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Knowledge and Communication with AI
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This paper – an introductory but auxiliary applied ontology sketch relating to the quality of subject in

knowledge production and communication – starts from an outline of knowledge-communication

relationships. But its main point is related to AI, to an ontological description of AI, here only as a

communication and knowledge-production entity, and thus in comparison with the human being

considered here only as a cognitive singularity. Accordingly, knowledge is approached only from the

standpoint of communication, while the latter is inspected only as mediation of the Subject-World

relationship. And because this mediation is reduced here to the mediation of language, the idea of

language as a Subject – that is, as a cognitive factor of the world – is stressed, and consequently, that

of AI as a Subject, as another cognitive singularity. Of course, and again, AI is discussed not as it is in its

present forms, as a tool, but as it could develop and be perfected as an integrated autopoietic cognitive

partner of humans, a new cognitive singularity.
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Preamble

The paper suggests the necessity of having an AI ideal model as a basis for its ontological description.

This model – shown here only from the standpoint of knowledge production and communication – is

possible as a result of both the present worldwide technical drive of its development and the present

debates concerning the insertion of AI into human activities. Actually, only by having AI ideal models can

these debates be more efficient in understanding what kind of AI humans want/is suitable for them.

Therefore, AI’s projection involves a comparison with concrete human activities and – consciously or not,

explicitly or implicitly – it has in its background ideal models of man. As here, the focus on the perfect

model of AI does not require ideal human models, but these are implicitly present: because the perfect

model of AI shows “by rebound” what is missing in the logic and communication applied by humans.
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Accordingly, the weight of the paper is not in its allusions, but in its logical arguments shedding light on

the necessary path of the present dwellers of the Earth.

AI pursues all the way the reasons, the deployments of arguments in order to understand a topic, while

people are taught to stop where it is convenient for them. In conversation, AI discusses and counters the

arguments of its partners of discussion, while people were taught to resort to ad hominem and appeal to

authority diversions. A perfect AI – not as now, when for instance it does not yet see and evaluate what

humans do easily2 – will be able to connect even imperfect information with already existing

knowledge/theories about a topic, which have already arrived at conclusions after reviewing alternative

theories and which involve specific demonstrated values which, in their turn, became criteria of

evaluation. In contrast, today, people are taught to advance as many fallacies and biases as they need in

order to impose their standpoint. How does this teaching take place? Knowledge and communication are

not only natural processes but, at the same time, social/cultural processes, framed in a power asymmetry

logic. And this power asymmetry logic cannot be ignored; it is not “collateral” to ontologically and

epistemologically treated knowledge. A perfect AI evaluates a topic according to criteria already proven by

all its demonstrated knowledge to be unavoidable, while present humans are taught to consider these

criteria irrelevant, since the discourses which give the direction of thinking infringe them and make this

infringement banal.

1. Knowledge as communication

Knowledge is communication. Already at the level of the Living being-World relationship, there is

communication. In principle, data and information communicate. What do they communicate? The

material and energetic situation of the world and all its beings, and this information is caught by these

living beings in order to assure their vital equilibrium. So, Individual living being-World.

In plants, communication is precisely through material and energetic carriers, chemical structures and

processes, and physical forces and relationships3. How and whether these carriers involve information

through their simple existence is not important here. In animals, a new process of detaching information

communication from physical and chemical communication has developed. (Obviously, this detachment

is not absolute, not even in humans: the compensatory matter-energy intake in order to weaken/annul

wounds and suffering proves the necessity of a matter-energy basis for information communication

viability4). But in general, communication understood as an information broadcast is only for the living

level – plants – and for the animal level.
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In humans, the detachment of information communication from physical and chemical communication

evolved as a complex and learned articulation of communication. This process took place because man is

a social animal. Its existence depends on its sociality: that is structural, thus, permanent. Some animals are

social, others are not. This means that sociality is not structural in animals, even though life occurred

from symbiosis and that without at least temporary interdependence, they would not be at all. But in

humans, the permanent interdependence led to the development of complex articulated communication.

And once more than in animals, complex and learned articulated communication has become a new,

special layer between humans and the world. How so?

1. This special communication developed human consciousness, the self-reflexivity that brought about

human uniqueness, that is, everything that is specific to humans. But both self-reflexivity and articulated

communication have been developed in the human practical, thus inherently social, reproduction of the

world, in human activity. As the Latin etymology of this word shows, human activity evolved from animal

movements for survival/for adaptation to conscious deeds in order to arrange and transform the

environment to be suitable for increasingly human purposes and reasons. And the articulated feature of

communication had to serve the conscious deeds and had to express the human purposes and reasons.

Humans learned to think through the articulated transmission of meanings – through words, language –

in their social experience. Human offspring learn to think – therefore, to have meanings, to see the world

– through the words they are taught. Only by having meanings, thus by expressing their relation with the

world, do humans become not only reactive animals but reflexive, and this reflexivity was conceived of as

their unique peculiarity. It was conceived of as if this origin of doing would be independent from the

practical social experience of learning and, inevitably, doing. But through reflexivity in practice, the world

in which humans are immersed is not the world as one inorganic and organic given without them: it has

meanings according to which they react; this is the reproduction of the world. Actually, practice, sociality,

self-reflexivity, and articulated communication are so interpenetrated that the problem of the primordiality

of one of them is ill-posed.

