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‘v | ABSTRACT

INGRID M. WALLNER o, L.

/\ 4 * ﬂ , . ‘. ’
SCHELER'S CRITIQUE OF PRAGMATISM

’

The topic of thls thesis is Scheler's cfithué of

pragmatism in Dle Wissensformen und die Gesellschaft.

A

Part I presented an exposition of the crlylﬁue, adding
only explanatory, rather than critical remarks, and a |
section on Scheler's method. Part II placed Sqﬁeler's‘
criti&ue into thé historical contexf of Scheler's medlate

acquaintance with C. S. Peirce's thought, and the role of

Peirce's pragmatic maxlm 1n the pragmatlc movement

. 5 .
9 @

<

Part I;é/attemptgd a cfltlcal'appraisal of ‘Scheler's

refutation of the twofold pragmatic reductivism, as
applied to Pelrce's wrltingg. In opposition.Fo Schglér's
general crlthue, Pelrce's 'pragmaticism’ has»not béén |
“found to be a specles of ‘reductive’ operatlonallsm. It
.has been confirmed, however, to be a form of 'scientism’
in Sgheler'sﬁg%gse. Whereas the absence of a thorough-‘
going reductivism in the first instance has beeﬁ éraced

.back to Pelrce's transcendental perSpecbive, the latter

proved to be 1nsufflciently radical to preclude the

scientistic absolutizlng.of the pragmatic maxim.
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"In a cértain sense, all central problems T )

of phllosophy may be traced back to the

question what man is, and what metapbysical T
ppsition and significarice he may be sald to . "
have in the scheme of things ..." ’

i

tl Max Scheler, Zur Idee des Menschen )
e i N ) . .
' |

|

. r LAY

P, .

"... an abstraction 1s not an error,. provided
we know that what we ignore 1d:there. "

o

. ' "\ o Gow Leibniz, “New Essays-on the - ‘ o ‘
\ : Human Understanding”
| \ .

- . ,
+ . ’

""Its through the ga:rb of ideas {of the ~
so-called objectively scientific truths] ' . . *

that- we take for true being what is
-+ actually a method ...

, Edmund Husserl, The Crisis of . ! {
.. Europearr Sciences and |

_Iranscendental Phenomenology

e ——————

a
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L - I. Scheler's Philosophical Backzround
T ;

.. 2

It 1s the task of this thesis to stuay Max

‘Scheler's critique‘of pragmatism in Die Wissensformen und

dié#Gesellschafﬁa Erkenntnls und Arbeit. Elne Studle

| . - - -
. ¢

‘w;// uebgr Wert und Grenzen des pragmatischen Motlvs- in QEI\Fr",

_ kenntnis der welt,! Scheler's treatise, first-published

in 1926, has been cited as ranking among’ the three most

\
/ ,

AR ‘slgnificant German treatises on pragmatism.z Herbertd/j
. T Splegelberg even refers to it as_"one of the 1ongest nd

falrest European appralsals".of pragmatism.3 Ip has not

*

so far been tfanslaxed into the English language. -,

Ay

For all the marked differences in temperament and

» style as well as.philosophical coﬁcerﬁs and methods

' 1(The .Forms of Knowledge and Society: Cognition
L and Work. A Study of the Value and the Limits of the.
: Pragmatic Principle in Our Knowledge of the World): Max

Wissensformen und dle Gesellschaft (Bern and Munichs: A,
Francke AG Verlag, 19305 References to this work will
henceforth be cited as 'WG' and included ingthe text (ln
parentheses, followed by page numbers).

2Charles Sanders Peirce, Schriften. M1t elner’
Einfuehrung herausgegeben von Karl-Otto Apel 2 vols.
(Frankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1967.), :19n.
* - '
3Herbert Spiegelberg, The Phenomenolochal Move-~
ment. -A Historical Introduction, 2 vols. (The Hagues
Martlnus Nijhoff 1960), 11248, , .

- . '

.
\ P

, ) 1

. Yom P ‘

°Scheler, Gesammelte Werke, ed. Marla Scheler, vol. 8: Die

L

£




between the two phllosophers, ﬁax Scheler (1874-1928) has
-~been one of the foremost students and collaborators of
Edmund Husserl (1859-1938), the founder or“the phenomeno-
loglcal schoo]: in Germany. ' T:n ract, in the\ early tvienties,
Scheler had generally been regarded as the "number two
phenomenologist. wh- His own philosophical contributions
greatly 1nf1uenced and’ commanded the respect of a number
r. gf philosophere, ﬂacluding Martin Heideg_ger?/ Mexfleau-Ponty, s
. Ortega y Gasset,.and Nicolal Hartmann. In spite of the
‘fact t@ nis place in the history:of theymovement is un-
contested,5 and that Soheier, ‘probably more than any otl;ler ;

phenomenologist, contrib‘uted to the spread of the phénome-

< -

nologioal movenment 1n, other countries, particularly dn the -~

e ey

French and Spanish-Speaking--world,6 it has rightly been |

2

observed, however,,that he 1s still "less well known than

are thase who were influenced by him, "7 ,

. ffor‘Sc}'reler's poor renown in the philosophloal coémmity " \3

-

. ) K
. A combinationh of factors appears to be responslble -~y r
1

. at the present time, notably in.the English-speakins !
|

countries, . Flrst of all, Scheler's untimely, sudden death

brbia., p. 228. ’f r

Swilfried Hartmann, "Max Scheler and the English-
speaking World," Philosophy Today 12 (Spring 1968): 31. .y

5Sp1egelberg, The Phenomenological Movement, 1:228.
’ 7Joseph QuentinALauer, *The Phenomenological Ethics 4

of Max Scheler," International.Philosophical rterly I
(1961): 273, quoted in Hartmann, "Max Scheler and the

English—spea.kins World, " Ibid. o

-
o i T e

o

k]




§

' nition, philosophfcal anthropology, and nfetaphysics 8

Although recent scholarship on Scheler's work continues to : :' -
bring out the underlying unity in Sohe‘ler $ thought,\his oo
own systematic efforts no doubt would have helped tie to- C -
-.gether some 1oose ends, and to account for signifioant

' shifts in intelﬂectual positio;ls in terms of a graduhl and )
‘reas"oned evolution, On the whole it 1s true that . . .
Scheler's often impatient, sweeping, and enthusiastic o '
treatment of philosophical problems (which is an anathéma " A
to the analyﬂc spirit of the Anglosaxon world) leaves him ~

'”open to the cri.ticiSm of 1nsufficient thoroughness and '»—“———/~—~~L—m
Tigour. Apart from; a non-philosophical and unjustified / |

v

campaign to discredit him as a "proto-Nazi,” further '

, ‘ obstacles to an appreoiati_on_of Scheler's.contribution in
the Engl1sh-speaking world have been the notorious diffi- .
culties. and complexities of his "style? as well as the un-~ .

: availability of much of his work in English translation.

 '(His- major wbrk,‘ Formalism in Ethios and Non-—Formal Ethios
of Values, appeared in English translation only in 1973.)

[ e 3 1

' A rem&tkable feature of Scheler's philosophical

~ 8Max Scheler, Yselected Ph\iﬂsophical Essays., o
Translated,’ with an Introdustion, by David R. Lachterman

(Evanstons ' Northwestern Uni'versi ty Press, 1973), p. xv,

-,

. 9Hartmann. "Max Scheler and the English-speaking‘
World," p. 33 .

v
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" enterprise is the scoéé of his work and novel insights,

" extending dnto‘fields such ag socloldéy,,polltlcsi and

s éduaatfgn. His most 1mportant original contributions-are

: . T

in the area qf ethics (PormaXYism in Ethdcs and Non-Formal

o

Ethics of Values, Reesentiment), philosophlcal anthropol—*. o

ogy (Man s_Place im Nature), sociologv of knowledge (D1e o

- ’ IS B * .

Wissensformen und die Gesellschaft), the phenomenology ot-
7

feeling (The Nature of Sympathy), and the phenomenology of

.
o

. religion {On the‘Eternal in Man)

v
' S, “

-

. . "~ II., Scheler's Critique of Pragmatism ' |

~

- Scheler's critique of'praéma&ism is directed pri-

V*F"‘“““***~-~“mar11y~againap_the following two types of reductivism ) .

—————
r — oy

which he takes the pragmatic.doctrine, originating with 3_ v

. C. S. Peirce, to be guilty of:

N 1. the redubtioﬁ’of the meaning and significance ' «
» ne \

. of cognltion entirely to 'work‘ or experimental praxls, .and ’

¢

2.‘ the reduction of all cognltlon and objects of

knowledge to the frame of reference'of 'work - knowledge, Lo

' . viz,., of knowledge governed by the cognitive objectlve of"

the mastery and control,of nature.’ (Tpe crit;cal part of ° 7‘: Co
the thesis, Part IIT, will condérn itself With bﬁe’twb‘ - - B
forms of reductivism under }he operative definibigns '.‘0 .7
'reductive operationalism® and 'scientism,' respectlvely o :~ ' ;

T . e ' ~Scheéler defines :the concept 'work' in this con- -

nectlon as follows: . T L C

[ 4

.

.,

~
o

Qf
.
.
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* We shall understand the term ‘work' to de ote, as a
mogt general definition, "all activities o psycho-
somatlc nature (seelisch-leiblicher Art) in which a

'slven material is in Some mann@*Seing transformed&
,\ ] ) T s (HG RBB)

Seheler stresses at once that the term 'cognltion' as 1t

17

is 5enerally understood in a1l languages has nothing to dor
’ with 'such a transformation of a giyen materlal--theJalJaar
'coming to know' Sbmethins 18 certainly not to change 1ts

*

. _;g_ nature--and reJecta the poslflon of pragmatism
according to which ‘'work?® const%m;tea (a) the genﬁala;‘
(b) the orlgin, and ﬁc) the purpose and value of aliJcpg-
nltion. \(HG‘th-SZ) Scheler's own pﬁenomenologicai‘lﬁ-

. quiry chall@ngea radioally operationnlist 1nterpretat10n3!
of cognigion in oonJunction with causal account§ of per- \V
ception and concept formation py férmulating the problem

of cognition in gntologlcal or quaai-exiatential terms.

and replacing linear and‘aﬁbﬁistic causal models with an
explicatlon of penogption as a circular process and stryc-,
10 This process, .according to Scheler, inte- -

i 4
o grally 1nvolg;s the presence of a spontaneoua, ameohanldﬁi

tﬁral whole.

impulse and 1ntentlon311ty on the p.rt of the‘subject. ['

even for mere‘sénaations. On high,r 1evela of oognitive
)

' o

~ , . oy

! .~

C - 1°Haur1ce Herleau-Ponty, another student of
Husserl, having read Scheler's Die Wissensformen und die
Gesellschaft and cited it as a source, has without ques-
tion been strongly affected by Scheler's account of per-
ception, both in The Structure of Behavior-and the~
Phenomenology of Perception. (Cf. John Wild's 1ntgaductory

remarks in The Structure jof havior (Boaton) Beaocon
Press, 1963), pp. xiii-xiv . .

.
\
LY
.

N . .
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8 6 . .

and conceptualizing activity, this intentionality mani- -
2 fests 1tself in the subject's creatively selecting and
validating objects of perd%ptlon and'knowiedge in the con-
text of pre-structured, cateéorial conrigurationg Qf
meaning. It is 1nporﬁaﬁt to realize, Scheler‘lnslsts,'f
that mechanistic explanatory models ‘of perception capture
nerely a fraction of’' the structural whole that constltutes
our perceptual acquaintance with the world, viz., the bare
"technical,” or kinetic aspect iﬁ,acco;dancexwlth the
structure of affectations of ‘the sensory organs and the

nervous system. ' They ‘are of mere statistical and predio-

‘tive import and should not be interpreted as providing
senuiné, unequivocal knowledge of the'nature or essence of
things which pfesuppoaeg_and requires in addition other ‘
components of the knowing process and modes of cognltion.-

’ Bgaond the epistemoloslcal issues, Scheler's con- '
oern extends into the area of philosophical anthropology--
the reduction of ?he-conéept of man to 'homo faber!

(WG 448)--and the soclology of knowledge--challenging the '
reduction of pgilosophical and metaphysical thought, on

.~ ‘the part of philosophical pragmatism and Marxism, to the

M ‘ position of handnaiden™for the reallstloally 1nterpreted

/ m"e'c}}an;stic solences. (WG 381) . . ‘

) . As a phenongpologlat, following Eueaerl's appeal

v | ‘to go back "to the things themselves,® Sch lerfgs strongly

/i opposed to the practice of unoritloally adopting the theo-

retical oonstrueta of, and operating within, a ready-nade

-
. A
. . e -
. - t B
. - S
., -
.

w I'd -
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epistemological framework. It is ‘this practice, viz., the

* . wholesale acceptance of the framework of 'the sclentific’

q : method’ and of 'sclentific Khowledge' (except for propos-

als to render 1ts language more precise) and the concomi-

tant oxtrapolation and extension of the framo of referenoe

of the natural solenoes to other realms, /whioh Schelox:

attacks in his critique’'of pragmatism a’g a form of ‘'scien-

. tism,' Scheler insists, rather, upon the necessity of

bullding /a«‘philosophdoal theory of cognition on the basis

- K . of a pre-so;ontitic, phenomenological investigation into.

the conditlons of knouledgo, involving an explication of

11

ro the v very constitution of oognltlon, of mesning and truth,

In this way, Schéler hopes to countor-aot all “one-sided .
ting tn

| . interpretations and distortions of cognition res
, harmful” consequerices foi‘ tho cultural ehd spli‘ltual devel- »

- ' opment of man--a concern reflected, throughouj;/ in Soholer's

preoccupation wlth philosophloal anthropology and . tho

~

sooiology of knowledge. . " e
- To attaln this goal, Soholer bolieves it neoossary
to anchor the opistemolosloql enterprige 1n the~-oon¢1tions

- of its own po‘sslbllity--ln the lived reality of historical,'

3

N . ° 11c, S. Peirgg also employed a kind of phenomenol-
! I ogy, later called * eroscopy:’ 1ts function in Peirce's
. - ) philosophical archl onic, however, appears to be more
. . of. the nature of an internal ®glue,” linking the catego-
e . " rles and phenomenal gualities descriptively and “horlizon-
tally,"--so to -speak--, rather than having the import of a
- ('vortloal") fundmontal grounding with normative import in
- " Scheler's sense, It will therefore not bo duousaed

w3 I further in this thesis.
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embodied ‘subjeots of oggﬁitlon.12 Epistemologxd;s to be

loglical groundwork' and a transcendental Be endu or

3
-

based on a sort of (philosophical) anthrapology of cosni-
tion.13 In "Erkenntnis und Arbeit,” then, Seheler proposes

an ontologioal groundworklh for a philosophicel theory of
cognition by examining the most fundemental material (as
oonfnas?ed with logical or formal) eondittons for the pos-
81bility’ of. knowledge. ' ” -

lzﬂeidegger's conception of a 'Fundamental Ontology'
1s clearly indebted .to Max Scheler's influence and guldance,
The preface of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, in -
which Heldeggexf outlines the 1dea of.a 'Fundamental Ontol-
ogy, ' contains the following dedications "This work 1s ~ '/
dedicated to the memory of Max Scheler. Its content was
the subject of the last conversation in which the author .
was privileged once more tb experience the unfettered
. power of his mind." [Martin Heldegger, - Kant and the.

Problem of Metgphysics, trans, James S, C urohitp
T_Toomingﬁons Indiana University Press, 1962), xx111] -

&  13Here 1is where Scheler is in conflict with
Russerl's conception, for the reason that Scheler's prior-
ity is above,all fo eradiocate theoretical prejudices,’
whereas Husserl--no less concerned abouf a presupposition-
less theory of cognition--primakily seeks to eliminate pre-
. Judices arising from practical, volitional, and emotive
oomponents of the '‘natural standpoint,' 1nc1ud1ng those
which remain presupposed in the theoretical constfucts. In
the end, however, this divergence may amount mostly
matter -of emphasis and starting point (however import nt,
see discussion of the problem of 'foundation®' in the ‘sense
‘of Justification in footnote no.. .14 below): JIn his later
~ writings, Husserl incréasingly ‘takes into account genetic, -
".anthropological, and historical factors as well 88 the
“emotive and interest structures of intentionality, even
commenting on the ®"peculiar ontic sense of the life-world."
[Bdmund Husserl, The Crisis of Buropean’ Sciences and Tri
scendental Phenomenology, trans, David CArr (Evanston:s .
Northwestern Unlversity Press, 1970), p. 122.] Scheler, for
his part, is working toward isolating a genuinely “theo-
retical,"” v;z., philoaophioel end metaphysical domain.

