M A N IS T Y C Z N A  H L O Z O R A  N A U K I 
l JE J  G Ł Ó W N Y  P R O B L E M  E P IS T E M O L O G IC Z N Y

P rez en to w an y  a r ty k u ł stan o w i p ró b ę  w łasnego  p odejśc ia  d o  filozofii n au k i. A u to r  w ystępuje 
p rzeciw ko  trad y c y jn em u , scjen tyzu jące im i s tan o w isk u  w tej dyscyplin ie filozoficznej. N egatyw nym  
odn iesien iem  d la  p ra cy  są tak że  n ieo rto d o k sy jn e  filozofie n au k i, b u d o w a n e  przez K u h n a . 
1-eyerahenda i A m ste rd a m sk ie g o  o ra z  n ie k tó re  asp e k ty  fenom eno log ii tran sc en d e n ta ln e j H usserla . 
Pozy tyw nym  źró d łe m  p re zen to w a n eg o  a r ty k u łu  je s t w spó łczesna h erm e n eu ty k a  filozoficzna. 
A u to r  p ró b u je  tak że  p rz ed staw ić  w stępne tezy w łasnej, tzw . hu m an is ty czn e j filozofii nau k i o ra z  
p re zen tu je  je j g łów ny  p ro b lem  ep is tem o lo g iczn y . zw iązany  z d e o n to lo g iza c ją  i o n to lo g iz ac ją  
p o zn a n ia .