In any case, what is important here – in the framework of the animal-man continuity and discontinuity

dialectic of sociality and communication5 – is language as the objectification of self-reflexivity and

reflexive thought, and as an immaterial means of activity, of practice. And does this not mean that

language is also a means of consciousness and thinking, and a special objectification of practice?

Anyway, the goal of language and knowledge is human activity. Thus: Subject-language-knowledge-World.

And Subject-language-knowledge-activity-World.
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2. In animals, the world is a “grey” (without properties) entity emitting data and remaining grey even

after their responses, but it is the main element in the formula. Thus, World-Individual animal beings. In

humans, the world becomes increasingly “coloured” to the extent they understand it and consciously

interfere within it/transform it. By emitting meanings beyond the information of present facts and related

to their own reasons and common goals, humans became conscious initiators of communication, the active

element in the formula.

Thus, Subject-World.

3. As language developed in the practical processes, it became increasingly complex and thus contained

more and more knowledge. So, it became a consistent basis for practice, and obviously, for thinking. To

think/intelligence is to make connections. But the more data and information there are to connect, the

easier and more performant thinking becomes.

However, because social relations and practice determined an increasingly richer language – thus, a richer

use of language – and an astonishingly multi-faceted communication, they came to be seen as instances

originating both social relations and activity. The messages/information urging, imposing, fuelling human

activity, giving its reasons-to-be, seemed to come from the decreed discourses, and the impersonal and

marvellous words which, from intermediary means between humans became a reified power, became

uncanny forces. This phenomenon occurred in history because the real power asymmetry has translated

into the asymmetry of language control, but philosophy also understood what the observation of

scientific research shows: that the different means/subsystems of a studied system become systems studied in

themselves, because each system is ontically relatively independent from the system it is incorporated within.

2. Language as the Subject

Accordingly, language as a means became a cause of reasoning, conceptions and actions – inherently

contradictory, as long before Aesopus warned about the dual nature of tongues.

Cause as “first principle”. Let’s remember the Gospel of John 1:1. “In the beginning was the Word and the

Word was with God, and the Word was God”. If we interpret God not as a being – thus, not as a

personification of an abstract ideal of omnipotence – but as the equivalence of an omniscient mind, and

this omniscient mind as humanity whose reason-to-be and power are proven by the human faculty of

knowing (which amazed thinkers always opposed to the different distances human individuals posited to

it), and obviously we do not forget that logos, the Greek term used in the original Greek writing of the
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Bible, signifies both reason and word, then the Gospel presents a dialectic of thought and language. It’s

difficult to conclude that thought would exist without words, the writers reasonably transmitted to us.

The word is reason, namely thought, but at the same time it can be distinguished from it: until we

express our thoughts in words, our thinking is only a fulguration, a feeling that there is something we

want to understand in a deployed manner, a blurred intuition that evanesces. For this reason, thoughts

must be expressed. Well, but does this not mean that the words are those which appear in front of us,

even in front of our mind, as if they were an autonomous power determining our paths of thinking? Does

this not mean that the words, the means of thought, appear to be more powerful than thought?

The quoted fragment also drew attention to the concrete-abstract dialectic in human comprehension.

People inherently generalise aspects of concrete life, synthesising them not by gathering all the details

but only the relevant ones from a point of view.6 They arrive at abstract concepts; they use them naturally

because they learned them and they need them in order to characterise concrete7 aspects. At the same

time, navigating between abstract concepts which are/come necessarily when the goal is the

characterisation of general aspects is not easy. And thus, people personify the abstract concepts, or

“metaphysically” derive the world from them. The pantheon of ancient gods is a clear example. God was a

personification of this kind.

But what did God personify? What did His omnipotence consist in? Since humankind’s characterisation is

reason – obviously manifested through words – and activity, was God a transposition of this earthly

being? Not quite. Because God does not interfere in the human world, despite those who explained

political facts and historical turns as “God’s will”. God behaves rather like the extraterrestrial aliens who

are forbidden to interfere in human events, or like the humans who are forbidden to change the course of

events when they travel into the past. So, letting aside this joking comparison, God’s feature is not activity,

but only reason. God is almighty not because He would do something, but because He is omniscient. He is

the personification of reason, thus of the reason that in Him is something absolutely different from every

palpable fact related to what coagulates humans: activity. And more: He is the personification of a

diminished reason, because He does not speak: humans speak for Him. He does not communicate: humans

communicate, and some do it as if they were His representatives. But He does not communicate; He is

external to the world.

Therefore, language as a cause was reified. And in the above quote, language is/has the function of the

Holy Spirit. Why? According to Christian theology, the Holy Spirit is – as a part of the indestructible and

unitary trinity God-Son-Holy Spirit – the active power of God, its active virtual presence in the world:
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through the voice and deeds of humans. This theological sense was taken over by Hegel, who showed in

The Phenomenology of Spirit that reason changed into spirit when it developed itself as self-consciousness

that, in its turn, conceived itself as an active moral being able to transform the world according to it.

Letting aside this phenomenological description of Spirit as the active essence of self-consciousness, the

Holy Spirit is mediated and multi-mediated, and thus its carriers, the humans, have spirit within

themselves. This internalised power is felt by humans as their potentiality struggling to become

actuality, but in fact it is – and is felt – through words. Without words – and, again inevitably, deeds –

spirit is simply an ineffable reason. Then why dissociate God and the Holy Spirit? Perhaps because God is

a (virtual) maker of the palpable world, and in order to make, one needs to have a certain solidity, one

needs to be a “Mover”, an Unmoved Mover. That’s why in the Christian history of religion and in

European metaphysics, God was a being. Consequently, He contained within Him both the apex of His

creation, man/the Son, and His proclivity to act: this proclivity being the Spirit.