14

-

An important dlfference between Scheler's '‘onto-

grounding in Kant's and Husserl's .sense consists in that,

s L]

ity




A

o . hcheler's;pﬁ;nomenological rnaﬁiry into ého condi-
tions of knowledge m£§ also be sald to be a,modiried tran-
scendental inqBiry in the Kantian sense.15 1In the t}an-"

~ scendental perspective of Kantian~Hussef11qn ltheage, a

body of knowledge 1s never considered as-a finlshed, de-

tached product, but as constituted by a subject of cogni- -
- =

tion as an irreducible correlate. The subject of cogni-

”~

',;1on, whether taken in the strict sense as a subjective
& . .. '
hgent, or in sbme intersubjective capacity, serves as a

as Paul Ricoeur (another disciple of Husserl having taken
the 'ontological turn') put it, in the perspective of'a
pre-objective, ontological ‘foundation, "the question of )
foundation can no longer ‘3imply coincide with that of ulti-
mate justification.” [Paul Ricoeur, "Phenomenology and ]
Hermeneutics," Nous 9. (1975): 89.] For Scheler, the pro-
posed ontological-groundwork is of significance in view of
presenting the correct ofder and manner Qf foundation, ,
rather than epistemological priority. HenCe his dictum
that there is no "absolute and self-evident datum which may
serve as a firm foundation and starting point for philos-

- oghy,'-rwhether in metaphysics, the theory-of knowledge,
e

hics, or aesthetics--in the sense of having the import of
an ultimate justification. [ Max Scheler, Gesammelte.Werke,
ed. Maria Scheler, vol. 1: "Die transzendentale 'und dle
paychologische Methode, -Fruehe Schriften (Bern and Munlchi

9 v ,_.

i

‘A. Prancke Verlag-AG, 1971), p. 334; hereafter cited as 7

"Die transzendentale Methode.™”

' 15The following note may help dissipate any

a priorl cultural discomfort related to the term ‘tran-
‘scendental': "“The term transcendental probably has,. for
English ears, an unpleasant ring, and will suggest meta-
physical efforts to transcend experience. It must be
understood, however, that transcendental method- 18 simply
the patient and rigorois analysis of experience itself,
For any question or theorem which might pass beyond pos-

- 8ible experience, Kant reserved the term transcendent, and

" the distinction, 1f not the mode of expressing it, i8
accepted by all his successors.® [Robert Adamson, Fichte"
(Preeport, N.Y.: - Books fér Libraries Press;  1969),

p. 112n]] . 5 :

- . ~
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_poilnt of reference which remains at all times distinct -
“from particular areas and metpodological rrameworﬁs of

" cognitive discourse.. ‘It is in this respect that the tran-

scendental perspective has Been called an "important piece
of emancipation"l6 in the history of ideas. Scheler even
criticizes Kant's deductive transcendental loglc as not

radical enough .in that it remains within the gonfines of

the 'work. world'--building upon thg historically condition-

“ ed factual results of the posjtive scliences, which in tumm

inevitably condition the results of the transcendental- 1n-
17 . .
quiry. o , =
Phenomenology as a.tr cendental inquiry 1s the
study or meaning from a diastinc 1vely human perspective,

%n whlch the human subject is studied g__ intending, grasp-

‘ 1ng, and realizing ‘meaning.: From the standpolnt of tran-

scendental phenomenology, the problem of knowledae remains

16Kar1--0tto Apel at a talk éiven at Concordia Uni-
versity (3Sir: George Williams Campus) on March 3, 1975,

17"Die Transzendentale Methode,” p. 242.. Kant -
divided the fundamental. cognitive interests of human reason
into the three questionss (1) What can I know? (2) What

" ought T to.do? ‘and (3) What may I hope? (CPR A805).

As Heldegger pointed out, Kant recognized the fundamental
importance of an ‘anthropology® in relation to all three

*questions, but did not follow up the idea himself. (Kant
and the Problem of Metaphysics, pp. 214-15.) In Scheler's
vIew, such a pasic phITosophical anthrogology would almost
certainly have prevented Kant's reversal of the Greek con-
ception of metaphysics as the 'purest' thetretical form of

I knbwledge into a practical pursuit, and conversely, of

Physics and empirlsal knowledge into theoretical knbwledge
par excellence. (I am extrapolating somewhat here on the
basis of Scheler's critique .of Kant’s method nnd results

of Ainquiry.)
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' aiwgys the study of an'undértaking by and for the human

11. N . .

sﬁbject--qulte unlike .currently prevailing gracticea An

other. schools of thought and in‘the pq;spectivq of a ‘
phllosophy of (natural) science, namely, to abstract at all ..
oost from the subject of cognition in order to aohieve,

once again, sope transhuman, divine perspectlve. (As

Scheler acknowledges, the pragmatic doctrine recognizes

th;t human subjectivity underqtood as ‘'praxls' remains
;resupposed in the objgcélve cbgnltive claims. of the posi-
tive scilences. To the extent thét pragmatism adopts the
paradigm of the positive sciences as criterlop for cognl-
tive significance, however‘ the treatment on the theoreti- ‘
cal level of brobiems‘concew he constitution of knowl-
edge related to human &ubjectivlty exceeds the pragmatic
frame of reference; they are rétained only implicitly on

the methodologlcal, metascientific and metalingulstic

,level ) An analysis of cognitioh without giving due con-

sideration to the subJect of cognitive and normative acti- ,
vities would be conS{dered absurd and a distortion, anal-

ogous to talk %pout a thought without a ﬁhlnker or ex-

" perience wlthout an experlencing subject ('unfelt pain')

The ract that in some philosophical quarters it has been

“

decided that nothing of theotretical import may be sald
.about thé subject of experience and cognition merely

-11lustrates the pitfalls of such an extreme and false ob-.

Jectlivism., As thlnqus from Berkeley, Kant, Hegel, to -

Husserl have never tired to impress upon philosophical

TR
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awareness, we cannot without contradiction and the fisk of

serious dlstoftlens extricate ourselves from the subjec-—

Y

tlvity component of the obJectifylng and normative kctlvl-‘

" ties of human subJects. )

) ‘Scheler, for his part, to be sure; emphéticall&

rejects any claim to the epistemological priority of eub-

jective states, viz.{ claims for the 'superlgf self- *

’ evldence of inner over external perception® as well as a

. 'faise kind of conrldent_self—certainty,' conceptions
orlginating with Descartes's 'cegito' which Scheler takes
to underlie every form of subjective idealism and 'ego-
oentrism.'18 .By the same token, he is also opposed .to the
poaition of methodologlical solipsism as a starting point

of phenomenologlical inquiry. For Scheler, the 'ye!“ the

'ego " 'exietence," 'world. and the. 'sphere of the abso-

lute® are alike primitive, 1rreduc1bly glven 'archphenom-

! Urgegebene, of consoiousness, prior to all cognitive

bifurcatlon.19

From the transcendental phenomenological point of

view, moreoverg as also in kragmatism'(in the sense that
j\jﬁah'a practicel relation to the world is recognized to be

primary, and th;t mechanistic representatiens are not in-

tefpreted metaphysically) knowledge cannot be looked at as

' 18“The Idols of Self- Knonledge,“ Selected Philos-
ophical Essays, P. . 3.

19parvis Emad, "The Great Themes of Scheler,
Phllosoghx Today 12 (Sprins 1968)l 11,

y
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. something that merely 'happens' to the subject of cogni--

tlon.Lp accordance with some 1nput/output model, where the

role of the human subject 18 of no consequence other than

<48 a source of error, but is seen to be actively acquired,

ro

and an achievement. In Soheler's quasi-cxistentiai vari-

ang, the knowing process 18 described in terms of an (in-

tentional) act of: participation of. one heﬁng (the knower)

in- the belng that 1s %o be known, as weil as g process of

“becoming, both of the person qho knows and_of his qualita-
tively altered ontic relation to the world and of§her ,
htman beings.20 ' Cognition n this perspective is one forﬁ(
of man's meaningrul actlvitiesfof lived intentionality.

Unlike pragmatic tendencies of. sclentistic 'Gleichschal-

tung,’ Scheler maintains to be a ‘phenomenological

fact,' 1 e., clearly ovi al intuition,

»

that cognition is fundamentall e~priori differentia-

" ted Into .the basic obJectives that are rooted in,the \\

201n anticipation of possible objections to the
effect that this description be compatible with Scheler's
definition of 'work' stated above--interpreting the 'pro-
cess of becoming' as’'a ‘transformation' in the sense of

.that definition--1t shonuld be noted that for Scheler the

'person' or knower could never be eguated with, or deduced.
from, the psychological and somatic aspects of a human
being, nor even less, of course, be considered %a given

‘‘material.' Rather, the person 1s.a center of unity of

(mental and spiritual) intentional acts, forever transoen-
ding the merely 'given' in meaningful, creative acts.
While Scheler concedes, in agreement with pragmatism, that
*work' coristitutes the modus vivendi and range of possible
objects 'of inquiry of the positive sciences, he insists *
that neither the process of cognition, nor our know}edge
‘of psychophyaical 'nature! 13 exhausted;by ‘work, ' ° '

¢ L
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s;vens of man'e‘ex;stence and iivedlexperience-—his prac-

tlcal engagement with the world as well as his culturhi

and'ethioo:fellsioue concerns and modés or,beiné.21 )
.In Scheler's»pre-sclentific ontology of essences

or meanings, then, the positive sciences are found to-be

) governed by merely one of the three basic cognltive objeo-

tlves of. man, that of the mastery and control of nature,

Any reduction of the two other fundamental obJectives,
v

i.e., those pertaining to the formation or "cultivation"

of a person (in Bildungswlssen, particulegli philosophlcal
and metaphysical knowledge), and man's ethico-rellglous

concerns (Erloesungswissen) to the sphere of the positive

sciences (Arbeltswissen or work knowledge) must be recog-

nized, according 6 Scheler, as both theoretically un-

tenable and potentially detrimental to the cultural aﬁ&

spiritual development: of man (Both espeotspof Scheler's

method, transcendental perspectlve and ontology of essen-

- ces, will be discussed in sections A.4.a) and A.4.b) of

©

Part I.)

o .

His refutation of the pragmatic reductivisms not- °

withstanding, Scheler is in agreement with pragmatism in’
its rejection of dualistic and purely intellectualistic
accounts of cognition, such .as the positions of the re-

preaentafive theory of percepflon, in critical reallsm,

. 2lpor an explication of *'philosophical 1ntu1tion'
and intuition of essences see Part I, section A.4,b),

L3 a5 "
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. and of an ‘idealism of consciousness.'22 He commends

; \pragmatism for the insight that man's primary cognitive re-
- lation with the world is a qfactical relation which remains
presupposed in the natural sciences and even in the hlghest

reaches of theoretical physics—-desplte the systematic

eliminatlon of all anthropomorphism. In Scheler's view,

the pragmatic maxim (the methodological principle elaborat-
ed by C. S. Peirce as expressing the sc;entlfic attitude)

correctly reflects the transcendental condition for the

: frame of reference of- the natural sciences, viz., the pos-

sibility of the mastery and control of nature.

A recognition of the validity~of the pragmatic

{

, *  frame,of reference relative to the cognitive objective of*

N practlcal control and experimental action, on the other

LN : ‘hand, frees the specifically philosophical ‘i.e., meta-

* physical and ethico-religious, questions for strictly non-
' f'operationsl and non-1inductive consideration in philosophi-

cal cohtempiation and intultion: To reflect uponnthe~

limitation of the scope of the pragmatic framework means

at the same time to have gong beyond it and to have

-

\ezz/,ZZScheler.refers to the\following positions:
'Critical realism': all attempts, since Descartes, to

"theoretically construct a' 'reality in itself,' viz., ina
' ’ representative theory of perception; in modern times, for

example, by  Nicolal Hartmann. -
*Jdeallism of Consciousness': primarily referring to Kant

/ and Husserl, -but also including Berkeley, Hume, as well as
' ."Scheler's contempgraries Rickert and the Marburg loglcians,
Schuppe, H. Corndlius, and the 'positive'. idealists;
basically the position to admit only criterla immanent to
- consclousness to decide over questlons of reality.

<
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. "overcome® it from a philosophical standpoint.\
. e XgScheier's critique of pragmatism is expeéied to be
of continued interest and relevance, not only for the re-
| newed interest in pragmatism in recent times, but for the
extent to Jhich the tenets of” the pragmatic doctrine origi-
- nating with C. S, Peirce have been assimilated into con-
,temporary thought and culture in general. Peirce's philos-

’/.1

, ophy, in fact, had clggely anticipated and influenced not
only the operationaﬁié%Vand behaviouriat attitudes of the

. l . logical positivists, neo-pragmqtists, and neo-@mpiricists,

’ but also their "lingulstic” and "pragmatic®™ turn as weli as

the thesis of the unification of the sciendes.

. Lﬁst not leasﬁ;/the issues in Scheler's critique

are relevant to thedcontipued debate concerning the quesL

‘Ytion of the reducibility of the humen sclences to the .

natural sclences. : N

III. Plan of Study
: g , Since Scheler's treatise is as yet ﬁotvavailablé
in Engliqh t;anslation, Par% I of the thesis wlll provide
an expositioﬁ of'the major aspects of Scheler's'critique.
In ordér to render the disocussion as accurately as possi-
ble in the English language, the 6rigina1 text will be ad-
hered to vefy closely, in many cases amounting to a '
-1literal translation. Whenpiér'it.appearg advisable,

explanatory remarks regarding Scheler's manner of e;ﬁosi--

tion,” terminology, and intentions will be added, while

o AT 8
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otherwise iefraining from‘crit}cal comment in Fhe;intefeSQ
®orf providing an uninterrupted and uﬁprejudiced expesition.
Part I will also include a sectioa discussing o
Scheler's method of inquiry (A.U.); | | ‘
Part II is intended to form a:transieion between
the expository and the oritical parts of the thesis.. It
will trace the historical context of Scheler s critique
ang‘outline the concerns of the subsequent critical analy- .
sis growing out of that historical situation. More specis

v ‘fically, Part II will deal with the fact of Scheler's '

—

merely mediate acquaintanoce with Peirce s thought, and the
‘role'of Peirce's pragmatic maxim in the pragmatic movement,
' The critical part of the'thesis,’fart III, will o
hd aitempt a cripical appralsal of Scheler's general charge _
of the twofold pragmatic reductivism~--under the operative

-
definitions 'reductive operationalism' and *scientism,

: respectively--as applied to C. S. Peirce 8 own authentic
writings. 1In other words, it is the ‘purpose of the criti-

. cal‘section of the thesis to ascertain whether or not
Scheler's challenge of the pfagmatic doctrine under these .
two aspects justly applies to C. S. Peirce's version of
pragmatism, to which Scheler had only indirect access,

) Scheler's'cqnception of the three‘basie oognitive

,objectives has’ been taken up ‘recently, in 'modified,

(4]
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”secular%ied?\fofmzé'by K;fl;otto Apel,andféuergen

: R : ﬁabefmaslln ﬁhe;r rgsﬁeétive theories .of gcientific knowl-
‘edggf The term‘!scigptlfic' here exteﬁd; beyend :the e
domain of thé‘pdsitiyé sclences to include the Arehs’

i - P
traditionally called ‘'Geisteswisserischaften® or humanistic/

cultural-knowledge, on the.one hand, as well as critical

theory or ideology critique, on the other. (An outline of

these conceptions will be glveﬁiin Part III, Eectibn'B.)'
Tﬁe brlgical aséessment\of Scheler's refutation of the
pragmatic reductivisms QB aﬁplied to C. é. Peirce'é‘philos-
ophy ﬁill in part be based on the writings of K. -0, Apei
and J. .Habermas who in turn have adopted various 1ngights

of Pelrce's transéendental "logic or.inquiry,'-and--liﬁi Y

»

Scheler and Pelrce--have been greatly inflgenced by Kant's

transcendental philosophy,
\ Fe : 8

23Kar1~0tfo Apel, Transformation der Philosophle,
. 2 vols. (Frankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1973) 1:3in,

",
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"PART ONE
¥4

SCHELER'S CRITIQUE OF PRAGMATISN
- EXPOSITION -

Introductory Remarks-

r

- The following exposi-tion of Scheler'd critique of

-

prasmatlsm esse lly correaponda to Sc\ler's own

-

sequence lnd er ﬁ presentation. It ig divided into

-

the following mailn-se tiom:*“ : N

A, Preliminary Statement of the problem *
.

B. The Basic niaconeeptlona of Pr,gmtlsm

C.’ Thé Relative .Validity of Pragmatism \

¢ The aim of thls expos%tion 18 restricted to ‘/

&ucing the major points of Scheler'a/crithuef. a.ddlng

on‘fy explanatory, rather than critical remarks as my

appear, to ,be ‘called for to ;‘acilitate a first encounter_

‘with Schelisr's’ thought. Apart from section A.4., con-

~ sisting in'a dist;'t(:ssion of Sc‘helexisﬂ method of inquiry
which ls not as such contalned in the cnthge, but will
—

_ for the most part draw on ather texts, these explanatory
. addi'tions will be provided in the form of footnoc: .o .




7.

~

A. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
AND METHOD OF INQUIRY

R . N
o S ]

.1, The ngggic 'l‘hesls

4

Scheler states. the\'pragmtic theeis" underlying
the diverse expressions and forms of pragmatism with
:egard to the nature and ueanins o’f‘ knowledge and cogni-

- >

tion (wesed und Sinn von ¥Wissen und Erkenntnis) as rollows:

| . Genetlcally, all knowledge' 18 nothing but the result
B of a kind of- inner action eventually leading to a
< ' ' real change in, or transformation of, the world.
- ' The teleological and value-theoretical significance
of knowledge is thus to be understood in terms of
its serving th purposes of action. (WG 200)

The thesls applies. to all kinds of theoretical acts, 1.e,,

'to perceiving, cognizing, remembering, and thinking alike,

> 1 " ',/ In "Erkenntnis und Arbeit,® Scheler proposes to concentrate
\ « . Agrinarily on the theory of perception (Wshrnehsung) of

/ pragmatjism, and to a lesser extent'on its loglcal princi-
ples and theories of fhinklﬂs (coneept formation, jt}dg,e-
ment, inference, the so-called 'axioms,' the meaning of

:.' . | principlea/and laue.qef nature, ;leduotlon and’induction)

| | lhlch. he aoknowledgee to be at tinee very fine and eubtle
' elaboratione. Scheler opted for this selective treatment ‘

in view of the raet that E. Husserl had elready undertaken 5 ?

. an éxcellent oritique. in his Logical Inveetigeuone, and ;.
5 - _that’Scheler hneelr intended to deal uth the various

S . T
\ ' . R U
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forys of “pure logic" in philosophy and"séieﬁpe else- v
whereﬁzu (WG 200) < o

2, Scheler's Ontologiéal Definition ‘
and Conception. o “Knowledge ' ~

A\ ]

‘ " In order not to lose sight of the unity of the J
fdea of knowledge (Einheltider Idee des Wissens, NG 201),

and to deternmine the alm of all cognition as well as the .
essential motivations for the sake of which knowledge igi ‘ |
being valuediand sought, Scheler proceeds to define kriowl-

edge in the most é%)eral form-~-in purely ;ntoioglcal terms.
In~fhls way, Scheler wishes to avoild ali restriotive and y'

circular (self-legitimating) rbrarencep to particular

aspects or_ conceptions of knowledge or cognition (e.s.,

of Judgement; representati?n, consequences; th.).zs

)

2hgcneler here annaunces to treat of theseégg;'-
tions exte ely the firat volume of a forthoo

work on metaphysic#, "as yet unpublished;" unfortunately, (’
this work has not been published in Scheler's lifetime, ,
Scheler's unpublished manusoripts are still being sifted -
and gradually made gyailable. Fourteen volumes of

Scheler’s collected works are envisaged for publication;

only ten have appeared so far. -[Manfred Frings,- p

“Heidegger and Scheler,” Philosophy Today 12 (Spring

1968):1 30n] . -

25scheler's proposal to take an entirely new,

* ‘najve! look at the theme of cognition--free from all pre-

judices, restridtive and self-legitimating perspectives--
by formulating it ontologically, is an example of, the -’
“sophisticated naiveté® at work in phenomenological inqui- <
riess ing nothing for gfanted what otherwise iri the ‘
‘natural' attitude might unhesitatingly be affirmed to be

* tknown' about the nature of cognition (e.g., on the basis

of some. common-sense version of,; or lndeed of "the" scien-

- tific method itself), it aims at gaining direoct and un-

selves, 4

biased access to the phenomena of the knowing process them-

\




KNOWLEDGE IS AN ONTOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP (SEINS~ -
» VERHAELTNIS) based on the ontological categories--
, whole and part, in which one being-: partakes in the
. nature. or essence (Sogsein) of another ‘being ¥ith-
¥ out that nature or essence undergoins’any ‘alter-
ation in the act of participation. (WG 203)

This ontological relationshipﬁis not a spatial, temporal,
causal relatlionship. Rather, it proceeds by the spontane-
. ous ncend}gg by the mind or spirit (Mens, Geist)--the ‘'x*

or essence-of the acts through which ccgnitive‘paryicipe-
tion i1s possible--of acnethins, thing or event. This

. *something, ' ‘or more precisely, its nature or essence (So-
sein), rather, in thic way becomes an ens intentionale,..an
object of intentionality. as distinct from a mere existent

-

or ens reale (Dasein). Knowledge as the result of the

participating act of a_cognizing being would ndt be possi- -
dble, then, without ‘the tendency or inclination of the know- °
ing being to open up and reach beyond the boundariee of its

own being and nature.26 'Scheler dcsignates this fundamen-
1 tal necessary_condition for the pcseibility of knowledge -

A - "love,® "devotion," or elsewhere, in a more sober velin,

. 1 N
o 26It is a fundamental tralit of Scheler's Wesens- B ;
ontologie,.and of the phenomenological Wesensschau in :
. o seneraE (fcr further explications see section A.%.b)) to
- . take the reader along to share the essential insights which
T : by their very ‘nature, as phenomenological facts or riort = &
4 h *whatnesses,® cannot strictly be "proven® either Wglcally
. or empirically: To share such insights means to acknowl-
., . . edge their character of being "evident® to philosophicel
' . ‘intuition. '
Scheler is aunre of the difficulties in communicat-
.ing phenomenological insight--the possibility of disagree-
. ~* ment, even among phenomenologists, or simply of a failure
' N to "see"™ (Phaenomenologenstreit and Wesensblindheit); he
4:1 .. L confidently mailntains, however, that the difficulty may-be
S R overcome' thfough incessant efforts to exhiblit phenomena”

- " "‘ , B
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' "taking an interest in."27 . According to SchéX¥r, the

prlm&cy of affective (loving) openness first renders pos-

sible the realization of knowledge, in wﬁlch the 'known" or

oggoscendum (Gewusste) becomes a "psrt" of the belng +that
“knows. There 18 a teleological dyngsic of becoming in-
volved uhich polnts beyond mere knowledge for knowfedge'a
sake, which 1s ‘upheld as the goal of knowledge by those
who oppose pragmatism at all cost and in all 1ts tenets.
Haviﬁs,charecterlzed "knowledge" in the most general sehse
of the term as ankontologloal relationship, Scheler submits
that ltsrobjective aim, the “"wherefore" of knowledge, and
of 1ts\be1ng sought cannat again be a form of knowledge.
but a becoming, a ecomlgg different. Formulating the

problem of cognition optologiosllj as a dynamic relation-

~~—~L~_._*__sh1p. the question or the end of knowledge cannot simply

. be dismissed by. the dlctun 'knowledge for knowledge'a
sake®-~-the vain self-seeking reply by 1nte11ectuals to a

' gerious phllosophical questlon. (Scheler does agree, how-

from ever different angles, removing prejudioes and irrel-
evant- factors so that they may disclose themselves in W
thelr purity, and working toward a consensus in this ways

" .. phenomenological controversy is not beyond settle- §

pent..." ("Phenomenology and the Theory of Cognltion,
Selected Phlloso hical Ebsa 8, P, 155.)

27"Ordo Amoris,' Seleoted Philosophical Essa s,
p. 127. Mere the empirical garb of the Aristotellan entel-
echy of cognition ("All men by nature desire to know,"--
Metaphysics Bk. A I) has been transformed into the tran-
" scendental condition for the possibility of knowledge.
(Por an explication of the term ‘transcendental’ and of
transcendental method' see Introduotion, seotion II, and

A.¥4.a). below.)
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‘evez, with the comnected refutat;pﬁ?ﬁf&the claim that the
‘purpose’ of knowledge consists in utility.)%8 as with all
things which we love and seek, Scheler points out, coghl-
tion ultimately aims At ‘the realization of a value and a

s

final ontic significance,29 (WG 204-5)

3. Three Teli of Co nltlon/ﬁ
Three Types of Knowledge

On the basls qf his ontologlcal groundwork for a

‘-theory of cognition, Scheler distingulshes between three

most basic objectives toward Which cognition is directed:

(a) the becomling and development of the parson who knows

==1n Bildungswissen, l.e:: cultural or humanistic knowledge

(varlouéiy also termed\phllosoph}cal or metaphysical

28por Scheler's purposes, it is important to dlis-
tingulgh carefully between the various components of the
knowing® process (origin and genesis of knowledge, respec-
tively), on the one hand, and the objectives pursued. by
the subject in seeking knowledge, on the other. This aif-
ferentiation is intended to preclude any premature and un-

. warranted collapse of the entire meaning of cognitlon to

features which may be held to characterize any one of

these, for any one type of knowledge (e.g., physiological,
causal-behavioural, and technical components, utility or
gatisfaction"--all aspects of ‘work'), or to reduce the
teleclogical question of the purpose of cognition to empty’
tautologied, = - - o ’
- ° 29Here 18 where the ethical significance of < . - °
Scheler's shift of the problem of cognition from the episte-
mological to the ontological plane in terms of the lived
intentionality of the subject becomes apparent: In the
quasi-existential, ontological perspective, a full themati-
zation of the problem of cognition as meaning-intention and

* meaning-fulfillment does not stop at the theoretlcal sub-

*ject-object dichotomy but includes a consideration of cog-

_ ‘nition in terms of a méaningful form of life for the sub-
- Ject-=which 1s ultimately an ethical gquestion,
» - . ’ . “ B

1 . ; .
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Edbnledge): (b) the development of a moral and divine
world order--in-Erloesungswissen (1t€erally, "knowledge

, for salvation") or knowledge for the sake of divinity,3q

also referred to by Scheler as religious knowledge, and
(c) the aim of practical oontrol and transrormation of the

world, an aim which Scheler sees as the rather one-glided,

and even excluslvéﬁprebccupation of pragmatism, as well as
the éubjecp matter of the positive sciences--in Herr-

Bchafts- oder Lelstungswlssen, also called Arbeltswissen

(work knowledge). There is, moreover, a clear and imme-

RN . ; : diately evident objective hierarchy among these cognitive
B 1 objectives, proceeding in aécending order of importance

from work knqwledgg_(Arbeitswiésen) to humanistic knowl-

edge (Bildungswissen) and ethico-religious knowledge (Er-

loesungswissen) . (WG. 205)

- ‘ ‘ : Pragmatlsm 18 certainly correct according to

Scheler in attributing to the exact positive sclences‘ﬁri-r

mariiy the practical purpose of technical control., It 1is

.

- . 30This difficult and easlly misleading conception
. ;. =—=-unfortunately not sufficlently elaborated by Scheler--

.’ must be seen in the context of Scheler’s ethical personal-

. i 1em (Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethics of Values)

. and his notion of a 'becoming God' in and through human

. . beings (Man's Place in Nature): It 1s neither a theistic
notion; nor involving a negation of man'slearthly embodl-
ment, but refers to the ideal of a higher ‘existential- *
spiritual attainment by mankind. In his essay "Ordo
Amoris," for instance, Scheler speaks of the free and re-

- . 8ponsible participation in the "world's salvation" of the
rational and spiritual subject, the "individual destiny,®

. "within the general framework of the universal and common
' ' destiny of man as suoﬂ...' (Selected Philosophical
Essaxs. P- 104.) ‘ :

LY
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mistaken, however, in geﬁeralizing‘from~tﬁis Selective
principle for possible objects of knoulédge to an expiana-
tory principle applicable to the knowledge of the objects "
‘'Atself, and finally to the notions of know;é&ge as such,
of cognition and 'truth,’ as‘weli as of pure logic, etc,
Whatever the principle of se;ection for the objects of

possible knowledgé may be, truth always consists in an

agreement with matters of fact or states of affairs (Sach- -

£

uebereinstimmung), knowledge being constituted by partici-
pation in this selected essential nature (Sosein). Only

with "true" participation, l.e., With julgements that are

- f?rmally correct and materially hdequdte, 1s successful

practical operation on the basis of s8uch knqwledge at all
hoqsible. This precondition apﬁlies,no less for knowledge
concg}ved 1n'the pr;gmatia framework. Truth and genulne
knowledge, theref&re, can never be determined by the suc- -
cess of our actions as a criterion (e.g., by testing or
repeatable experimental action).

Schelé; further criticizes the \one-sidedness of
'prhgqgg}am in totally overlooking .or ignoring the realm of
humanistic or cultural kmowledge, its peculiar nature and
purpose, and also of ethico-reliéious kﬁowledgp--orvin
cases whére these different teleoloslcél orientations are

' . . .
being recognized, the occurrence of a reversal in the hier-

" archy of knowledge into its exact obposite, with the work

knowledge. of the positive -sclences taking priority over
humanistic and ethico-religious knewledge, respectively.

b s ﬂw&#‘,n PrRepvRReY Y O R
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Scheler, by contrast, maintains that 1t 1s a mistake to
think of ‘the person and his mental and spiritual growth to
be destined for, or subservient to, a maximum of control of

nature, but at the contrary, all possible control of nature

herely %efves (or should serve) tﬁe free self-development

.of all mental and spiritual capacities of the person and

a

the optimal development of his culture. (WG 206)/
Both positivism and pragmatism according to

Scheler elevate Arbeitswissen (work knowledge;”operatlonél~ '

or technical knowledge) to the status of the ,only possible

kind of knowledge. The consclous recognition of pragma-
iém in thléniespect is éuperlor to the dictum "“la sdlence '

pbu la sclience" whose prbponents in fact do nothing more

than \engage in Arbeltswissen themselves, while clalming a

superior status to it ?nd conducting thelr 1nqu1r1gq with-
.out c1qar°difection or purbose. (WG 207) ;
Scﬁeier's conception of Bildungswissen or humani-
stic knowledge partly coinclides with his conception of
philosophy. (Phlloaophy also reaches into the area or ,- -2

Erloesungswissen. )

In order to understand the peculiar nature of Bil-

e swissen, it is important to realize, first of
,agl, that for all the necessary close cooperation

between philosophy and the positive sciences, their
. aims and criteria of cognition are virtually dia-
metrically opposed. (WG 207-8) ]

The rundgmentél difference between philosophy and the posi-
“ ‘@

tive sclences consists according to Scheler in that philos<

orhy only'begiﬁ§ with the deliberate suspension of all
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possible desirous and practical attitudes, and with the

deliberate elimination of the "technical principle® in the
- jelectxon of an object of knowledge.
N

Since all possible
actical attitudes to the world are conditional upon vital

drives or on blological functions, philosophy, by contrast,
may also be characterized as the attempt to attain a klnd

of” knowledge whose objects are no longer (directly) exis-

tentlially relative to life, nor relative to blologically
instrumental values. b

Furthermore, Scheler marks off work
knowledge ‘from humanistic knowledge by stating that the

former .deals with questions that are to be declided th:oﬂgh
possible observation and ﬁeas;rement, combined with mathe-
‘matiﬁal reasoning processes;‘any question that is decidable
in this way and depepdent upoh the quantum of inductive

experience, will never be a philosophiéal or essential
N question (Wesensfrgge)

(WG 208-9) -

The decisive criteria
in philosophy, in additton to the criterla of true and

false applying to all knowledge formulated in judgments,

are by contrast the criteria (1) of essential nature (des

Wesenhaften), of the a _priori true as well as the a prior
false, pﬁrticularly in huhanlstlc knowledge, and (2) of

absolute reality of the object of knowledge for ethico-
) religious kﬁbwledge.

L]

Scheler stresses that neither humanistic knowledge

nor work knowledge could ever "replace®™ or "represent" the

other, short of resulting in the serious impairment of the

~

unity and harmony  of the overall c¢ultural existence of man

-
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and of the integrity of his physical and spiritual nature.

Assimilation of one type inﬁo.the other would result, in
the extfeme,.in feeble-minded romanticism and folse or
'superficial positivism and pragmatism, resbectively.
Nevertheless, even the "humanistic" idea of a ildggg
wissen must lastly be sybordinated to the ldea of an En-‘

loesungswissen, in Scheler's view, since all knowledge is

- ultimately "from the divinity and for the divinity.

(WG 210-11)

4, Method of Inquiry

It seems egpedient? at this point, to look at
Scheler's method of inquir& which Scheler himself failed
to set forth explicitly and systematlically in the treatise.

‘a) Transcendental Method

As has been - iyﬁicated in the Introduction, the
, method employed by Scheler in rejecting the pragmatic '
reductions may sultably be termed a modified transcenden-
tal inquiry in the Kantian sense. In addition to differ-
ences in approaohes in, and conceptions of, reasoning and
*proof, ! Scheler's modification consists primarily in his
odeparture from Kght's inquiry into ‘the possibility and

limits of experiénce and ﬁnowledge of A 1ggica1 subject .of -

*
_consciousness by examlning the varlous factors -constitut-

"ing the meaning or essence of cognition in terms of the

necessary material (1.e., non-formal) oonditions and
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concrete .phenomena pertaining fo living, embodied subjects,

&

‘ ‘ o This ch‘a?.racyterization of Scheler's approach as
‘transcendental' in a Proad sense ;apbpears Justiried, hoyv-
e:rer, despite his opposition to orthodox tx"anscc;,ndentalism, .
! . for the following reas;msn
(1) As early as in his critique of ',th'e' transcenden-
tal ar;d the psy'chologicazl methods (1900), Sclheler had in-
sisted on t_he importance of posing the transcendental
question not only with respect to the logical, but also of

: the real or material possibility of cognition bj Jiving

persons operating in a historical and cultural milieu. !

In his proposal for a more a;dequate method (following

Eucken, called the 'noologicél.meth’bd'),v‘he suggested com-
' ‘ bining the two methods of a transcendent;a.l philosophy, on

o ‘ - the one hand, and of a transcendental psychology, on .the

other, which in Kant's philosophy partl'y had not been dis-
tinguished well eno“ush, and partly came to be in opposition
to one another, 32 (Incidentally, Scheler criticizes both

3lwupse transzendentale Methode," p. 285.

- Co - ',321b1d., pp. 334-35. Scheler's terminology of
. 'transcendental philosophy' and 'transcendental psychology’
‘ . corresponds to Kant's distinctlion between the 'objective
deduction*' (questions of objective valldity, epistemologi-
cal in character) .and the 'subjective deduction' (subjec-
tive generative processes of a psychological nature), as
stated in the Preface to the first edition of the Critigue
of Pure Reason (CPR Ax-xi). The difficulties 1nd1cate§: by
Scheler, I believe, refer to Kant's changing, lncreasingly
. negative attitude to the subjective deduction in the second
edition of the Critigue, while continuing to implicitly
utilize 1ts results for the more properly epiatemol{ogical

task,

4
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methods as being limited to  the level of the “work world,"

ﬁ,Arbeitswelt.) In this way, Scheler attempts to achieve a

e

concrete fullness for his theory of cognition, bridging the
gap between logic and psyéhology whieh hﬁd opened up ag a
result of the transtendental critique of psychologism--at
the expense‘ér elements ofﬂcontenty and the cognitive role .

and'digﬂitylof emotions.33

By looking at the aspects of ~
cognition formerly éohsidered "psychological" in this caﬁh
nection from a point of reference "outside of," or logi- X
cally distingt from the content of expefiepce, viz,, as the
intentional correlates of the subject of all possible ex-
. .
perience and knowledge, they are elevated to a normative, -
philosophical planes:
. Every content whose being 15 inextricably connected
with the c¢laim for wvalidity, 18 never a psychologi-
cal fact" to be cognized scientifically through ~ °
1ntr03pectlon’3“
Q- ]

Conversely,

To be 'valid' and not_to be 'valid' of something ‘
real,’ is unth}nkable.35

For all ‘the substantive and methodological differences,
Scheler himself indicated that he does not intend to .

dlvergg tog much from'Kant.B&

33Manfred Brelage, Studien zur Transzendental- ;
philosophie (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1965),
p. 160n.

’ 3

34"Die_ transzendentale Methode,™ p. 335. °
351b14.

D/

361v1a. , p. 328.
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(2) ;he characterization of Scheler's apprbach ‘in
expllcating the constitution of the meaning of cognition
as 'transcendental' 18 in agreement with a recently offer-'
ed general defiqltlon of a transcendental argument as an
. .'argumenp which purportg to show that one condition or -
state of affairs 1s necessary for another," ahd, more
specirlcallf in'tﬁq case of Kantian or w1ttgenste1nfaﬁ
varieties, that "some co#dition or state of affairs is
necessary if qxpefléﬁce 18 to be possible atlall.;}",
Such “argﬁhénts" do not necessarily proceed formally, from
premises to conclusions, but are more often of an informald
nature, e.g., 1h-the compressed form of "general hypothe-
tionls. "3

Qespite considerable variations in meaning, I

spare the position implicit in such general definitions

o ‘ ﬁhat there 1s sufficlient unity and convérgence of meaniqg,
as well as importance of the concept 'transcendentai' in
the theory of knowledge to warrant its cont{pueduapblica-

tion a8 a useful technical term.

b) Phenémenolo ical Ontolo of Essences-
- oY Meaning iWesensontoTogieS

In the previous section (A.2.) it has been.shown

©

' that Scheler, for his own purposes, .looks at the knowing

prod;ss in ontological terms.