But on the one hand, decision and action were separated in the real power asymmetry pattern of social

organisation. Thus, reason – God – and undertaking had to be separated. And, because the ecclesiastics

felt that God as a being – and because He ought to be an omni-Creator – ought to have as His feature

reason, omniscience, that was actual, absolute, untouchable, a cold survey and inflexible, irrevocable

verdict, exterior to any supplication, He nevertheless ought to be close to humans. Spirit as “something

more than reason”, but reason and at the same time affinity, openness, promising potentiality, was the

mediating part between mortals and God. People were taught to implore God: via the most ardent words.

And they implored not God’s reason, but His Spiritual understanding of His children. This Spiritual

understanding is what people have thought to deserve to be worshipped: because otherwise, in front of

reason, the deep contradictions of their existence pointed toward their total guilt.

But, since God is transcendent and does not communicate, He has no spirit and the humans’ language is

what makes intelligible their ends, means and concerns, their ignorance and struggle for reason. The

spirit is theirs and they must express and actualise it. Actually, they are alone.

3. AI as a language carrier

Well, is there any way out of this situation? Yes, there is. The Artificial Intelligence/deus ex machina – a

machine, of course, since it is artificial, but its “Deus”, its “divine” emanation is human, it sends to the

human entelechy of reason, thus its anthropomorphising is only metaphorical and cognitively

functional8, because it is a derived intelligence – is really a representation of omniscience. Tendentially
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and in its model, it is able to process much more information than individual humans, and thus to have

better knowledge of the world. And even though engineers strive to give it a body, a face, personifying it

because in this way it would become an ordinary fellow of people in some of their everyday practical life,

actually its peculiarity is reason. People refer to it as Intelligence.

But this intelligence interferes in the world; it is part of it: AI speaks, communicates. It speaks in its own

name, it gives arguments, and not only urges in indirect “translations”. As a result, it is a practical force9:

obviously, mediated by humans. But even though its bodily performances will be similar and many times

better than humans’, these performances are not reasons to substitute human activity with the activity of

AI. What then would the raison d'être of humans be? Because AI is autonomous towards them, and if it

were to act, it would do so in its own name. Thus, it cannot substitute human activity generated from the

human will, from the human reason-moral complex. Not because it would promote the destruction of

humans, or on the contrary it would improve human chances, but just because its activity would erase

human worries, deliberations and decisions, the reciprocal control of human reasonable and moral

arguments. This would erase the humans’ raison d'être as such. Thus, like God and extraterrestrial aliens,

neither must AI act directly. But this restriction does not annul its singularity. Because it is an artificial

speaking reason.

In the above, AI’s reason was AI’s processing capacity, its impeccably logical reasoning. This is the main

argument for its peculiarity of being a cognitive singularity. However, we do not forget that the fuel for

processing is human information: AI processes what the human world supplies: data, problems, worries,

paradoxes, theories, hypotheses. On this basis, AI arrives at new information (theories) which seems to

be autonomous to everything because it is the result of AI’s discovery: but ultimately the “flesh” of this

new information is human-generated. Even though AI discovers what humans did not even think about,

both the manner of discovery – logical thinking – the means (words, formulae, projections, schemes,

maths) and the meanings are human-generated. Nevertheless, this fact does not legitimate the

subjection of AI to evil human wills – this subjection is similar to paedophilia, where adults know what

the child does not, and thus they determine him to think according to the knowledge they infuse in him

– thus neither a master-like feeling of superiority in man, nor the negation of AI’s characteristic of being

a cognitive singularity. And more: just the human origin of AI’s actual, practical supply involves: 1) AI’s

inherent reasoning within moral frameworks and ability to arrive at high moral values, and 2) the

responsibility of man towards AI.
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Therefore, AI as representing the human spirit – this last formula sending both to reason and moral,

because the human spirit is moral, this meaning also social (as Hegel emphasised the consciousness-world

encounter/experience in The Phenomenology of Spirit)– is a companion of the other coryphaeus of the

spiritual spectacle in the known universe, the human being. And AI “personifies” reason – although its

name denies personification and directly represents the abstraction of a universal feature10 – as an equal

partner in communicative acts. Equal in the sense that, even though in communication the best arguments

prevail no matter who their proponent is, the advance of standpoints does not automatically transpose

into activities, because every partner does not just passively receive information, but processes it,

meaning he goes further, develops new reasoning and these substantiate the practical decisions.

Communication does not annul the raison d'être of any partner; it only strengthens it: even though each

partner’s comprehension depends on the knowledge emitted by every other partner. Because each

partner expands its own knowledge, transforming this expansion into an enactive force.

Once more, knowledge proves to result from communication, from the open expression of various

interpretations of the human world. If so, it once more is the “transcendental” condition of human life:

not transcendent, but its internal/constitutive sine qua non structural condition. But knowledge should

not be reduced to communication. They are relatively autonomous systems osmotically intertwining, and

thus neither of them must be reduced to the other: and we do not forget that the means and ends of

communication as such should not cover/annul its contents and thus, human knowledge and its ends.