0
>

3?7, E. Wilkerson, "Transoendental Arguments Re- :
visited," Kant-Studien 66 (1975) 1:1102.

> : b
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In a phenomenp;oglcal context, the term 'ontologi- 1,

oel' shoul& nof be understood to refer to gome independent

reality, but a reA}’%y "for," or as experleneed and affirm-

ed by. the eubjeot of cognition. (To the extent that this.
\
traﬁecendental bo&} is abandoned or reversed, e.8., by

Heidegger after the "Kehre," the phenonenoleplcal frame of
v ' ) . <2
' reference, too, may be sd&d to have been left behind.)

Th2s perspeotive lles mld-uay between a ‘position of real-
1sm, on tne one hand, and an (eplstemologloal) 1dealism,
‘e.g_. of Husserl, in which such an ontological affirmation
or Pegmmitnent' 18 being withheld for'methodological: h
reasons. (Botﬁ-soheler and Husserl, in different ways,
believe to haze overcome the traditionral realism-ldealism

! di‘ﬁbtomy. For Husserl, tranaeendental pheno nology

t
wouf& eventually, .ipso facto, coincide with a funiversal

e

.
S T R P s Lt Ty

oqgefete ontology'--again from the point of view of being-
as-correlate-t o-ﬁumanpinéentionallty, "the realn where
_everything that can have a boaeible gsense for us must be
stated.*)3® S o
- . guasggl's oelebrl\:é)wesenaschau oﬁ phenogenologi-‘
cal 1nelght-1n£09eesence pioneered as the phengmenological
distinetion between mere senee perception and 1nduct1ve(\
]’kﬁbwledge, on the qne hand, and a higher-level conceptual-

lﬁlng,and 1deat1ns aetimity ihieh/&e losicelly distinct

338dmynd Husserl, Cartesian He;}%ations. An Intto-
duction to Phenomenology, trans. " Dorion CeIrns (The Hhsue:ﬂ

Hertl 8 Nljhoff, 1929). pp. 155-56.

v
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. L ' .
from sensory givens and psychological data, on the other,

Scheler’'s Wesensontblogie i's a’varlant of thls.!ggggé-
schau--with 'the difference that Scheler does not follow
Huéserl's nétﬁodological procedure in ;11 its Bteps (he i\
remains at the level ofkbldetio redugtion, denying the \N‘_*_
pos bility of isolating and thematizing a level of ‘pure' %

ndéntal subjectivity) and that the lntuited\bhe?nn-
ena ln his account are postulated as real.or ‘ontic’ phe~-
nomena. affirming 'tho claim to tran\cendence' of “all |
non-logical: acts.'39 Husuerl, by contrast, uses the
‘methodo}ogical,redtraint of considering such'phenomena at
all times merely aslgptended-by-and-appo;ring-to-consc1qps-
ness. When he ascribdes rélatisé ontbioéical status to the
two basic 'regions' of reality--viz., firstly, to the /
(absolute) realipy of .the egological stream o{.conscioua-
nebé. and secondarily to the transcéhdent elementa ‘con~
tainedl thereln--, he doel'io only trom the point or view
of epistemological prlority.

Of crucial importance for Scheler's 'ontological
turn' 1s his conception of the "thesis of femlity," (Reall-.
‘taetsmonent)*? t.e., of our primitive, 'ecatatie’ experi- \W

ence of an undifferentiated impression of the reality of

the iorld, particularly in tﬁe.exberience~of 'res%jtance'
. \ .

y—— : . /

39'ordo Amoris,® Selected Phflosophical Essays, .«

p. 122, -
b0u1g0a118m ang Realism,™ Ibid., p. 313,
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to our vital drives and impulses on that rudimentary pre-

conceptual level. 1In his rssay “Idealism and Realism®

(2927), Scheler reaffirms the position that

... reality 18 ndt given to us in_perceptual acts,
. ) e t in our instinctive [triebhaft] and conative
-8 } conduct vis-a-vis the uorIa,—or4 more brogdly,'iQ\\x

our\dynamic practical behavior,
A, This primitive encounter with the ‘reality' of the world,
which we 'remember' vaguely and elevate to an explicit

p -
- § +.
object of conscioushess, then, lies at the heart of our

-

K. c, "conaclousness of transcendence”--not mere dlstinctionb(ln

-
consciousness and rational Justification.
< ' ! RN .
The consciousness of transcendence .. shows how
¥ - : the mere ecstatic possession of reality on the
level of the immediately experlenced ‘resistance of -
an X to the central drives of life pagses over
- ’ into a reflexive and thus objective possession of

‘ reality.l2 Va
,f (In the course of Scheler’'s ver§¥hg of transcen-
. * : (e N . i ,
. . denmtal inquiry, the phenomenological ontology of essences,
g - . N

various phenomenological facts or "wha;nesses' (Wesenhei -
ten) will present themselves in (non-sensuoug8) philosophl-
N E ¢al intuitiop3 characteristic of the phenomenological in-

tuition of .essences or Heseh&schau--facts which,

» N U S 2o

| LY . Mivia., p. 318, Ibid., 29. 299-300.
e ‘ ;l - u3The term 'philosophicél intuition' in this con-
o . text does not refer to some vague feeling in the sense of a
. 9 ‘ ‘hunch, ! or to some extrasensory power of cognition, but to

L; o . { " the disciplined, methodical contemplation of phenomena of
. : ) experience in an original, spontanecus thrust of the mind,
A ' While sensible givens and ehpirical data may be present in
= ) the intuition of essences, they do not as such "givé' rise®
& , _ to the meanings intuited, as they are of an entirely dif-
T fTerent log§ca1»order. (Comparable conceptions in British
empiricist’thought would be Berkeley's account of ‘notions, '

. {
T -

. .
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: ‘ given their a griorlqnature, cannot be arrived at by in- v
: ;" ductive or causal methods. e

. A Ehenomenologgcal or 'pure' fact 18 one whlch comes
- o givenﬁgas through the content of an immediate in-
tuition. ’ ) "

*

Phenomenoloélcal facts (essences and essential c?nneotlonsh

o el W T

. then, are disclosed in immediate 1ntuition. or inter-

) ’ L4
)

- changeably also called by Scheler ‘'phenomenological ex-
. ; perience' or ‘'essential ‘insight,' iln the following way:

| . It 18 in the colncldence of what 18 meant and what

g : ' T 18 given that the ‘phenomenon' appears and the con-

. i , ' tent of ghe phenomenological experience is ful-
rllled. .

*

*What 18 neant' 1n this context is the correlate or the

(\ " subject's 1nteétionality, the concept of which Secheler o
! claimed to have enlarged beyond mere intentionality of e

(rational, obJectlfyiﬁg) consciousness in Husserl's seneéi,
v e to volltiohal, ehdtive, and exlateqtial"factora. To give
D ' a simpllrlgd example, when coqtemplating or '1ntqnd1ng' |
the nature of a human béing, 1t will becbhe manifest that

6; _ ’3 the "what® in question does not*colncide with mere biologi-. -

w

. B e.g., as the intellectual grasp of a human belng as some-
- B n thing more than, and different from,. particular aspects of
B sensible appearance, and sums of these, as well as
. G. E. Moore's conception of ‘good' as a supervenient, .
- strictly non-natural quality. Scheler, incidentally, b
) acknowledges G, E. Moore's interpretation as akin to his ’
own theory of value intuition,--To what extent the above
‘yiews are still within the empiricist frameworl, is an
interesting question related to the concerns, but outside
the scope, of the present lnvestisation.)

uu'The Theory of the Three Facts," Ibid., p. 202,
. ' k51v14., p.'203. \

=
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‘ cal and psyphéloglcal orgenization, even when undgrstood
, \
to comprise praqtical or teehn;cal intelligence, The

phenomenological experience, in this case is not fulfilled, -

but may give rise to other phenomenoclogical insights, é?s.,
the significance of the lived body in ¥elation to the
'body-thing' (Koerper). When Scneler; on fhg level

of personhood, gra@uslly'worng toward an adequate elabora=

tion, often by via negativa, of thé concept of "Spirit"

(Gelst), many unique essential 1ns;shts are WOn,“insighés
which could not be arfived at using thé’experimental and
quantitaiive methods of the empirical sciences, nor slmplyﬁl
on the basis of definitions and common usﬁgqﬁ%df‘a term )
(although such faétors may aild in elucidqﬂing a phenomgnon.
ef. Scheler's appeal to ofaIn;ry-language understandiné of
fcognition'). Similarly, 'essential connections may be re-
vealed by skillful phenomenologlcal descriptlons, e.g., o;
the hierarchy of values or concerning the (metaphysiecal)
signlficance of man in the scheme of things.

| According to Scheler, our objective knowledge is
inextricably bound up with our pre-obJectified. lived ex-
perience and our emotive abtitudes _toward man and the
world. (Scheler, as incldentally also Peirce, ascribes
cognitive sighlficance'to emotions, dlstingulshing. how-
ever,/lntentionél reelingq from mere passive feeling-

states.) -Our explicit understanding of what it is to be

human and our theoretical knowledge of the world thus

necessarily include and presuppése our existenpial




v

'knowledge' of lived practical and social human reality-in-

the-world. ' T
) - . {{/ 2 . }
The phenomenological attitude, on the other hand,

™18 designed to brlné-abdutva‘transformation of our every-
day natural preoccupathh wifh matters of practica} and

utilitapian interest to a way of conceiving the world and

. . s e . y
ourselves in an attitude of “let %e,' in order to be able

to graép-essemtial meanings in thelr original - purity.

For Scheler,‘phenomenolgglcal 1ﬁ%u1tlon is "asym-
bolic," a "desymbolizing act®--a difficult concemtlon which
perhaps should not be construed as a negation J& the use.of
symbols Ih\phenomenological cognition, but a8 an attempt

to emphasize the ‘immediacy’ of . phenomenological experi-

. H
R RLENTUN T I T T RO v Ly g R

ence, and Fs a. react1on agalnst any one-sided emphasis, e.8.4

by E. Cassirer, on man as the symbolic aninmal, u6

- , |
J’(r The following statement, it 1s true, may at first

o

% pomat e

- gipear to preéent the basis for such an interpretation:

~, Phenomenological experience in this sense furnishes
the facts themselves and does so directly, that 1s,
without symbols or signs, in contrast to any non-
* phenomenological experience, for e E?Ie, natural
intuition, or scientlfic experience.

-

The adverd *merely' as well as the adjective '‘mere' in the
following quotation, by contrast, indicate clearly that '
symbols or signs are not‘irken by Scheler to be dispensed

“6Spiesa1bers,~ﬂhe Phenomenological Movement, 1 :242. N

47wmhe Theory of the Three Faots,' Ibid., p. 202.
(Emphasis addgd ).

.
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with in phenomenolosicel experience, but simply that theﬁ

are not essentially contributing to it or forming the basis

of 1t, just as sensible givens do not enter constitutively

into phenomenological insight:

Something can be self-given only 1if 1t is no longer

given merely through any sort of symbol; in other
words, only if it is not 'meant' as the mere 'ful-~

f1llment' of a sign which is previously defined in
some way or other. 1In thlis sense fhenomenoloeical :
philosgghy is a continual desymbolization of the -
world. :

Or again:

~

The symbol is used in phenomenology in an entirely .
-different sense than in positive science, which b
can begin with more or less arbitrary definitions. 9
(Scheler would presugably counter contemporary 'linguistic

turns' and clalms that we cannete"get_outgide of language"

by stressihg that in phenomenology ﬁhich he understands to

be a "spiritual seeing," we do not look at words or
language, nor at theoretical oonstructs—-although we might
study the essence of language or lansuase use as such in

3
a phenomenology of language--but at that which is expres-
sed in language, “"the things themselves," while continuing

to express that content symbolically and in many different

ways. ) .

} v
In order to achieve a transformation or “conver-

sion® to the phenomeﬁblog1cal perspective, and to set the

~‘stage for an experience of” "something which otherwise

{

uB'Phenomenology and the Theory of Cognition,

./ Ibtd., p. 143,

“9Ib14., P. 155.

A\
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remﬁins hidden,"5°'a speclal 'mental technique' or phende
enological reduction is required, whichH Scheler takes to
N w conslaf of the'foliowlng three aspects:
' N (1) in an act of fiat to deliberately suspend all
*will to powér,' vital drives, and desires, saying "no" to
‘the world in an ascetic denial (an aspect which, in
Scheler's viqw, occurs in, and constitutes.,a necessary

‘condition for, all forms of fdeation); (2) separating out. -

the 'essentlal nature' or ‘pure essence'! or meaning from

accidental phenomena and particular existence, frequently . -

using 'thoﬁght experiments' (Husserl's méthods of 'eldetic
reduction' and 'eldetic variation'): this aspect includes
the suspension of judgement reé&rd@hé real causal connec-
tions and other real connections;51‘(3) finally, the
phenomenological. attitude--for Scheler the philosophical
-attitude par excellence--involves the activation of a

2 positive principles an attitude of spiritual (non- °

\d

tzs possessive) love, of loving contemplation (amor intellec-
) tualis), wonder and hﬁmillt& directed’ to the being and
value of all things, oombiﬁed with a re-channelling
(Ueberleitung) of vital drives’2 to a new spiritual rela-
) . tionship with the world. (WG 282, 3b2)- \
; "”'i : In spite of Séh.ﬁqr's unwavering 1n§18tence upén\
T 50Tbsd., p. 137.

F ¥ .‘.. )
§1nme Theory of the Three hcts,ﬁ P. 279.

521n the sense of utilizing an overspill of vital.
energy, rather than (Freudian) sublimation or suppression.

N
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the logical,lnd;pendehce of 'essential insights' from
empirical data, he takes groat care to ensure that they do
not conflict with the findings of the empirical sciences,
and to include a host of dafa made available by expérim;n—
tal psychology of his day, e.é., Gestalt psychologists, -
(For limitations of épace;'such often lengthy explo-

-

' rations could not be included in this exposition.)

e
»

-
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B. THE BASIC MISCONCEPTIONS:-OF PRAGMATISM

Having delineated the generals nature of his dis-

agreements with pragmatism, Scheler's strategy, then, is )

1 to separate the mlsconceptions from the elements of truth

e oMt B s e sl e s o

in the basic tenets of pragmatism., He proposes to exhibit

first its errors, after which he will acknowledge the

- aspects in which pragmatism is correct--that is, relatiye

to its limited frame of reference.

. .In the following, Scheler deals with what he takes

it ——— vt e

to be the_speciflc errors of the pragmatic doétrine:

"1, Falsification of the ‘Tdea of Knowledge

1 The first major objection to the pragmatic doctrine
concerns the reduction §f the very 'idea of knowledge,' its
meanling and q‘gniricanbe, to 'work'.in éhe sgpsé of his
definition stated in the Introduction. | .

Scheler, in fact, accuses pragmatish of nothing

- N 5

less than a t?tal falsification of the formal notions
(formalen Ideen) of 'knowledge,' ‘cognition,' and

rtruth. '33 (WG 226)

-~

53an intervening section on the two main tenets of
philosophical pragmatism (WG 212-16) which Scheler dis-
cusses in the context .of the histbrical origin and devel-
opment of pragmatism will be incorporated into Part II,

- entitled "The Historical Limitations of Scheler's Critique

- )
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To bring into full rellef the precise nature or his .
criticlsm, Scheler at first goes along with the pragma.tist
refutation of the positions of 'critical reallsm' and

'1dealism of consclousness.du Knowledge 1is certainly not

a mirroring or representatlon of things in "1mmater1a1

- . plctures® which are supposed to somehow "contain" those

things, once -more, in whole or part and in “immaterial

form* (as conscious states or contents of a box-like con- o

sclousness), postulating some relation of "resemblance®

between such §upposed immaterial pictures and the things

themselves. Apart from the fact that, on close scrutiny,

* the assimpt;l‘on of such a "picture" turns out to be idpurilous,

Scheler maintain’s‘ that this'account Nould have the serious
defect of leaving out of oonsideration the mind's intention

directed to the thing or stdte of affairs (Sache)--the

. intentionality of the mind which constitutes the core and

the "nerve cent':;r.'; of im,owledge. Such an image or

'piotﬁre" would be a reallty that is dumb and devoid of
) intentionality; Just as a painting does not *know" any- "
thing about the objects it is deplcting, falling to con-
sciously point bezond— 1tse1f., such a picture, too, would

not "know® an&thins about the things it "represents.™ ' o

4

of Pragmatism." Passages concerning older European connec-
tions and developments, on the other hand, have been omit-
ted, sinée they are not directly relevant to the eritical

" task in. Part III

v - 5“'For a brief explication qf the two positions see
A reference no. 22 above,
\




. [ . bu . . . 1

~ i ’ . R
Conversely, however, knowledge--understood a& an intention v

and a fulfillment of this intention--18 the "having" of the

.

nature or essence (Sosein) of the thing.itself. Knowledge,

R R e "

that 18 tq say, the ehd of all "cognizing” (Erkennens) as a
spontaneous activity, is not a -"plcture" \ér a "copy," .
neilther of the things nor their relations, but the par-
taking of one being in the 'essence or nature (Sosein) of
another being without alteration of that Sosein. In this
proceﬁs, the essence or naxure’or something itself can in_
pri’nc;ple'enter oﬁr mind--adequately or °1nadequate3ly--and
not just a picture or imasge, by becoming the object of an
Antention which is not a picture but an act. Only the . o
concreté)existeqce of‘althiné }emains glways and necessarl-
ly‘transcendent to éonscioqpness, and is thus "trans-
1ntelligible."55 The position of ‘ideallsm of éonscious-
ness' which treats questions of concrete existence (le
sein) as questions to be 'posited' in consciousness,
deﬁying all reality transéendent to (objective; cohcep- e

tual) knowledge and consciousness, 1§ therefore mistaken.

[N

55see discussion of thekpﬁ;;;menological sense of
‘ontology' and Scheler's account of 'transcendence' in

A.4.b) above, The term ‘'transintelligible’ here does not

mean that we cannot grasp and discuss evidence for the ,
existence of things, nor that we cannot have intelligent v *
discourse dabout the existence of things and of human - C
beings--as Scheler indeed carries on such discourse him-
gelf--but that we cannot in any real sense "partake,®
through mere reflection or consclousness, in the state of
(particular, contingent) existence of these objects -of
reflection and intentionality. Even reflections on, and

the consciousness (however widely construed) of our own
.existence are subject to this dichotomy, to the extent
N . —~

.
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yo In as much as pragmatism shares with critical

realism and ldealism of consciousness the proton pseudos | "

[} * & .
. of the Jdnseparabllity of essence (Sosein) and existence . {

(Dasein) in relation to the mind, Seheler states, it has
suppressed or left out of account nothing less than

' - "human reason” 1£se1f. If what is given in percép%ion or

» intuition (Anschauungsphaenomen) of an object colincides.

fqlly‘with the whole-meaning of the thought of that ob-

Ject, then on this ;ccount56 such co-extensionality °
(Deckung) is the criterium for the nature or Sosein of the

lobject becoming manifest to the mind "by itself;" and the
"evidence" for knowing it consists merely in the reflex-

\1vé knowXedge of this becopiﬁg manifest.2’ ° (WG 226-28)

that in the somatic sphere we are "part of nature," Hence

+ . -Scheler's distinction between 'lived body' (Lelb) and

'thing-body' (Koerper). [Formalism in Ethics and Non-

- Formal Ethics of Values, trans, Manfred S. Frings and /

. Roger L. Funk (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, :
° 1973), p. 399.] We simply canndt "transpose" ourselves

.mentally into the Dasein of things, fully penetrating the
range and depth of concrete existence. (Withess, in this
connectlion, various attempts of Yoga techniques to mediate
between mental states and somatic existence.)

)]

56I.e., believing Sosein and Dasein to be 1nsepara; . o
ble and on g par in relatlon to the mind ... ) N

5710 be able to penetrate into the meaning of this
: somewhat difficult passage, 1t ¥s important to keep in - N
+ mind not only Scheler's position regarding the nature of '
'reality' and 'existence' as affirmed to be transcendent
to consclousness (cf. reference no. 55), but the anthro-
pological significance for Scheler of*the distinguishing
mark of human reason to be able to separate 'essence' from -
- existence. The driving force in this delective act 1is the x
intentionality of human reason, driving a wedge, so to
speak, between 'brute fact' or 'givenness!'! of particular

concrete existence and essences in a priori ideation.
(This 18 one of the pillars of Scheler's insistence on. the 7

¥

~ + ~
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while pragmatxsm 18 correct in opposlng the so-

I

called representative 6* copy theory of knowledge as an’

unnecessary ahd;vain "duplication of the world," true pérl

' " other hand, is certaiﬁl} not unnecessary and vain--if not
neceésarily "yseful® 1n.h.practical‘sense: ,It 18 an en-
largement and enhahcement or 1ntensification (s teigerugg)
.of our ontolog)cal relationship wltm the world and at the
sarfe time an elevation of the things to their (objective)
"meaning," il.e., to that meaning whﬂch they objectively

possess jrior to our conceptualizlng this meaning.58 At
the same time 1t should be noted that spontaneous cogn?f

tion is merefy the moving toward (Hinbewegung) knowledge

on the part of reason, thus not something which might in

the end add to, and perhaps be "more" than knowledge. 20

’ ~difference between the 'objects o?\'gﬁductive knowledge'
4 and 'knowledge of essences' (Wesenswissen).

58Another reminder by Scheler that the end of
‘ cognition is to grasp the real nature of things--constructs
symbols, etc. serving merely as a means to this end, and”
possibly in a misleading way. Hence the insistence to “go
back to' the things themselves," to achieve authentic,
‘asymbolic' insights in a phenomenological Wegen$schau.
A note on the relation between 'concepts' and
'‘phenomenological . essences*:s In a loose sense, phenomeno-
X logical essences have a certain affinity with ‘concepts' as
, opposed to mere 'words,' namely in that they stand for a
* conception, a meaning, a proposition; an important differ-
ence 1s, however, that 'essences,' being highly contextual
and fluid (intentional horizons), cannot strictly be
defined, but merely described.

L ?9Anothen anti-constructivist note by Scheler.

-~ wt
.
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tlclpation of our being in the Sosein of the worlq, on the
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' Knowledge i1tself 18 nelther true nor relse. The‘re,m no "

"false knowledge. " Ve may only say that iptlis;ﬁevldently

Y , ~ .
or not eviden‘tly, and, furthermore, adequately or inade- .

quately, capturipg-t;l?xe\q;xll nature or essence (Sobe‘ins- )

fuelle) of an object of knowledge. ‘'True’ or 'talse, !
s
,rather, are predicates of statements or propositlons

(Saetze), that is to say, of the ideal correlates of:

\meanlng ﬁiment Q our jJudgements: such statementa or

-/

propogitione are true if and only if they."correspond to®

" -the: evldent and ma.xﬂmlly adequate givenness in peroeption

or ‘intuition of an'object of knowledge; they are false if.

, they are conflicting with 1t. (WG 228) v ' AP

view,n however, 1n that it completely falsir es this state : o
¥

of afg‘airs‘ Pragnatismaproposes to replace the represen- !

. ' « . tatiqnal 1nterpretatiqn of mental contents with something
. “ - difﬁreniz-;the factual or merely conceived "practieal.con- '
2 . { . - \5 sequences" ‘of the thought or ‘perception, 1.e.; ‘the possi-
. L e real change in the world through it. The "meaning® of ' | _  -f
- . ' _ / e statement,thus becomes 1dentical with 1ts practical eon- e % b
‘ /' sequences as to & ppssible transformation of the worldy . | n
‘é -/ " . and tt\e *truth® ofr the thought is held to consist in the -

‘ conditlon that these posaible consequences be *useful”

enhanoins l;fe (lebensfoerdérnde Po;gen). Similerlw, 1t :

i’/ ! .consequences, i.e. » eoncequenoea thet are mstrumental to
]
-

5 is that mode of ‘percdption ox intuition (Anscha}xm) of a
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thing whlch provides the best vantage point for our
‘% possible kinetic acts and our actions upon the thing that
will be recognized as adequate or 'good ® (WG 228)
This conception is niataken in two mys, accordins
l tg Scheler, Flrst.ly, the 1dea of lmowledge as® suoh does .

' not yet gontain any bea:/ring on, or reference to, action,

nor 1s, secondly, action necessarily connected with knowl-

edge. (Scheler's examplea of the mutual 1ndependence of
Baan knowledge and actlon: oqthe baais of both unoonditioned
‘ e.nd conditioned reflexes and even more 8o, of 1nst1ncts,
it can readily be shown that knowledge of the natp/re of an
) object 18 in principle urinecessary for purpo'si';_e'_ action.
‘ : On the other hand, the example of the impractical man of
"learmns serves to illustrate the powerlessnesg 'o('knowl- ‘
. Y saee!
e . ' _ o Despite this fundamental mutual independence of

alone with respect to‘action.)

- o " knowledge and action, Bcheler,conc'edea, there is a sub-
| stantial correlation between that whio’h.a being can_know
(depending upon its sensory Mctlons ‘and the ‘measure and
| ~ ' direction of 1ts intelligence), on the one hand, and that
ff:"‘::*.- : ﬁpon whlco it may act in an objectively meaning.fulruyr.
S O A-on the other, "mis‘correla'tion is, however, subject to
T e . | three conditions um)ch the exponents 'of pragmatism fail to
| .recognize, Soheler points out: (a) 1t does noé concern

' Xnowing and doing as suoh, but only the partlculqr con-
tents and obJecte of possible knowledse and actiom

(b) - there is a semune parallelism, 1. e.; 8 revereibl,e

’
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reciprocal relation of dependence between knowing and -
doing (in the restricted senée, asﬁstated in (a)), rather
_ than gn ikreversible, unilateral relétioﬁa (¢) the common
identical ground of'this parallelism between the contents
o ﬂknqwlng and acting consists in the valuating (Werthal-
tunk ) :r‘, and _the attitudes of love or hate directeg to-
wards the objects. as well aS"in.the unig}entional (1n-"'
stinctual) as ﬁgll as deliberate,’ consclous functions of

attention and interest directed through these acts. These

activities 6f mefe‘valuAtlng as such.ar%, however, not yet -

'a form of "practical behavlour,'ﬂnor is this "activity" as

yet expressive of any activity of ‘the wlll.60 (WG 229)

-

2. Mistaken Formulation of the
Ground-conseguence Helation \\

in Knowledge and Action

*

Following the foregoing discussion of the formal
notions of ‘imowledge, ' 'cognition,' and 'truth,' Scheler
turns to the pragmatic reduction to 'work! or psycho-
somatic techré of the actual process of cognition and ob- |

. Jects of knowledge-~the basis of all merely. mechanistic

o~

60This passage may be better understood against.
the background of Scheler's conceptiorn of man as an ens
amanss “Man, before he is' an ens cogitans or an ens
volens, 18 an ens amans.® ("Ordo Amoris,” Selected Philos-
ophical s, p. 111.) Not only is "love® or ng an
I%?eres? 1ns the fundamental a priorl condition for the
realization of knowledge, but this ‘pure' emotive a Eriori

" constitutes the unitary ground of meaning for all intentlon- -

" al acts of a practical, volitional, and cognitive nature
alike (other emotive attitudes such as hate or "ressenti-
ment® being accounted for -as derivative). S

AN




and causal accounts of perception.

It 18 quite correct according to Scheler to. hold

as in pragmatism that every actual perception through the

-

E- . : senses 18 always necessarily connected with some definite

. practical motor behaviour, #t least as the initial.phase A

of a psycho-kinetic process. It 1s a mlstake, however, to

think that this.aspect of sense perception constitutes the

necessary ground for sense experlience as 1ts copseguence.

) (S .
It must be recognized, Scheler insists, that apart

P \f i from the process of stimulation, the normal certripetal

2

neural process and the preaenoe of a psychic perolpient as

such, the mlnimum conditions for the realization of sense
perception include in addition an act on the part of a
peycﬁophysical organism whose directlon. type, and .

C 3 ’ quantum also entalls variations in the content:of the -

partieular sensei perception. In fact, sense experience or A
perceptlon is only one elenent in a structural whole
(S trukturganzen) and varies integrally with that struotur- ,
al whole, 1.9.; it 18 not an accumulative partial compo-;~
, ’ . . ﬁent of the coﬁtent concelved as an aégregate. Seoondly,
%. : sense experience or perceptlon'le not simpiy proportionate
to the stimulus, not even to the at;mplus ﬁlus'neurel pro-

.. .. cesses and the peychologioal eventa comprising ghe inner

and outer sensory epp‘ratgz alone. Rather, 1t 18 the

" apontaneous (conative or voluntery) fmpulse of the vical

psychic center of tpe organisnm (Vltalseelenzentrums) which *

is priorf"d & condition for the realization of a stimulus

-
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‘even in a mere sensation; stimulus and centripetal proceéss

by themselves only function as A "possibility®™ or poten-

tial for the realization of sense experience, not yet as '

~y reality or ac?u@lity. If the vital lmpuléé is z%ro, no
apprehension and sensation will be réalized. It.is false
to assume, howevér, that ;his lmpulge is neceésarlly an

. ; . impulse of the will instead of a valuating act, i.e., a '

i | ‘ : conative act of prererenoe (and its opp031te) which 18 it-

gelf directed by the orientation of interest and Its mani-

B

festation in the form of attention,. And it is this very '

-
x

impulse which conditions and directs both the genesis of .
willing and acting (or the readiness for willing and

|
{ ///f/: acting, respectively) as well ‘as the genesis of sense
P N ' experience and pefceptlon.61 (WG 230-31)
o j. Failure to Recognize the Difference
. . . etween Knowledge of Essences (Wesens-
A . . wissen) and Inductive Knowledge
N Next, Scheler deals with the pragmatic reduction
'» ; . of ;il forms of. knowledge to ‘work kmowledge, ' which he
- X 4 distinguishes.in this seotion.by the ‘term 'inductive knowl-
;? B ~ edge! (1n¢ukt1ves w1ssen) from 'ﬁnowledge of essengfs'
' - (Mesenswissen). (WG 231) .
' v ' 1 séyeier stresses that the pa}allelism discussed

61For further €laborations of Schéler's analysis
'Qf sensation and perception consistent with a ‘conative
motor theory,' and the relative significance of causal ¢
accounts see aectlons c.1. and C 2. below.
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earlierf2 between the particular contents ofﬁ;ctlon and
knowledge does not obtain with all kinds of knowledge and
for all\tyves or action, but merely for a certain more
restricted area of both, "He then proceeds toedistinguish
between'indﬁcﬁfve knowledge-<a kind of knowledge that will

f1t the concepbion of a parallelism between action and

knowlgdgé--and the knowledge of essences and ideas (Wesens-

und Ideenwissen) which cannot be subsumed under'that class

of correlations.

" The term '1ﬁ4uctive knowledge' denotes knowledge
about the contingent realities of the world and 1its here;
and-noz existence and nature, both ﬁith f%gard to possible
knowledge and to willing and acfing., Krnowledge of essences
and ideas, by céntrast,‘ls that kind of knowle¢gé'§h1ch

.would remain completely unaffected by all possible quall-

tEtlve and quantitative changes in the contents ofqoyﬁf

'posslble sensible acquaintance with, and observation or,

. the world., It 18 the knowledge of the invariant essences

of all objects, of mere essential connections, and conneo-
tions between ideas of which nothing (empirically) deter-"
minate and different follows, iﬁis kind of knowledge
(analoguous in its purity to the material a priori of ,

value intuition, and the "will® to possible realization *
,

-

528@0 section B.l. above.

",

e
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of these values foun&ed upon 1tl§3 is autonomous vis-a-vis

all corresponding empirical acts and volit;on. Only this
kind of knowledge, Scheler insists, is the first and imme-

o

diate bearer of the predicate 'evident,' and only the
Ju&gmgnt which may enter into it, 1s the 1mmediéte bearer
of the predicate 'true' (i.e., without contradiction, or
'evi}ently' true). ’ .
Scheler further miintains that the distinction be-
tween,;contingent knowledge of fact"™ or inductive knowl-r-

edge, and 'knowledge of essences' coincides with the

distinction between a posteriori knowledge -and a priorii

knowledge, a dichotomy whioh Scheler takes,pragmatism (and

also assoclationism) to be denying.su Since, however, all

so-called forms of thought (Denkformen) of an a priori

nature are based on the continual acquisition of new

b a_priorl knowledge, it 1s inevitable that pragmatic theo-
SRR | ries of khowledge fall to come to terms with the very ' ‘ &

63The subject matter of Scheler's Formalism in
Ethics and Non-Formal Ethigs of Values.

64Tt 15 one of the Kistorical limitations of ‘§
- Scheler's critique of pragmatism that it does not: tgke~4quto
- B account later efforts by C, I. Lewlis, for instance, to .

. I ‘ explicitly set forth an explication of the ‘pragmatic 2
‘ a_priori.,' 1In fact, C. S. Peirce's phllosophy already con-

b ‘ tains an (implicit) elaboration of the pragmatic a priori

‘. in the form of his pragmatic maxim and conception of .
®*leading principles" of reasoning. (See analysis in
Part III, section A.) Scheler's objection still holds,
however, in that he would a) declare the pragmatic a_priori
-to be conceived too narrowly (viz., ‘scientistically' re-
duced) for it to be applicable to all forms of cognition,
and b) reject 1ts relegation to a mere regulative status
devold of cognitive content. ' ‘




' chanseability of things and the degree of théar existential

Sk . , .
formal idea of philosophical knowledge and ﬁumanlstic or . . 1

cultural knowledge kﬁlldungswissen).65 Both, pragmatism

and Neo-Kantianism (with 1ts conception of fixed lawful

a priori structures in thg mind) fail to realize that the
human spiriéugrbws and develops withi& itself in the
course anq ﬁistory of 1ts activity; rather than merely
acquirlng? in g’Eumulative process, a succeséive series of
new cognitive data concerﬁlné contingent reality.: This '
growth, tpe tgﬁb "evoiutlgn of the spirit, moréover,vis
1t§e1f of a higher value and of a hlgher logical order than
the applica%ion of cogpitiig results to practical pur- | ‘
poses, 66 (WG 231-32) . -

Finally, pragmatism also misconceives the strict

SR OB i, ORI SO

-

lawful relation obtaining between the practically feasible

e

65w1thout clarifying this notion here any further,
Scheler speaks in this context of the *‘functionalization'
of the ontological and the objectified knowledge of
essences. Scheler understands by ‘functionalization®' the
internally related productive processes of the mind result-
ing in ‘pure,' 1l.e.; spontaneous and: original mental or
spiritual creations., To give a crude example, the idea of
freedom from restraint may give rise to the idea of the
autonomy of individuals, and finally to the idea of a free
gsociety. To magintain that such ideas at .any stage be
‘caused’ or engendered, in the- full sense, by either liber-
al or oppressive empirical condityons (and not just in the
context of such conditions) would amount to som thing llke
a Rylean category mistake. 7

: 66Tn1s ‘18 another ‘appeal to the "self-evident" or . «
"self-given® phenomenological insight into the relative -
- glgnificance of the mental and spiritual (cultural in the .
sense of "high culture,® and distinct from socletal organi-
zation on a more practical and blological level) and the
practical forms of life. //fa
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felativity (Daseins’relatlvita'et)a Things ai‘e profaortiori- N

ately more readily subject to practical (including merely
‘possible?) tralnsformation to the extent thet: they are 8

existentially relative to man, and the further their level ow

of existential relativity is removed from the level of
: ®

Oéolute reality and of our fmowledge thereof. This law-

»
ful order also prevalls in the realization of valuesc67

in a. simiT‘r way, the feelings of pleasure and- pain are -

the less 1ikely to be 1nf1uenced and realized in a practi-
“ \

+

cal manner, the more ‘they are related to the spirigual

dimension and values ofs\a person.'
p ! a
The pragmatic conception of knowledge with its in-

‘-

siatence upon practical consegquences as a criterion thus

dispenses/ not only with all knowledge of essences, but

‘ also wL’th all knowledge of absolute reality, i.e., thh

metaphyslcal and relisious knowledge., (WG 233)

4, False Principles of Pragmatic ‘'Logic’

.y'