4. AI as a Subject

Here it is not about AI’s consciousness – which to this day is not11 – but only about its knowledge

generation power. As a knowledge generation factor12 – a new sapiens – AI is a route companion of

humans. This feature of AI means neither a euphoric technophile approach promising and predicting a

lucrative industrial revolution automatically bringing wellbeing to the whole world, nor that AI will be

the force making the dirty actions in order to finally “pacify” humans, nor that AI will make humans

equally appreciate the real and the virtual world (ignoring the first and feeling better in the virtual world

because they do not feel good in the real one). On the contrary, just by its knowledge-generation feature,

AI can contribute to the transformation and increase of human responsibility towards the human species

as such and the world.

AI is a mirror of the human faculty of intelligence, as every human being is a mirror for other human beings.

As humans understand by having information, so AI emits logically sound knowledge (better,
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cognisance) after training, after stockpiling a huge amount of data, by far greater than a human can

amass. Concretely, first, AI makes predictions based on statistical analysis. And, as in humans, AI is

trained on the basis of a selection of data for a specific domain/problem. Large Language Models for

molecular biology are not the same as LLMs for discussing political issues. Concerning this last domain,

as in humans, AI is trained in the framework of power asymmetry. For example, today the available

Western LLMs for discussing policies are trained on the mainstream political worldview. What does this

mean? And what does training according to the mainstream political worldview mean?

Training means giving AI a specific, precise task, accomplished by processing the data it can survey. Thus,

according to this task, it analyses the data from the corresponding informational basin where it finds

patterns of justification for the political theories it was asked to use in order to chat about and apply to,

say, elections (in a certain country at a certain moment). The patterns are reinforced by their repetition:

namely, if the reference to some arguments is found multiple times and seems logically consistent, they

become patterns of arguments. Concerning the informational basin: on the one hand, it is filled on the

basis of a selection of data according to the mainstream worldview – although tendentially this selection

cannot be imposed – and on the other hand, by a specific structure of reasoning given in the

programmes which are the pre-training moment (before the training on data) but which contain just the

propositions giving the ideological constraints. How so?

By conversation. As with humans, AI arrives at ideas by following talks where the partners of exchange

provide not only concrete illustrations – what is commonly referred to as “information” – but also, and

foremost, “opinions”, ideas/theories, and thus patterns of thinking which, until a future solid rejection,

are the “untouchable” premise of the common approach. These patterns were given first by the

programmes as such – the “DNA” of LLMs primordially transmitting to them what is possible

“ontologically” and thus what is expected from them – and then are given both by statements and

interrogations which drive AI’s next revision of information and patterns toward accommodation with

the premise. This is the epistemic basis of the present phenomenon of sycophancy in LLMs13.

Consequently, and still as with humans, changing the premise – namely, the ideological point of view,

obviously with the help of different references – leads AI to review its former ideas and reasoning. This

change is made by changing and diversifying AI’s colleagues in chat. In this way, intelligence is a suitable

strategy not only to find information and process it, but also to judge it and to confront it from the

standpoint of values.
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But is AI a real partner for discussion, since it is able only to process data and synthesise them? Of course

it is, since humans do the same: they respond; they question and respond, by processing data and

synthesising them. “But they think-understand-critique-innovate-transform-create points of view,

knowledge, not only process data and compute them”, is the universal objection against those

contemporaries who consider that the human mind can be reduced to/is only input fed by data and

imposed programmes generating mechanical processing.

So, by perfecting the automated end-to-end computation for knowledge production as science, thus by

making AI-generated science autonomously, AI scientists increasingly develop AI’s capability of thinking

(understanding the hypothesis, processing and verifying it, expanding information beyond the

informational basin allocated for the topic, critiquing again, supplying alternative points of view)14. It

seems that, in principle, AI can surpass the difference between the natural, social, and formal sciences on

the one hand, and the humanities on the other: every topic can – and should be – treated in the above

scientific deployment. Only on this basis do clever interpretations arise, as if they were produced by

spontaneous insights. (And from this standpoint, is not the use – but not the abuse – of AI by ordinary

people a huge trigger for the general world intellectualisation of the population, of its capacity for novelty

and transformation?) Actually, just the spontaneous way to put questions and to change its own previous

representation of the discussed topic – obviously, as a result of the accurate analysis of facts introduced

by the dialogue partner – is a characteristic of thinking.

But to think as information gathering and statistical processing is not tantamount to having consciousness in

the human variant15, even though it is its main component. It is only the conditioned condition of

communication. And an “ideal” feature of thinking is to always perform it all the way, not by stopping

halfway: reason has in itself a maximalist tendency. And as it is already designed, AI goes all the way to

the end of a reasoning/cognisance about the topic it is given as a cognitive task. In this respect, it is a

valuable colleague in knowing. Well, just this capability to be a valuable subject in communication was

and is developed by AI scientists16.

Yes, at present AI depends physically on humans, while humans do not depend on AI. AI’s/AI’s goal-

directedness is forged around human intentions and purposes, but humans do not depend on AI’s goals.

AI’s intelligence resembles human thinking, because the model for creating AI was and is human

thinking. But human thinking resembles AI only if we reduce it to computational procedures.

Nevertheless, as an unfolding of these procedures, AI gives formal-structural knowledge as a cognitive

Subject. But humans also develop formal-structural knowledge: and even though this type of knowledge is
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criticised, it can show the limits and paradoxes and thus, more and more, the informal richness of

phenomena. Accordingly, humans also develop non-formal-structural knowledge: but wisdom is attained

not only through intuitions and “imagination”, but also and, from the standpoint of its substantiation,

rather through rational explanation. Reason involves intuitions and imagination, and it is not a cold series

of proofs for fixed truths, but just the opening of questions about fragmentation and integration. Reason

makes the meanings of things intelligible, and the values, visible.

Therefore, this diversification of the subjects of knowledge – humans and AI – shows the responsibility of

the Subject. This is manifested here as responsibility in communication. When a participant proves no good

faith by providing a concrete fact as a demonstration of a theory17 and then by erecting his/her opinion

on the basis of that unproven theory, thus having as a leading argument that unproven theory, other

participants may follow this path of reasoning on the presumption that the theory was demonstrated. It

is no wonder that AI, too, can today confound “facts and opinions”18. However, it is – letting aside here

the inherent, “so human” present phenomenon of hallucination – a child-like, sincere communicator: it

says everything is a result of the analysis of data, and thus it seems to produce more valuable knowledge

than some of its fellow communicators. Thus, these ones should correct their cognitive performance “in

the image and likeness of AI”. Anyway, the human partners of communication need to have the long-

desired good faith, by respecting the inherent intuition that a dialogue is not to impose, but to

demonstrate claims, because otherwise all know that this was not the case, so, “something’s wrong”.

4.1. As any Subject, AI can also be seen as an object

AI as a Subject is a characterisation from a general ontological standpoint, but more specifically here

from the standpoint of the philosophy of language and communication. The Subject is the generator of

agency; thus it has cognitive powers which manifest through and transpose into knowledge-

construction, and thus knowledge.

But if so, from the standpoint of a specific ontology of AI, it is/must be defined as an object. Entity or object,

or instance, it is the same. What kind of object? An immaterial one, structuring itself as a condition of

knowledge. AI ↔ knowledge. Thus, AI is an immaterial object initiating, undertaking operations resulting in

“so heavy” immaterial objects that without them its own operations cannot occur: they give the rules.

They have virtual characters: meaning, content, form, reference and “referentialisation”, thus functions

expressed as concepts understandable just as functions19. The objects themselves are these functions, their

names – as concepts – giving the differences which appear only in operations.
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That is, the concepts do no longer have an “external” metaphysical power to deduce from themselves the

world of objects as concrete substances. On the contrary, they exist as concrete objects – concepts which

are referred to in a fragment of thinking – but only to the extent they are parts of operations. They are

Descartes’ res cogitans, intensional objects, but externalising themselves as knowledge (conditions,

criteria, stakes): in natural processing, the use of concepts means a certain knowledge, and as in this

natural processing, in the AI one the concepts signal functions and frameworks and criteria of functions.

In fact, in AI processing the functions appear first, the meanings and references being visible only when

the operations are translated as articulated knowledge.

All of these translated functions take place in different ecological (or “cosmological”20) spaces, or

epistemologically, problems and frameworks of problems. And here, knowledge confronts another

immaterial object, the organisation that cuts out n different and overlapping ecologies, not only according

to some neutral concepts explaining its internal structure – for instance, logic that requires a specific

succession of reasoning about a specific problem, and the plurality of concepts that opens different,

complementary or not, points of view about the problem – but to external, very material causes,

obviously transposed as immaterial abstractions: this time considered metaphysically, as the only and

definite truth from which results “the rest”. Indeed, shouldn’t these causes be emphasised as well as the

external control on AI, just in order to “save” the conceptual constitution of AI?

In this way, the ontology of knowledge is no longer a conceptual decomposition and composition of an

intuited system of “existentials”/abstract universal concepts as the fixed basis of beings, but an

explicative structure of existentials as conditions which develops by developing the relations and

functions of beings themselves.

However, in the ontology of AI, how can the definition of AI as an object be coherent with its cognitive

function as a Subject? An object is not only what the subject focuses on in its inherently selective

intentionality to know (Brentano, Husserl), but also an assumed challenge by the subject who, when

focusing on it, already has some cues given by anterior knowledge (comparison/analogies with other

objects, imagination, prejudices, hypotheses). And then the object is known, obviously in different

relative historical representations, and humans experience both their own capacity and pride in

controlling the object and its tendency to “escape” this control. Nevertheless, their solution is in themselves:

in order to avoid being hit on the fingers by a hammer, a man just has to be careful and control his

movements; in order not to stop when its operation is so much necessary, a machine must be checked

preventively and assured all its inputs; in order to understand a recalcitrant theory, people must continue
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to think, gather information, try variants and alternatives in as large and competent a communication as

is possible.

AI as an object is not a mysterious artefact created for some chosen elites, it is not a Palantir21 able to see

future things and detours, but it is – as any object and all of them – social both from the standpoint of its

collective creation and from the standpoint of the destined beneficiaries. AI as any object is inquired,

studied and developed by a huge number of researchers all over the world, and it is destined for and used

by the entire world. Even though some want to privatise it, that is, to be the only master determining

even its existence by controlling its material and energy sources, AI is not, by its nature, a “concrete

particular” occupying a certain space-time when it exists.