Finally, Saheler takes issue with pragmatic prin-

ciples of logic in as much as they entafl a nomlnalist/ '
operational and utllltarian/lnstmmentallst reduction of .
the meaning and truth of statements to 'work.®,

' More specifically, Scheler challenges two princi-

) ~
-ples of logic which have been introduced by the first

. . ’ ‘
6?See Scheler's elaboration of the hierarchy and .

difrerent levels of possible realization ‘of values in his

- Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethics of Values.
‘ BN '

L . * ‘ . ®
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logiclan of pragmatism, ngle, and which aceording to v

ar

Yy Scheler are clearly mistaken, even outright nonsensical:

’

(a) Two stétements §ée identical in meaning (sinnlden-

tisch) if and only if they lead to the same actions.
(b) A statement s true if and only ir it determines an
action which has useful or biologically beneficial conse~-

quences (lebensfoerdernde Folgen). (WG 233)

Scheler objects to the first principle by pointing

out that the meaning of a statement cannot even'Be held to

be somehow 'ldgntlcal! or even- “equivalent"® witb its ;ggl-

cal consequences or with the measure of its 'léglcaI fruit- :

fulness," let élone with its practical applléabillty
. resulting in a real change in ‘the worl&.‘ Alone the in-
» violable rule of loglc accordlng to which the consequent v
'~  or effect never uniquely determines 1ts antecedent or

\ cg&gff clearly shows a contradiction here, even for the

more moderate formulation equating the meaning of a sen- *&
tence with 1ts logical (rather than practiéal and blologi- ’

KT

calf'consequenceé and its "logical fruitfulness,® fespeé-
‘ 'tlvely. Unquestionably it 1s‘tﬁe case that completely
different theoretical assumptions aboyt the céurse of the
world may determine exactly the same practi al’rorms of
\ ‘behaviour;_conversely,jthg,very same theoretlc;l‘assump-
-tions”ﬁayvlead’to quite dlfferent manifestations ?h piac-
tlcal behavlour, depending upon the urposes to be real-'
1zed 1in actiony which will never be unequlvooally deter-

mined by knqwledgqqugne.
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. Whenever we attempt to deduce from the immediately
accessible, ovért, behaviour of an organism alone tﬁe
meaning of a thought governing that form of beha%iour, we -

can never unequivocally grasp the meaning of the thought

in this way, but must operate within é certain range of

different units of meaning (Spielraum von verschledenen

Sinneinheiten) which could equally well render intelligl-
e :
ble the behaviour in question. It must be recognized,

——
P ~

therefore, that questions and problems of meaning of an

"interindividual® (1nbégigd1%1duelle) plane, whose altei-
native or dlsJunctfve “consequences" may hot be deeide&

on the basisaof direct or indirect observation and measure-
ment, are nevertheless meaningfu;J It 1s Just that they ‘
have no meaning of.a “positivé-scientifie” character; they

]

must, on the other hand, be radlcélly eliminated from the

" .
area of the positive sciences, much more so than 1is -~
alreedy being demanded in mathematics and physics. Taking

such quesﬁlcns out of the sclentific context does not mean;

however, that they thereby become meaningless; phey merely

become philosophical questions, or, in so. far as they desal

" with "Reality," metaphysical questions, for which there

exists another, no less exact and definite methodoiogy,

than that of positive-scientific inquiry.68 -

»

6BUnrortunately, Scheler never managed to’set
forth his conception of that methodology, a task he may
have reserved for his future work on metaphysics. (cr.
reference no. 24 above.) S

™
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. Scheler then proceeds to show how the same funda-
Aaental logical mlsconception 'is present 1in other tenets of
pragmatism, e.g., 1ts nominalist theory of concept forma~

tion, according to which our thinking of meanings.consists

of ﬁothing mofe 'than the originally similar outer and

inner behaviour in different situations, based on a repeti-
‘tion of the same "stirring" .of a drive or presence of a -
‘need, respectively; in its most highly developed form, how- |
ever,' it 1ns accounted for as: the articulation of ‘the same |

sound complexes with different complexes of sen ation or -

perception (sinnlichen Wahrnehmung‘skomplexen) which are
yet practically similar in some respect, namély, objective- '
ly expressed, in the rule of application for a word slgn or
For instance, 1n saying,

"This meadqwl Jis green," the word signs "meadow”™ and "green"™ o,

[

(as signs being already ldentically recurring forms, Ge- -
\ )

. stalten, of a sensibly variable material, i.e., of ah

acoustic, optical, muscular nature) are held to be devoid

. of any independent 'meaning' by themselves, only to be R

*fulfilled® 1n experience with the perc?tion of a green
meadow. The meaning of "meadow" and "green," according to

the pragmatic conception, consists in nothing'bup thg cona-; \
tive o:r Instinctive motor tendency to utter the word

'green' as a pure sound complex a.t the occaslon of per- \

celving things which share the property of being green,

and the sound complex’ ‘meadow' at the ocecasion of per-

13

ceiving things which share the characteristics of a meadow.
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The mere fact that one and the same contént of o
sense perception 'gsreen meadow' may glve rise to an unllm-
1 ted number of very dif‘;‘erent posslble meanings ‘(e.g.,
green area, coloured patch, grass, etc.) which it could not

possibly all "fulfill® or reallze in a complete and unequi-

~vocal way, suffices to show in Scheler's view, that the

pragmatlc; nominalist, theory of concept formation and
meaning ‘must be falsg in this form, If: meariings were
nothing over and above a combination of sound 'compleies, .
‘conceived as "brute racts'; and devold of any meaniné ar;d '
signif-icance by themselves,'on the one hand, and the con-

tent of sense experience, g::ounded in determinate modes of

. Yehaviour, on the other, it would be quite impossible to

aecount for such a dli“ferentiatioﬁ in meaning. It is no
more explicable lf one were to add degrees of conepicuous-
ness, different kinds and degrees of focl An the apprehen-
8lon of sensible data, connectéd with instinctive as well.
as censcious atteption, and the concomitant motor pro-
cesses, ‘ te account for the “apparent®™ diTferentiation in
meanlng of the spe'ech sounds and of other complexes func-
t:{onins as ;signs' prior to, and 1ndeper;dent of, their_‘
application at the occasion of sense experience.

Either the phenomgnon of attentm 18 already '
governed by some notion of meaning (as with all "observa-

tion," in which obviously the direction of attentioh 1s

determined’' by -a meaningful problem area, sinnharter Frage-

-

~

v

1nhaltf--1n which case the declarandum 1s presuppesed--,
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¢ or the conative foci éf attention a{g completely "blind®’
« and unlawful, 80 that reference to these‘factors could not

possibly explain the gonstancy of meaning throughout varia-

‘tig?s in attention. (WG 235) .
o l - ‘Following a discussion of various experimental
studies, Scheler summarizes the results as demonstraﬁlng
- the inadequacy of the pragmatic nominallst theory of con- A
ceptualization as follows: In the first place, they show

', that meaning~and content of sense experience, even on the

most simple level, stand 1n a dynamic recigrocal relation-
ship to one another. It 18 not at all the case that the

\ 4
.meaning of words. simply becomes puilt_up successively on
T the basis of complete and unchsngeableusense 1mpress1§ns.
Secondly, it 1s evident from these facts that the catego-

rial function of word signs and the naming or iepresentlng‘

function stand in an inseparable reciprocal relationship.
Accordingly, a word contains in itself already 2 meaning
" to which seése perception relates in a real function oé Y
fulfiliment or son~fn1f111ment. The pragmatic theory of r
\\\‘\¢~/1;eaning 18 therefore incorrect. iﬁb }36) % A e
, | Pragsgtic aﬁd drlve—psycho%ogical explariations onlx

begin to be fiﬁitrul where they srevintended to explicate
‘the particular kind otAgjfferentiation of the sphere of

meaning. of a subject (and of a grodp of subjects), that is:
to say, inan investigution into the nature of 1ts seﬁic-
tion from the objectlve realm of meaning, In this res ect,

1t 18 no doubt what one might call the structure of the
. h'¢ ’ o ! .
- ;‘,} . B . y . ‘

o .
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subjective perspective of interest, rather than the senso-
. o

rj experiences of the 3ubject (themyeléea,belng determin%?
" ‘

N by the-digectlngﬁlnfluence of ‘the conative and 1ﬁterest
structure of tﬁe'subject) which As priéarily decislver}or
the richness of differentiations in meanlng as well as for
thé preclsen@ss or the dmbiguity of the meaning of words.’

'ThJs 1t 18 the case that richness and precision of meanings
o (as subjeotive 1ntentlons) increase proportionately with
the intenslty of the interest or need.b‘

- 1nterest, Scheler‘stresses, hoWever, does not concern the

- orlgin of meanlng, but only its structure. It ‘affects the
i}realm of meening as orlginally as the world of experience

or the subJ;ct; the 'rltting together" of the structures of

both spheres, flnally, is grounded in the identity of these

differentlating conative drives (Triebkraefte). The prag-

'matic exn}anatlon, then, ican oﬂ%g account for the selection

of the'eubject;vely thought meanings from the objectlye-
'ideal realm of meanings; ‘At Rap netther account fof this
objective-ideel reahn itself, nor ror the subjective sphere
of meanings xhlch dlrterentiates and develops ithelr. 1n
. reciprocal deterninatlon with thé sphere of sense experl-f

ence, but never 'out ofr* senee\experience. (WG 238)

“ "7 Scheler congedes that the way chli;ren always use

one-word senteneee tueh‘ee ‘Mama * .Q an expression of a .
neea and ‘the desire to have it ruifilled, as well as the (
fact thet verbs end vepb phrases appear to have formed the

eerly stage of daeelopuent in®all lnnsuasee. indicate how

This perspeétive .of

~
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f " closely 1ndeed't;;nk1ng and doing are united in their
origins. It 1s a mistake of pragmatism, houever; to be-
lieve that a‘Jud%pmeﬁt, {or %nstgnce, would retain that
p;agmatic character of its genetic origin, i.e., the
‘meaning of an imitation and shaping of an object or: in
tge social‘oontext¢ of persuas;on or command to behaye'in

" certain ways, even ggﬁgg the process of differentiation of
thlnkiés‘andfﬁoing, and after the increasing individuali-
zation of man in relation to his social group took place.
The differentiation of doing, imitating, dolﬁg togetﬁer,
and thinking (Tun, Nachtun, Mittun und Denken) is equaliy;

original for both processes.

Similar mistakes are. contalnedfaccording to
Scheler in the 1nterpretation by pragmatists of the\catego-
rial forms of belng and thought for a thlng, and of causal-

samm enhaegge) for determipate sensations, in its theory of

:Iﬁ?eraucefcou&%lved a8 an inner experimentatlpn and con-

,strﬂct;pn by means ;r signs of things and their relu;lonsi

far the pf;diction or’projection of futureﬁaotions; 1ts

. conception of axioms as implicit definitiona of such a
natur;\%hat they will pernlt deductions of a m;ximﬁn of
propositions and theorena tharetrom; in its teachings

"about the neanlns of 'lams of natureabas restricted expec-
;.tion and aolt-reatrictions of one'l own practical actlv-
ity (according to the principle of tr}a} and error).

Scheler does not wish to-dwell on these particular
& - - - q h

1tx~egsff-oalleq/'antic1patory ‘connections® (Erwartungszu- »




varia;ions of the main fundamental errors-in this context, .

‘ however. (WG 236-3§)‘ . b
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c.

THE RELATIVE VALIDITY 6& PRAGMATISM

Scheler maintains emphatically that tne serious

misconeeptions of pragmatism notwithstanding, no balanced

~ and sound critique of pragmatism could afford to overlook

@he many positive aspects of the pragmatic doctrine.

. : 1. PFirst of all, pragmatism 1s right in recogniz- .

ing that the primary relation of man (and of all'organisms)

to the world is by no means a theoretical one, but a prac-

"tical relation, and, that, therefore, all "\atural" vievqe\

' of the world are directed and sustained by practical moti<
{ —f N\ . vatlons. (WG-239)
. v ) R X N
? o o This primary practical interaction with the world ~///
| ) i ' '

.-y

determines both the most elemental, undifferentiated

” "impreasion®” of reality, or the “thesis of reLlity' (éeali-

<

tagtsthesis),§9 and its primacy over all (differentiated)

7
B . positing of the nature of reality in ordinary experience,

as well as intellectualistic conceptions such as "pure b

. forms of space and time.” It oonditions all possible sense .

>

r‘ Co experience and perception in umerous ways, e.g,, through

. o o natural prererences and persp ctives (so0lid, tactile things

- .over liquid end.gaseous bodies, the preponderance of

695ee explioation of Seheler's coneeption of the -
‘factor of reality' in section A.4.b) of Part I.
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interest of "natural® man,in the “exte$nél world” rather T
. . ~ o

'than inner life, of expe;ience’and knowledge of "other®
over that of self:,etcf)’and their effect upon attentioﬁl
What may. legitimately be concluded'fro; this is--
not- that there cannot be any cognition and knowledge of
the world which 1s not practically conditioned in this way
--but thas for the realization of a purely theoretical cog- S
‘nitive relation of man to the world it 18 necessary to
"put'out of‘acﬁlon" or eliminate the practical motivations
operative in the formation of the natural world Gien, §o
eliminate them by theilr roots, as it were, one b§ one, by
hgans of a special mental techniqueZ? This necessity
applies above all to a philosophical consideration of
things.. (WG 240) :

. 27 Another valid insight of pragmatism 1s the &
recognition tﬁat‘even the highest cognitive objectives of
the positive natural sclences and of explanatqery psychol-
ogy are equally’conditioned by practical fac&o:s. It ls:q
true that these sciences attempt to exclude all specifi-
cally anthropomorphic elements and to-understand all
phenomena of the ‘external and internal world in terms of -
functions dependent upon a (forpal) mechanis?. }n their
aim t; arrive at a knb;iedge that istpompletely independent

of, or neutrall}n relation to our particular sensory
. RN

L4

7°Por a discussion éf th& process of ‘1deation 1nf
general, and of the phenosmenological reduction, in parti-
cular, see section A.4.b) in Part I.

1
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Qonstitution, the positive sciences differ indeed radical-

ly from the anthropomorphic, practieal knowledge character-. *

1stic of ordinary experience. However, and this is where
the truth of pragmatism begins, the positive scieaoes
select their objects of inquiry according-to a principle .
of selection which 1s itself in turn practically or ele-
mentally (primaer) co-conditioned by a certain valuation
(Wertung)--if not in the sense of anthropomorphic practi;

‘ but, in’ the sense of an essentlal blological practi-

callity,
oality.;fgg;ee no'conQELgaple'living being~-no psycho-

-» physical organism--could change or transform nature praeti;

cally and directly except by its spontaneous, ameo?anical
movement, the object of interest and preferenee of the
positive sciences becomes that which 1s movable (directly
or indirectly) by a "living being in general® (viz., all
that 1is guidable; controllable in, and applicable to

\ / [ 2N
.nature); the poaitive sciences, then, attempt to\explain

the nature of all phenomena and the realities of nature

(Naturrealitaeten) on the basis of the possible and inde-

~ pendent variations in the quantitative determinations oﬁQ

that "movable" object. In. other words, scientific investi-u

gation attemﬁts to reduce the realm of nature to a proto-
type of formal "mechanism®™--not because nature itself 1isg
- merely a mechanism, but because nature as such is only

practically controllable by a 1iving being with a will to

' dominate. and guldable to the extent and dh the condition

that it 18 a mechanism, or substantially analoguoug to a

~
S e

e
!

+

2
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L

mechanism, (WG 240-41) 3
It would be a great mistake, therefore, Scheler
maintains, to belleve that the formal mechanistic perspeé-
tive of reality were to overcome the practical-techniocal
motivation of its cognitive objectives, sol;ly by over-
: comiﬁg all sensory-an}ﬁropomorphlc elements, gliminating
all human sense Perception and "lived experience" (Erleb-
nis) from the pathematical formulation of ‘a symbolic
mechanistic model of the world, Rather, it is the case
that notrjust\the "physicist,™ as the "pure subject of
cognition,” as Max Planck put it, remains ﬁregupposed, but
also the "physicist® with 1ntené to mastery and control,
that 1s to say, a being endowed with sensibility and
'capab;e,oﬂ spontane&us, amechanical 'movement. It may also
be said.that the"h%man being® remains presupposed, not
man %nderstood empirically, but as seen from the perspec-
tive of essenti&i ontolo;y--viz., a 'liv;ng being® (Vital-
wesen) endowed with intelligence and reason. The formal
| mechanistic sciepées are nof eliminating "life” as suohr
but only the human threshold of stimulation and discrimina-
;yton, the peculiarity of the human sengory apparatus and -
| ts modalities, etc.; nor do they ellminate senslbility or

\J| .
1tal motion as such. (WG 241-42) - '



6 8 } .. ’c' »
-1, A Reinterpretation of Mechanistic -

Accounts of Nature--The Positlon
- of 'Methodological Pra tism' -

To bring out more clearly whmt he*consggers an
acceptable, if relative, pragmatic view of formal mechanis-
tic mccoun?fyof natume, Scmeler contrasts three different
interpretations: |

a) tradlt;onal absolutist, metaphysical interpre-
tations, or positions which in some other sense over-
estlmate the meanlng and cognitive slgnificance of- mecha- l'
nistic explanatory schemata: ‘ '

b) forms of pragmatism and positivism mhlch

&

through extreme relativization underestimate the cognitive

value and significance of mechanistic accounts;

¢) "methodological™ pragmatism--a position which
represents an acceptable middle way, but is in need of
further philosophical explication and grounding.
'iad. a): The first type of cognitive attitude toward: mecha—
nisticaexplanatory schemata (repmesen?ed, above all, by the
position of “materiailsm' and of associationist psychology
in sensationallsm, and of psychomechanical parallellsm) is-
characRerlzed by its overlooking the sevenfold existential

and essential relativity (Daseins- und Soselnsrelativitaet)

- of all mechanism of nature (WG 242)s (1) The exlstential
relativity of the mechanism of natmra to a knowing subject

as such, capable of pure' knowledge: (2) to the laws of

"puxg loglc and of mathematical analysisi® (3) to "sensible”

‘\

;o o

B
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.”psychically consclious) necessarily eludes all reduction
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intuition or perception ("sinnliche" Anschauung), 1i.e.,

to a form of intuition which in the "that" of its realiza-

tion--not in the "what® which 1t yielda--is being mediated,
directly or indirectly, by some etimuli which affect an "
enimate body (Leibkoerper):; (4) to the pure or "empty"

L 4
forms (Leerformen) of absolute existence: "“space," “time,"

"motion," i.e., to purely fictitious entities which do not
exist independently of man's reason, nor independently of
the existence of "1living beings® and of man's "nature";

(5) the general relativity to living beings (allgemein.

vitalrelative Natur) of all kinds of mechanism and hence

also the fact that all organic life (both in its dimension .