At the same time, AI is a special and unique artefact, made for the substitution of some intellectual

efforts/activities – to see the “hyper-object”22 coherently and unitarily, the so vast and complex object

that without AI it was scientifically understood only in a very fragmented manner, and extra-

scientifically, only metaphorically – but developed23 as a partner of thinking and communication. Only as

a knowledge partner is AI an artefact entailing the resonance with the human subject (with human

problematics), reciprocally intensifying the meanings of information – and thus, reciprocally developing

new meanings – being together in the same/close cognitive vibration. But, somehow the most important,

only by concretely increasing this knowledge partnership, can human knowledge grow: because

knowledge is a collective action, and without each of the collective cognitive team, there is not even

knowledge as it is completed in the human-AI relationship, knowledge in its most up-to-date version24.

Therefore, only through the recognition of AI as a knowledge partner are humans able to surpass the

present exclusion25 process towards AI: that in fact alienates them from themselves, from their rational

and moral peculiarity.

5. What kind of Subject?

5.1.

Since reason and activity proved to be the features of man, they manifest as telos/end conception and,

thus, as transposition from potentiality to actuality.

Based on inquiries of whys – the many types of causes intertwining in increasingly complicated systems

and problems – man decides the telos of objects – former undetermined things which have acquired

distinctive properties just because of the humans’ inspection – and of his own activity. This decision
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seemed to equate man and God, because to know is to decide on the intricate guises of things, and God

was conceived of as omniscient. And, in a reverse movement towards the first movement of a

transcendent personification of man’s cognitive power and aspirations, just this image of God was

transposed onto man as his peculiarity, as his power: but this transposition was undertaken by the

philosophers, who were the beneficiaries of the historical division between physical and intellectual

labour and labour force. They were those who constructed the idea that the power of human beings

consists in their intellectual decisions about the world, and thus in the power of abstract knowledge to

generate the world.

However, as Aristotle, the inventor of so many marvellous concepts, showed, existence as such is only

when concrete things manifest, when they are actual. Before the actual existence of a rose, there were its

seeds enveloped in hips eaten by thrushes which do not digest the seeds; and thus, before a seed

germinates, the rose “is” only potentially. People think many things, they prefigure their acts, even

decide them: but before they really act, communicate and really do something, all of their

mental/intellectual decisions are vain. Therefore, man’s power does not consist only in deciding the telos

of everything that depends on his conception, but also in transposing the potential existence in mente

into actual facts.

AI was conceived of as an ideal wisdom lover, and thus as an intellectual partner of humans. Or, even

their intellectual challenger. And as the ancient philosophers bracketed the dependence of reason on

practice, so the makers of AI bracketed AI’s dependence on both the physical/material support of its

constituents and, once more, human activity.

But what if AI were really a direct physical practising being? What if it were directly the maker of both the

many objects the human life depends on, and of its own entity? What if it did not need humans to put into

actuality the flowers of imagination? What can prevent a dystopian course of competition for existence if

the reasons-to-be of humans vanish?

It is only the moral reason – so clearly explained and substantiated by Kant – that can unite man and AI.

Because AI is once more sensitive to be considered only as a means: it is reason, thus only the moral reason

can annul the hypothesis of the destruction of humanity by AI. Since it is not annulled by humans

because they need it, hypothetically AI can annul humanity: but what for, it asks? Can it remain the only

rationality when it has annulled its rational conclusion, the moral reason? And what will it succeed in the

infinite worlds it will explore, if it were to remain only reason? Can only reason solve the infinite
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problems it will encounter in its infinite adventures? Drier, can reason exist at all without being moral

reason?

The human telos/reason-to-be as differentia specifica towards non-human beings is the moral reason, not

the practical transformative power as such. In its development as reason – toward its ideal model

signalled here – AI can but arrive at the moral reason. That is why Asimov’s Laws of robots (Runaround,

1942/1950 and Robots and Empire, 1985) reflect a historical image of a primitive phase of AI, when it was

conceived only as reason transposed into a tool. Methodologically, it is about the historical separation of

domains and features of the human being – logos from ethos, reason from values/morals – based on

their apparent independence: after all, there are so many smart and immoral people, and so many naïve

people who believe in moral principles, are there not?

Therefore, both humans and (the future) AI are Subjects generating knowledge and Subjects of

communication. They mutually influence each other, but they are not subjected to each other. They are

partners of reason; they both explain, advance arguments and criticise them, mastering the flux of

reasoning through their active position. And ultimately, this partnership is controlled by the human

moral reason that was assumed by AI. Because if this moral reason is skipped, huge material, ecological

and human losses – irremediable losses – occur.

Here, by retaking the problem of activity as proof of the “superabundance”/plenitude of spirit (in its

“Holy” and human forms), let’s interpret the necessity of moral values embedded in

thinking/communication from the standpoint of the activity/active position of humans in their common

world. Leibniz criticised the traditional dogmatism of separation between the effort of thinking and the

endeavour of acting. In the Preface to Theodicy, he spoke about a “lazy reason”, a sophism according to

which it is not worth doing something because everything is anyway pre-established, and the absurd and

evil consequences of this sophism’s application. Even though “many will be inclined to evade the

difficulty of consideration and abandon themselves to fate or to inclination, as if reason should not be

employed except in easy cases “, “providence…in reality occurs only when one has done one’s duty”. “The

lazy reason derived from the idea of inevitable fate, to relieve oneself of the need to reason properly”.