' of objectively physical real and as vital sphere of the

-

to mechanism by virtue of 1ts éssential nature.r CIearly,

that to whlch all mechanism is §e1at1ve--1.e., living beings-

as such--cannot itself again be a “mechanism,"-whgpever

mechanistic methods and models may be employed in the .study

of living organisms; (6) to thexte?hnical objectlves of a
1living being in general, to the mastery of nature with a
minimum of'means——and“tﬁerefore4the specifically *prggﬁetlc“
existentia} relativity of all mechanism, viz., to be merely
a “"means® for the’realizatioe of valﬁes and epjectivesvof

agents; (7) finally, given the overall relativization of

' 1ts object, every formal mechanistic presentation of the

nature e; things is only of symbollc value in the determi-e
nation of nature in "slgns. ., By means of. these aigns and

e
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1)

‘their interconnections, man pursues his goai of control-
1ling nature by establishing plans or directives for possi-
ble procedure in various areas, for different (and chang-
ing) purposes--not unlige the grchitect.who creates a blue-
print before building é hpuse. iSucﬁ a symbolic plcturey
does not as such yield "knowledge" of the real nature of .
things at all, Scheler points out, just as a directory

\\ providlng 1n£ormation about the location of people falls
to indlcate anythling about tﬁelr nature and character. 71
The more perfect the order of "here-now-points" is con-
structed in such a system, the less it will inform about
the essential nature (Wesen) of the objects located and

interrelated within 1tlthrough'pure operations with sYrgnsi
and with the attginment of the ideal objective of the plan

(which is only the iggg of‘; plan, not a thing or state of
affairs) it will yield no su;; knowledge .aft all. It wou
be a mis%ak;, however, to eriticize or to slight the fo
mechanistic account fdé.xhls limitation, as is often
as 8 reéult of measuring it erroneously by the criteria of
purely thebretical cognition, viz,, of a %nowing pa;ticipaf

~tion in nature, confusing the practical intelligenge opera-
tive in It with "reason” and failing to recognize/its

-relativity to the possible mastery- and control ¢f nature

: 71This interpretation of the 'symbolic meaning' of
theoretical constructs may further illuminate Scheler‘'s
view of the 'asymbolic' character of phenomenological

experience, (Cf. A.4.b) above.)

I

-
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' by vital motion. (WG 242- 1&5) .

other incorrect doctrines which also overestimat:e, ‘

the mecl'{anlstic account, are somewhat less mistaken in

Schel;r's view in that they recognize at least a certain
? number of the presuppositions as presuppc.asitions. Kant's
mechanistic conceptior; of nature (on the 1 va of Newton-
ian science--not fully forﬁallzed), for -instance, recog-
nizes only presuppositions (1), (2), and (3), without
taking into account the four remaining "limits"™ for objects |
of the mechanistic sciences. Although the Kantian con-

o

ception of cognitive thinking (denkendes Erkennen) as a -

. 3 .

spontaneous formative activity could be taken 'as involving
a "pragmatic® principle--the 1&ea that the mechanistic
world view is co-cc?‘nditiqxed by its practical ~-technical

-

. signlficance is,' however, completely and radically absent

. in Kant's thought,. so much so, that he reverses ‘the rela-

v < * tion between the pragmatic character of th&\meohanistlc

world view and of the purely theoretical nature of meta-

o . ( physics virtually into 1ts opposite., Yet. the Kantian posi~

tion represents an improvement in 1ts recognition that a

, ‘ > different world view from that of the £6rmal méchanistic
v one may legitimately and withg}xt contradiction be "thought,"

v . and that the mechanistlc framework 1s of no cognitive
%thinga-in- themselves."

significance with regard -te_the

Scheler rejects, however, Kant's consequent denial of the

po'ssibility of theoretical metaphysics as well as his
failure to recognize the limitations of the mechanistic ' .

~
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perspective eveg,within.the area of‘possible eXp;rience;
e.g., for the stidy of "life,"™ for empirical psychology,
‘etc. In Scheler's view, Kﬁnt aid more{thﬁh any other*
jgﬁilosopher to consolidatg the dominance of the mech&ﬁis-}

1

tic world view. (WG 248-50) ) 3 ]
ad. b): Scheler cdmmends;the positivlist and pragmatist
movements, despite their sefloys shortcomings in other
respects in comparison with Kant,'to have trﬁly “surpassed;
Kant in their ;nperpretatlohs of mecﬁénistlc,expianations
of nature, by introducing the elementhof relativity to

blological instrumentality and piactigal control. Having

in this way made thg mechanlstié accgpntkof nature entire-

“

ly contingent upon human vdrition and copstruction, they’

" tend tg underestimate their cognitive significance, how-

& :ever. The actua; positiviéts (eigenflichen Positivisten),

" Scheler maintains, no doubt carry this relativization too
far by relativizing the mechanistic view of nature (and
of the soul) also in its historical dimgﬁsion.72 Not oﬁly.

: s &

b |

do they fell to percelive th; various specific d;rficﬁlties
in this attempt, but they tend to believe that together //
. 1Y .
-+ with the older materially interpreted "mechanistic® view-~

of nature of the Gallilean-Newtonian school, “the “formal®

4

mechanistic viey ¢f nature as such is also obsolete now,
- 4 - 0

3
A ~ ¢

¢ - >

. . .

P2cr, contemporary discussions concerning the pos-

- 81bility of scientific progress. Scheler's analysis seems
to ‘have anticipated, and certainly has a direct bearing on,

" - e.g. Kuhn's extreme relativism.

0 t
B
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'ﬁhat it, too, 18 merely a passing phenomenon in the ' .
‘ hlstory of sclence. (WG, 251) y ) . l

Scheler proceeds to discuss Ernst Mach's and A

TV 4 e e

‘Plerre Duhen's attacks on the mechanistic. idgal of natural
sclence 4in favour of the ideal of pure and consistent t
-mathematlzat;on or geometfization, rather, of physics, and
. -particularly Mach's thesis of the historical relativl%of

the mechanistic science$'of nature. Scheler maintainsy by

contrast, that there must be some precondition of ontic

and "real"'constants in that“yhich }s‘given in nature, in

Y,

order to be able to think of the'world successfully as a

e By AR TR A e

mechanism or in terms of the principle of economy, for - \
o instance. 'As Mach himself has Shown in various studies, )

without being pragmatist“ enough' to synthesize the many

pragmatfb‘insishts contained therein, most fundamental #

exper{mehts simply "arlse,® by thpm;;lvea, a8 1t vere, frﬁm

technical pro%lemg aﬁd tééks; The hiatofiqal geperating

® "~ factor in the: emergence of éhq mechanlstic wor;g view in

' - the Western world, mdreover, rather {han being a mere
“aqsident,“ aﬁpeared to bgynew‘ethoifand a nbw'drive .

structure of man--a new will to domlnance" over hature and -

a new faith in the complets realizability of this will to .

minance.”> (WG 251-57) - *
‘ . . -?:.}L" - m";“% , ! " * i
o o v #) glpassage 11lustrates Scheler's perception ‘of -

ete Bub of cognltion as eminently historical,
evolving “Ph-the historical context, with an essen~- -
Q}ally open and unpredictable future and:development, in

' contrast to more orthodox (Kantian) conoeptions restricted .




. Histgrical facﬁors‘aside, Scheler continues, there
is a deep,ihldden foundation of the formal mechanlstic
world view whichlis'hlstorically constant, not varigble,.

It consists in its being already rooted in thé blological-

ly and practically conditioned natural world view of man,

in his natural experience of the WOrld 7 Mach overlooked -

the“&ft that; despite the vast dlvergence in conteﬁt,

‘ J
complexity, and meai™ng between the physicalist formal
0

mechanistic view of the world and that of ordinary or

natural experience, they share the same law of formation
o

and order of founding of the "given" or "facts” of experi-

ence. The schema of the formal mechanistic objectiﬁity is

nothing more than the idealized and absolutized law of the

order of the given in natural experience, excepﬁ‘for'tﬁe\

elimination of natural. anthropdcentrism.’ Just as sense

experience remains presupposed, So is the typiceiﬁprior

schema résulting from spontaneous qcts of conative atten-

o

-

to transcendental "givens® held to pre-structure the form
of man'z cognition for all times. For Scheler, form and
content must be understood as involvling and afflecting one
another, just as the 'work world' and the spiritual form.
of 1ife (geistige Lebensform) are similarly related: "“A

systematic deductlon of a gr;ori principles for all 'p0331;
. blé experience' 1s impossi The formal principles have

too much content to be valid for all possible (historical)
experience, and too little for the active employment in a
hlstorically determined culture." ("Die trieszendentale A
Meﬁhode, po\. 3350 ) ' *

7$§phe1er's recognition of a certaln historical
rela@ivlty in the "evolution" of the spirit notwithstand-
ing, he is equally concerned to study the trahscendental

.constants. in the human knowing process, ~

\
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dl perhaps Einstein, in the early period of his work. Theue

.

\

' favourite expression Maxwell' 8) which may equally well
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» F
’ tion, 6% prererence (Vor-liebe) and/interest--nn a_priori v

‘struqtnre which is not by . it;21r 'se\aible' but 'Lntuitive'

(gnscggulic ). Hence the neehaniatio\uorld view is rooted
¥

;n the a_ grior of "prastical i_ntelligence" and the drive
\,
structure determining 1t. It only assumes scientific-

/artiticial character with the deliberate and explicit

adoption of the teohnical obJecti e of the control of . /

natpre as the prinoiple of selection for objects of scien- N

, - A}
tirio inquiry. (WG 25@-59) - ‘ q

ad. c¥- 'Methodological P tism': -Next, Scheler dis-
, *

ousseg a position which he considers an inprovenent over

the previoua one--the position of 'lethodological s(as

dist!nct frow'philosophical) prasnatiam held by the theo- -
retical physicists Maxwell, BoltZMann, Lord Kelvin, and

soientists differ from E. Mach in that they hold a fornal
mechanistic reduction or natural phenomena to be necesaggx

that ia ‘to say, permanently necessarys hence_they do not " | .
propose to simply abstract from (abbauen) this reduotion, ’
ln order to obtain a mere recidue of data obtained in ob-

f

servation and measurement, pXus their\formulation in runc-‘ :
tional‘equations. lnkeharp oontrast to older rationalistic K
positions, on the other\hand,‘they do not regard this re-

duction as- yne uivocal, however. Hather,‘there may be an \ v

ynlimited number of different "mechanistic-models® (a

‘explain a certain’' type and rangk of phenomena, with ogly

- - R 5 L vvl_-.
’ ’ oo .‘ . . ’ r. ( ) :}
) Ve
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' _o metfodological considerations of simplicity mnd orﬂ?gy'
/ ‘ deciding between them. (WG 260) Y T

.- ’mo philosophical significance of this poution.
| sooordlng to Scho].er, would only become fully apparent if

4

an answer to the following three questions were available,

“ which the above soientists, who are not philosophers but

practicing 'ph_yolol's‘, failed to provides (a) Why is a:
t,'oi'ul*mooh;nioﬁo reduction of m‘tnra’} phenomena perma-
\ #  “nently necessary? ‘(b) Why is it glways possible? (c) Why
( . can it never be unequivocal? (WG 261) )
- In the following, Schelo\nttomptu to give these

c‘
onowera imself, using as o guide in part iarioua dlopors- ;

. ed oononta by @ goientlata ‘concerned.
- Jod (a)1 . If the motor theory of sense percéption dnd
thought is true, then it 1s 1mponib1e to opprehond nnd
é " ' observe o.ny\ sute of arfai.ra in mturo uthout the mo
object to which that state of™ af!‘a.ira applies effecting
| some movement in our bodigy organism-—a wstimulus® in the ’
udout oonae of ttg tez}--, and. that movement oorrespondins
to at. aoasw tho\ first boglnnlng of a "oounter-movement,
| il.e., a motor or kinetic bohaviour a* a response to thnt "
' movement It is only 4thla/oomp1ete circular process £ |
’ ‘k( Krelsprozess ), of movement and counter-movement, Wich
'~voorresponds to the conteht of poroeption. _ A1l possible '
l- thought abdut nature, thereror'g, will always concern only
__gg_e_ movements, and their ‘possible gconnections whloh are

‘ ¢ susoeptible to produomg such oonnte‘moyoments or.-the
+ .'- . D \ o | o e

Y



) 77
Yo .- projections and schemata in intuition and thouéh&'concerﬁ- >

ing puch movements. It i8 only in the form of possible
L , ~ direct or indirect stimulation eliciting our motor behav-
[ ' N . })
N __—1our that nature (qua state of affairs hic et nunc) can be

Apprehended by us in its contingent cha:acter18t1c8.75 (On.

P

]
’ . )y this rudimentary explanatory level, a thought 18 not yet

accounted for as a direct, intentional relation to the

reality and essence of nature, but as a causal relation

with reepeet to the voluntary or non—voluntary motor be-~
» . ..
haviour on the part of exchangeable subjects., On this . )

level, moreover, it is completely 1mmaberial whether or

not the thought also "corresponds® to the real entity

5 [

appeiring in perception. )76 C . |
Q ' The n s cessitx of a tormal hanistic explag&fioh s

of nature cﬁtld therefore-be accounted for as a{consequenee

- of our being unable to pprehend and comprehend anything \
. .

.A movement Tesulting in such an

, " impulse. On the basis of _this twofold necessary eondltion

. - 75Recogn121ng the chmplexity of the many-layered
process of perception, of which motor behaviour merely rel
presents one "slice," Scheler calls this level of explana-

A .tion an "iTvermediate realm®  (eine Mittelwelt) KNG 271)

Foy
P

-, N = s 76Scheler emphasizes here that distinctively episte-
= v . mologioal, 1.e., normative considerations, do not yet
-‘apply on this level. We are merely deéaling with the mate-
‘rial preconditions for the .possibility of causal mechanis-
tic accounts of aensation and, perceptlon, at the same time

Eecognizins thelr limitatlons. - 4 ;




or all posslblé experience and knowledge of objects (or'
\physical nature), the necesslty of a mechanlatic rqﬁuctlon

of nntural Phenomena 18 completely’ seoured in Scheler’s
3

view, (WG 262) ; )
' In contrastrto Maoch's sensualistic concepﬁion,

Scbeler continues, which fails to account for the fadt
that the fundamental phenomenon of motlon has come to be
the ultimate 1ndependent variable of all modern formal
chhanlétic éxplanatibné of nature (other than as a

| ;hlstorical’éécident'), the theory presented above accounts
very well for this phenomenon. “Unlike Mach's account of
motion as a content of sensation or one‘"element' amons
any number of other sensations’ and 'elements,' 1n thlé
view *motion® is understaod as obJectively (stimulus

’

movement) .and subJectlvely (actual motor 1nnervat;on,and

achema of movement conceived in thousht) the fundamental

‘and necessary preconditlon for the occurrence of all pos:.

sible sensations and perceptions. (WG 263)

ad, 'gb!s Together -with the necessityhof the formal mecha-

"’ nistic explanation of nature, this (kinetic) conception of
X L

sense perception and thought already assures the possibili-

ty of always finding some mechanistic model for the expl;-l
. , * A R
cation of natural phenofitna. This pogsibllity necessarily

arises under condit%qneﬂnhefehthq‘outér and inner phenomg

enon oryﬁovemént--regardless of the kind ‘of concrete sensi-

¢

ble data in which 1t manlfests 1tae1r~-1s primary, 1r not

1n the .order of being, but in the order of givennesa or 1n 5




3 , » N
= .. relaiion Yo all other possible givenness of perception, °

(WG 264-65) )
ad.. c)1 The third thesis, too, according to which--

~ desplte the necessity and the absolutely assured possibili-

ty of a formal mechanistic account of nature--such an

‘& account cduld never be unequivocal, becomes intelligible

from this kinetlic conception of the formal mechanistic
. explanation of nature, and even necessary according to
) essential laws (wesensgeéetzlich‘notwend#g) This non-

[

uniqﬁfness of determination in principle, the fact that

- ~ .every mechanistlc model may be replaced by an unlimited

° . “h

number of other models which may equally well explain phe
T pﬂcnomena unde?-consideration,-wpuld, of course, be out -of-
the question 1f motion in fhis sense had an ontic'or even (
| purely rational priority--a priority of "comprehensibility
[g | - . =--over other phenomena of nature, In thig ‘case, to be
” " ‘suyg,'the formal.mcchanistic explanation would have to be
- a cfrictly‘unequivocal'one, materiali&; "It 1s quite dif- .
ferent with a mere (yet nacessary and inviolable) "gagg;

'\ ‘ # — . of-givenness"--hence an grder not of nature as & real ob-

Jectivity in itself, but an order of nature "only"™ as ob-

. ‘ jectiof possible experience for every living bcing in
' /generél—-which“demands a formal mechanistig‘explanationz

and at the same tlime renders it po%sible in each case.