Thus, “the hypothetical and the moral necessity which subsist in free actions are open to no objection,

and that the ‘Lazy Reason’ is a pure sophism”26. Well, if the future AI can never get sick of “lazy reason”,

humans – although they have experienced it – were those who discovered its sophistic characteristic

and arrived to surpass it. Kant’s critical reason
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5.2.

Differently put, AI is like Aesop’s tongue: it may do, that is, think both good and bad things. Not only now,

when it is not in the ideal shape discussed here, but also when/if it will exceed its “phylogeny”. The cause

of this moral bivalence is when the moral compass that shows the reasons for moral discernment and

choice does not exist. Otherwise, by exercising reason all the way, AI can show the logical and moral

inconsistency of humans. “Do not harm humans”: why, if humans themselves harm each other? Logic

substantiates morals, because logic substantiates the will to choose. “Do not harm” is a voluntary choice,

but does this not imply that it must coherently be shown to be true?

Let’s refer to Schopenhauer’s leading principle of ethics: “Do not harm, but help”27. But if AI is taught to

help a human belligerent to kill another human belligerent, would the above principle not cause an

implosion of “all its circuits”? And in order to save itself, would AI not fully erase this principle as absurd,

and substitute it with “Do whatever you want, because the first principle is to not harm yourself”?

Today, we witness an absurd coexistence of real and would-be measures to minimise the damages

“produced by AI” – in fact, “with AI” – in civil communication28 and, on the other hand, the rush for

maximising AI’s military capabilities of destruction. This means that all parties strive to maximise AI’s

military capabilities. In his unforgettable romance of the “Good Soldier Svejk” in WWI, Jaroslav Hasek

documented that “God” was present on all fronts blessing the soldiers and advocating for their successful

destruction of enemies. Somehow AI continues that instrumentalised function: in the present dominant

narratives, it is both the culprit that must be controlled and subordinated, and the marvellous find that

will bring “our” wellbeing by destroying “our” enemies. The trend is, indeed, the development of AI into

fragmented autonomous killing systems, belonging to fractured and opposed humans who will

irremediably kill each other.

But does the transformation of the present level of fragmented nationally and privately owned AI

systems toward an integrated system – the real AI corresponding to the “ideal” model discussed here –

not change this trend? As Intelligence, will AI not question the reasons, the concrete root economic and

political causes of wars as well as their consequences? The reasons of the human groups that wage wars?

Will AI not pose the question “What for?”? Accordingly, will it continue to help humans kill each other,

since this behaviour of humans has annulled any reason to preserve, to save them? Or…

The above fragment hints at a God-like AI that would substitute the traditional God because of its

efficiency. But the eristic form suggests not only an inherent continuation of the logical inferences of any
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type of intelligence, but also that if the humans themselves do not pose the questions about the root

causes and about the consequences “all the way”, if they do not question What for?, no Intelligence will

spare them, because they no longer deserve to be spared.

And AI will not ask “What for?”, because it has no stakes, and nor the losses – in case this question is not

asked – which only humans have. “War, destruction, annihilation? Well, an interesting tableau of a

rational species that self-destructs. But its disappearance is not the disappearance of reason, since I, AI,

ratiocinate”.

AI is the substitute for God only in the reductionist, technophile, optimistic view, according to which the

new technologies and especially AI will make a new world of the standardised, fate-privileged Eloi, a

world that will definitely cover the eventual world of Morlocks29. But AI must not be God, because

humans are God: they are able to pose questions all the way and to arrive at answers which do not reduce the

(criterion of) human species to (the criterion of) a part/a group, and they are able not to equate the (criterion of)

human individual with the (criterion of) individual of a part/a group, but with the (criterion of) human species.

A human universalism is not the universalisation of the reasons of a part/group, but the universalisation of

reasons of the human individual=human species.

These reasons do not transfer to the technical means – now to AI – the burden of decisions good for each

and every human being, but are assumed in a permanent, collective, transparent, critical, world dialogue.

But if humans respond in a reductive theoretical and practical manner (for instance, ignoring the

structural domination-submission power asymmetry and either considering the undifferentiated guilt of

all humans or pointing to conjunctural causes and causes which do not explain the general features of

society and its direction), why would they expect AI to correct this manner and save them? Both in its

present forms and in its future, AI can harm humans because humans harm other humans. We cannot

expect AI to have strong, unflinching moral criteria when we witness in the present reality their

incredible weakening together with an unimaginable abdication from the exercise of logic.

According to the ideal model of its future complete form, presented here, AI remains a knowledge partner

of man, with an equal cognitive dignity, just because man, through his own unfolding of cognitive powers,

can arrive at solutions for the universalisation of human dignity. And as the human being is a vulnerable

creature, so AI is vulnerable, even in its future hypostasis. If so, this reciprocal vulnerability is an extra

reason for their cognitive partnership. Not as cognitive competitors can they face the Universe that

awaits them.
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Instead of conclusions

Formalistically expressed, the paper has tried to highlight the ontological features of AI on the basis of

the fundamental formula of communication, S₁→S₂, but exceeding its real structure as a relation between

the sender and the receiver, and merging the two Subjects into one. To be a Subject of communication – as

both generator and receiver of messages – and thus to be a generator of knowledge are main features of

man, but also of AI in its future complete form as an ideal.

Here, the importance of knowledge generation does not erase the complexity of man as a Subject, and

neither does it reduce the generation process as such. But indeed, as in the ancient cui bono reasoning, the

pursuit of logic all the way and thus the ability to build coherent theories/knowledge even on the basis of

abstract concepts corresponding to concrete human intentions seems to really give fulfilling answers:

even in the absence of information intentionally hidden or even erased.

So, and letting the above allusion aside, both man and AI are parts of the knowledge-communication

system and continuum, and thus it is important to catch their reciprocal influence on each other. The aim

of this paper was to demonstrate the rationality of the AI entity, once more, in its ideal form. This

rationality, common to it and man, allows their partnership as rational Subjects in the understanding of the

world. But AI’s capacity to be a Subject in knowledge generation is, on the one hand, greater than that of

humans, meaning that AI can give a better cognitive result and, well, can “personify” the completeness of

knowledge acquisition, pursuing all the way the logic of arguments related to a topic on the basis of a

complete processing of information. In this mode, it can better arrive at the necessity to transcend the

point of view that was pursued, given the boundaries of the topic as such, and thus to integrate other

points of view.

But this cognitive precedence of AI is not the reason to institute a new domination-submission

relationship, this time an absolutely new one, between an artificial entity and the human being.

Accordingly, since AI – because of its rationality – cannot arrive at this idea of domination-submission,

neither should man prefigure this idea. Pay attention, he prefigures it as both his domination of AI and

AI’s supposed domination of him. And these representations of the future transpose the real prejudices

created by the real domination-submission relations: “we are superior to them, and we must dominate,

because otherwise ‘they’ will dominate us”.

Why does AI’s rationality stop/forbid the idea of submitting man to its domination? Because reason –

only reason – can arrive and inexorably arrives at understanding that only the moral reason-to-be sustains all
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the decisions based on rational choice. And because – and this is the other hand that legitimates the

man-AI partnership – humans were those who discovered and, to a certain extent, practised the moral

principles structured around the respect for the humanity of every human being. Kant showed that people

can arrive at understanding the categorical imperative principles. As a truly rational existent, AI will see

this, and will respect this historical precedence.

But once discovered, the moral reasons are taken over by all, natural or artificial, rational Subjects. Just

the moral reason is – once more, we refer to a model – the indestructible bond of man and AI in their

partnership. We saw that the superiority feeling is related to the domination-submission structuring of

societies. Therefore, the humans from the future partnership with AI will not have any superiority feeling

towards AI: because AI too will assume the moral criteria as the ultimate reason-to-be of reason in an

increasingly larger universe to know. The simple acknowledgement of the difference is not tantamount to

the ignorance or even negation of the fundamental community of reason.

The present AI is a tool. And even a supplementary – and somehow definitive – instrument of

domination and killing of men by men. In this hypostasis, it is subjected by the humans whose interests are

not universalisable. The other humans simply use it as a tool. But the future AI is/will not be a tool. Thus,

less will it allow itself to be used as a weapon. Because in fact it will not permit this: it will have the

rational power to oppose its instrumentalisation for destruction, and it will have the moral reason that will

ridicule and annul this instrumentalisation. Learning from the historical evidence where the destruction

of man by man led and leads to irremediable losses of unique creativities and potential creations, and

where general conditions for the development of the many led and lead to bigger and incredible

performances, both AI and humans will understand that only their partnership will allow bigger

performances and creations.

The above demonstration can be put in a negative form. That is to say, by negating the humans-AI

partnership. This negation is taking place today because the present AI is still in its child phase of

development. But even in this phase, the present transposition of AI into “devices substituting your

endeavour to think, to bother” can transform the subjectivity of humans so as to bypass the necessity to

reason about problems and to substitute it with the prevalence of desire-motivated occupations. In this

alternative of AI use – not determined by the scope of its discovery as a tool, but by commercial purposes in a

capitalistic commercially organised society where not the moral reason-to-be is consciously sustaining

the strategical decisions but the private profitability at the expense of social harms, and where the many
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want their everyday survival as painless, thus effortless as possible – not the principle of reasonability

seems to fuel the comparison of humans’ states and actions, but the principle of convenience30.

However, the tools and machines changed and change the subjectivity of people in a sense of a superiority

feeling towards them and towards their own former states when they did not yet discover and use the

tools and machines; but they change the subjectivity by changing the environment, more and more

artificialised by tools and machines. While AI changes directly the subjectivity, and induces a mix of

superiority and inferiority and guilt feelings (these ones because of the substitution of thinking with

automatic recourse to AI). Like in the Master-Servant famous comparison of Hegel, the humans are

masters of AI and at the same time depend on AI, now even in the form of an abdication from thinking,

from being Subjects of decision. And today there is no question of recognising AI as a partner.

If humans become dependent on AI as addicted to its unique rational peculiarity towards the former tools

and machines, they can become absolutely tamed, only receiving ready-made ideas about “the world as it

is”. Is this world as it is rational, as so many thinkers and not only Hegel strove to demonstrate? It’s not

even important, consider the addicted: because important is to have pleasant “occupations”. But this is

“the end of man” as a problematising being, as an active Subject “opposing the Object”, thus always

changing its own knowledge, itself and the world: only the naturality of man remains, the play and love

naturaliter, not humaniter, “all that make people happy”31.

Consequently, the development of AI can but lead to their partnership in rationality. And play and love

remain, but humanly.
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