: qpnce; the multiplicity of possible mechanistic models may’

)

 ‘be accounted for.'on the basis of the essentdal law in the
order of givenness rhich holds for any apprehension of an




event in nature as the principal grgund for the possibility .
of constructing in thought, as pure censtructs, the mecha-
nistic models whieh allow us to affect nature practically
in such a way that our equctationé eonnected with such
models are to be fulfilled and_confirqeﬁ by‘fﬁtuge experi-’
ences, (WG 266) ’

- On the basis of the foregoing reinterpretation of
the‘foundation and cognitive significance of mechanistic
accounts of‘nature, Scheler resumes his refutation of re-
presentative theories of perception, particuiarly of the
ontolbsigally intended diatinction between primawy and
secondary qualities as well as of rationallstic, co{

~structivist acgounts of space and time. (WG 267-70)

.

d Next, Scheler poi‘:s out an important implication »

‘of the position of ‘method logical' pragmatism with its

»

’three main tenets of the necessity, possibility, and |

'multyélioity of mechanistfb accounts of nature, namely,
that it also necessarily entails the egyﬁtential relativity
qf the mechanism to a.living being--thus necessarilx pre
cluding a gechanisticteip}anation of the living being or of

the life process. Hence, falling to postulate, as a meta-
physical hypotheéis, one single an& supraindividual as well
as shpréépecific life agent77of an at 1east’functiqﬁal sort,

" the formal mechanism of nature appears as a purely subjec-

) 77Scheler's material a priori condition for the
possibility and (relative) VaIigiEy of meohanistic con-

‘structs, S
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tive human construction for human practical purposes: The
situation 1%111fferent, however, if the hypothesis is
adopted. In this event, too, we cannot speak . of an unequi-
vocal formai~méchanism of nature which may be cognized in
\\the ontologioal sense; yet in this case (obJectively 1deal)

formal mechanistic systems are understood to relate to 1if

" as such or in toto (Alleben) no different than the physi-
calist systems of functions and organs relate to the living
" totality of an organism. They comprise altogether only the

" technique of natura naturans, not its 1oglc, nor even less.

its teleocline and teleglogical meaning; they form an
1ntermediate realm'?8 (eine Mlttelwelt) in which ?he;)plcé
ture-creatlng” llfe, being prompted by anorganic forces,

preconscdiously creates and constructs such perceptual pic-

tures on the somatic level (goerperbilder)u Even ‘the

mechanism itself, or better expressed, the actual or
factual mecﬁﬁnisms,;are nothing unequivaéally absoiﬁte.
The\natural laws of a’:prmalrmechanistic structure are,
then, only laws of a statistical character; they are rules
of probability qoncerning the objectlve possibility of
events, If the hypothesis of ‘life as such is denled in
favour of a position of subjective-idealistic pragmatism,
then the "natural laws"® mean much less, of course, ’Thef

N

are then nothing more than subjective restrictions of

S

785ee reference no. 75.




T OTET RIS s TRARR AT TR

T e T SRR T ¥
. K

=y . ‘ . . ‘ /‘_>\
C 82 |

expectations in the form of'practlcal "working®™ principles

designed to mac}pulate nature with ccrtain expericntiai o

conditions, 1ﬁ order to realize certain cther experiéncesf% i
(VG 270-73) N

n This conception‘makes apparent something which 13
phllosophlcally most significant: It 18 not the formal
mechanistic natural laws or the natural laws of the formal
mechanisgic structure which are offgabsolute) ontic signi-

\\3 ficance; rather, it 1s_these 1aws which are dblologically
N ‘ C

and practically relative in their validity (geltungsrela-
-tiv) gggg,lapfactical" and biologically not relimive .
dgrural laws"--1f one still wishes to call them thus--
are solely g&) the formal-ontplogical laws founding pure
e~ logic; (2) the laws of analysis and (perhaps) the ‘laws of
geometric topology:ZKB) the physical, chemical, and bio-
logical laws of the'forms ff nature; and (4) the materﬁgl;
relationships betwéen essences (the interconnections of
1deas and of original 65 primary phenomena, . Ideen- und Ur-
phaenomenzusammenhaegg e) which circumscribe :the possibili-
Lty of the contingent and arbiltrary "“plctures or 1mages“ ol

the concrete bodies. - (WG 273) _
In the process of delineating the merely relative

i *

'Validlty of 'methodolo&ical"prasmatism, and philosophical-
. 1y.explicating and grounding its frame of reference,

Scheler thus at. the same time 1solates the realm of a

4

pure, apractlcal, and biologlcally not relative -

- s et b

fphilosophy of natureﬂ,(Naturghilosophiel‘comprisea of the



s

: fqilowing reasons: (a) the mistaken absolute and meta--

., . i
- - « ' )
. 1 .
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»

four components listed above. In addition to natural - ‘ w

science based on the formal-mechanistic construction of
nature, and the “pure®™ cognition of nature in such a
philosophy of nature (”;eachlng»lnto vast domalns of con-

, ! . , -
’temporary theoretical physics"), two further perspeotives

- must be considered, Scheler maintains, so ag to at least

ideally aim at unequivogality in our ¥nowledge of nature:
There is,  thirdly, Naturkunde, or knowledge or nature that
deals with,the agelidental individual contents of phenom-
enal experiehce, whlch are glven and "cognlzable” only in
various degrees of adequateness in relation to objectlve—
‘%deal representations, without Being "comprehended” or
”understood,” nor ever;'explainable. The fourth perspec-

e

tive or cognitive relation to nature consists—-&n differ-

t

- i nd em tive4
ent degrees and forms ’1n a purely dynam c and 0

emphathetic understanding (Verstehen) of nature. A meta- e

.physics of nature, finally, should assume the task of form-

PN ¥

ing a synthesis of all prevlously cited forms or cognition
of nature, and to investigat which attributes may be L
ascribed, hypothetlcally. to the ground of all things "for .

An -

the sake of nature" (um d der Natur willen). (WG, 273- 75)

These alternative forms of knowledge(hgve been <

gliven 1ittle attention and even less serious recognition

3

overilong stretches in history, Scheler stqtes,.for’the ‘

physical 1nterpretation of the oognitive significance
or the formal mephaniabio view of nature when it first’

] M -~
toa
;- i :
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appeared on the scene in modern times; and (b) after this
1ntei‘pretation had been abandoned, which is above all
Kant's merit, the still ae,rious underestimating of the
Telativity of its cognitive content to blological condi-
tions and practical motivations and objectives. As soohr as
these limitations have become cleaf, ‘howéver, a met;physics

of nature becomes once again a possible form of cognition

of nature, particularly when it is realized that the dif-
3 , .

. ferent alternative types of cognition of nature are complt_a-.

mentary and irreducible to one another. (WG 275-80)

In recognizing the relative validity of the prag-
matlc theory of knowledge, Scheler concludes, it is at the,

same time completely overgome (ueberwundgn) from a philos-

_%cal stangngint (WG 281 J

' L ) L
2, Implications for a Philosophical Theory

of Perception and Sensation of the
Reinterpretation of Mechanistic Accounts
of Nature

Following his exposition and phenomenologlocal
grounding of the scope and valldity of 'methodological

‘pragmatism, * the bulk of the remaining text in “hrkenntnis

und Arbeit™ (WG 284-378) consists in an examination of the
1mpllcations of Scheler's inquiry into the méaning’ and
.cognitive signifjeance of mechanlstic accounts of nature

ror philosophlcal theories of aensation and perceptlon.

-

Since this section does not add significantly to the sub-.

stance of his-oritique, of praéqiatism, but mainly "%&ves

.
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as an elaboration and support of the findings (in mostly®

lengthyiexplo?ations of experimental data) as well as
showing their philosophical 1mp9rt,&I propase to deal with

qpls section in a combihed selectlive and summary fashion,

Q‘Mp;e specifically, I will concentrate on the sections in

"which Scheler clarifies and synthesizes the philosophical

-
~
-

theses and lmplications concerning a ‘copative ﬁbtor theory

of sensatlon and perceptiéﬁ (trlebmotorische Emelndugg_-

und. Wahrnehmungstheorie).

| Scheler indicated already {ﬁ the preceding dis-
cussion that he 18 in agreement with the conception of a
cdnati;e motor theory of sensation and perception. This
position has firsf been 1ntroduced§@ a comprehenslv\e
theory, in different forms and within different episte- -
mological framgwérks, by pragmat¥ystically orlenfed,philos—'
ophers, of whom Scheler mentions Maigi de Biran, Bergson,
and .Muensterberg. Scheler's aim in this section is to
demonstrate the elements of truth in these claims by
qelecting characteristic examples from a vast collection

of évailable empiricai'data (physiological, psychological,

-etc. )i in the absence of a unified theoretical account

-

“

o

tying all these individual findings toéether, the mere

coincidence of the particular results of various fundamen-

o

tally different and independent research activities, more-

" over, 18 intended to corroborate the (philosaphical) cona-

tive motor theory of sensation and perception as such,

(HG 282-83)
\ I 4

-
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‘ Scheler states the basic tenets of the conative-
¢ W

motor condltionality of Rensation and perception as follows:

The sensory functions .and their respective organs cannot be .

concelived as 1nstruments of a disinterested theoretical
cognition of nature, but are regulative and modifying
events and systems conneeted with, or expressive of, our
actions upon nature. Ftirthermore., they are not ‘something
isolated or detached, as it were, from the whole organigm
and 1ts'physlologieal vital systexﬁ; nor are they to be .

conceived as providing a kind of "knowledge* \of" nature )
which is cempletely Aindifferent and dislntereséed in rela-
tien to the organism, 1ts maintenq.nce,' development, and "

survival as a species, and of no consequence or utility for

*1ts reactions, Rather, the sensory funetions and organs

must be.recognffjed as integrally serving the purposes of
the organism as a whole to ensure its optimal: course of

1life, exactly the same way as, arid in intimate functional

. unity and interconnection with, 8ll other organs and sopa-

/
tic functions. Another way of stressing the active, cona-

tive nature of sensation and perception consiste in insist-
. \ . ] .
ing that the so-called ‘content' of gensation and percep-

tloﬁ, underste'od as a functionally unitary acf:, is neither

-

an 1mmater1al positive ‘'image' or ‘copy' (Abbild) or’ things

1n the surrounding world (Umweltding e), nor a uniquely

' determined and directly proportional effect of physical and

chemical stimuli. Moreover, it is never a mere aggregate

or 'oomplex' or aensations (mgrmdungskomplex), but an

Lt e

s

¢



%

&

exceedlngly shlfting and varlously gircﬁmscrlbed partial
apprehenslon undertaken in psychic acts--a partial content :
of the nature of the thirngs to be perceived then;,seflves.
This 18 the case only to the extenb and on the condition
that they are things or events of the surrounding world,
that ls to say, belong;ng to a classlof objectivities
which are relative, as to their perceived nature, .their
existence, and their effect, ’to an organism, 1ts nature
and exiétence as a mémber of a species:ind as an 1n®ﬁ(1d-
ual: ‘u ;‘hié kind of objectlvipity is t:undamentally and com-
pletely different from the type of objectivity off‘gheho', .

physical .world,

Sensation and parception 1nvolve always some

" degree of instinctive-comtive spontaneous behavlour of

the organlsm, umanifestlng itself psychically in passive

‘attention and in the driye impulses regulating 1t, and’

physlologlcal)y in motor innervation; sense experience 1.s

never a gere consequence or effect of/stimuli and of sen-

.sory processes connected solely with these stimuli. Even

'the‘most/ Sll'nple type of sense uexperlence' could not take
place at all without some degree and some direction of
conative atéent@veness, ﬁith?ut a’;)prehension.o;‘ a value,
and without the beginh'ing, of a motor process. . (WG 283-84)

" These tenets, Scheler points out, are in radical ’

\

: P ’ )
. opposlition to'trad}tional accountp of sensation and per-

ception in the entire history of Western philosophy. Both :

_ rationalism and sensationali:s;n .agreed for cepturies in®




-

regarding sensations as merely "receptive," as the passive.
effect of a stimulus, and‘uniquely determined in thils way,
'both guantgfatively)and qdalita%iveiy; sense perception and
its content, in turn, were hgld to be composed of sensa-

tions, whilq at e same time viewing perception as a

power of cognition, however, if only of the lowest kind.
ot \ ’ . £
(WG 28k) Lo - . N

s Contrary to this econception of “pu}e" an&'"isplat-

1

ed™ sensations as phenomenal formatidnﬁnstrictﬂy propor-

tionate to one-way stimulation, and somehow n‘!&ng up the
céntent of perception in oombinhtions of sense-data, '
Scheler describes senséﬁfﬂiﬁandlperception as a circular

“process in which three types of stimuli are" to bgkdistin-

guigned and taken into ac,ountz/ (1Y biological stimulus '

(things in the surrounding world), (2) physical-chemical

* /
stimulus, and (3) metaphysical stimulus (centers and
flelds of forces), all of which, together with conscious

: phenomena, are participating and reciprocally 1nvolv1ng -

+

one another in the realization of a sensation or percep—

%

. ~"tion throughout an entire chain of centripeﬁal, centra&‘

and centrifugal processes. (WG 288)

This circular process encompasses four distincir~\
B

? ~ontologica1 1eve13 of Yeing (S SeYhsstufen des Seigs)z .

(1) forces, (29 'objeotive appearance' and 'world of ‘ ,/’;'
experience' (objektivegErscheinung, Bildeggsht), (3) fé§§

mal—meohanistically reducod images or_phenomena, . .>.
\ .

§

i
o —~«—~{4)-phenomena of consciou;neas. )
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Accordingly, it ‘is important to avoﬂd the rollowing

)
\. -

three mistakes: (1) to,believe that the proéess of stimu-
latﬂon represented in formal-mechanistic accouhts unequi-
vically determines "the content of sensation and\ qrception
~-instead of merely the functions, ‘which only extract and
delineate this "content" fnom the fullness of the objec~. -

s tive appearance- (2) that this mechanistic process even
determines the "picture' 1tself as objective appear%ize

transcendent to consciousness (transbewusste Ersche ng){

the assumption thdt the mere centripetal physical part d?
]

“ the whole clrcular process (taking place in between the

'apoint of departure of the stimulus and the total reaction.
of the nervous system both* centripetally and centrifugally)‘
1s clearly and uniquely proportionate to the psycho-physio-'
logical functions of eensing, geeing, hearing, tasting,
and finally perceiving, and indirectlx to the “aspects" of
the obJective picture delineated by these spatio-temporally‘

remote\functions (raumzeitlichen Fepgnfunktionen).. (WG 290)

< As also Merleau-Ponty after him, Scheler criticizes
Gestali sychologists (e.g., W. Koehler) for extending
vphysicalistic explanatory schema even to lire processes a8
a special case of Gestalt mechanism, thus failing to account

.

for (active) spontaneous selection, production, and crea-

tion. (WG 302)
_harmony with the findings of Gestalt theorists,-the tradi-

On the other hand, Scheler criticizes, in

tional confuaion or identification of 'imases,” as conscious
phenomena, with ‘the "contents" of peroeptton_an\\“possible'

[
\l 'L\“.‘ . ..' .*
& g

‘e

2
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. contents bf perception as objective appearances, or the .
v world, representedfin these 1mages. Rather, such '1mages"
,ohou}dgbe assumed to pertain to a “Gestelt” or strnctural
.whole in relatig;‘to which all perception is merel& divid-
_ed 1nto various aspeots; there tafxthen, not just one ahd’
the same kind of stimuli ellcitlng strictly correspondinéw

‘1mages,' but Various 1nd1v1dual perceivers may apprehend
‘ s
.different aspects, degrees of adequateness, and levels of

easehtial relativity of the same Gestalt of a concrete o

'
\ thing.\ (WG 313) , .
' Scheler 11sts' the following new consideratiqns fo{x'
e N

-

4
- Y - ’
AT e D SR S e 1 A ST YRERT S e S, R

-,

* - . N oa phlloéophlcai theory of knowledge, based on an extensiv

stuq& of experimental data: (1) A 'sensation'’d is rot a

-

phenomenon; it 18- merely ‘a factor X' as a condition for

s | gﬂ% reglization of a perception; it can nevgr be complete- ’ ¢

~

v ly isolated in its purity: (2) both the assumptions of con-

gtanc&‘and of 'unnotlced sensation' are to be discarded

with reference ‘to the relation betueen physical et1mu1us

and possible sensation; (3) even‘the most simple perception

is in part conditioned by conative gotor factors; (4) everyp

apprehension {s “remote percept;oﬁ*--oven for the most

“simple* kind: (5) apprehension and representation (vor-

5 stel&gﬁg) develop 1n‘tpe(§ane original manner from the' s

79'3ensation’ here upderstood as a technical term
- denoting basic sensory particulars or 'sense-data’ as
postulated in the sensatlonalist-associoniat framework .and
conetltutivo of atomistie, causal acdounts of perception.
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. ' '
. ’ prior form of ‘eidetic' irages of perception ('eldeti-~ . = v

4

scher' Anschauungsbilder, tased on a.stud§ by Jaensch); L

oo (6) the originy !:synesth'e\sia' (Synaesthesle'n) follow the
. direction of the intended object of perception; (7) sensa-

. tibns on 'the orggnic level (Organempfindungen), too, are

“,.N,M‘
-

mere%&bparticula types of fulrillment of the previously

N
given structure of\ the body schema, the state of the bodily

- ' jonganismp/(B)'speciflc fields of sensory energies pertain . . j

= ‘ to sensory functlon-—not to qnalitative contentsr-and ‘aleo’ .

I TR g e amy i pe
)

' to the selection or stlmuli By the mechanisms connected
. With the sensory organs; they are not producing the quali-
v I

LY

tative content. (WG 316)

J . . ‘ Finally, Scheler discusses the, elatidn between
4 ‘
] - -perception or sensation. on the .one ha d,»and the '1magina-

y

tion"” as'a function of the “vital psyche“ (Vltalpsyche),

Tt on‘the other--again as a criticism directed primarily -
against the still widely held sensationalistic and'bﬁplr-:
tcist concéptions in this regard.. More specifically,
Schelercattacks the 1nterpretatloh of the imagination as

1 . merély reproducti&e, according to whith all producté of

+ °  the 1lmagination may be traced back and reduced ;o.some
original sensations or partial contents of sehse percep-
tion, or combinapions*bf‘these elements, ruling,out any
or%ginél bfqduétﬁve aﬁd‘creat%ye power of the imagination,

‘\ e.8., in the éynoptic and métaphysical aperations of

the mind, (WG 343:58) 2

Whenevel aense experience, glven 1ts llmlfatlons,
4
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falls to provide a compreheneive picture of reality, S
the mind still strives to attain a synoptic view of that =«
aspect of reality--with nothing but the help of the imagi-
nation (of. ‘the constr?ction, on the basis of fossils ang
known laws of formation, e.series of extinct species of
" animals and plants; or a schema of the interior of the

eaTth, etcl). (WG 348)
In metaphysics,. moreover, being partly defined by

£

¢

the fact that it concerns objects that are real in them-
selves and which neither directly nor indirectly affect’ A
our empirical. sensibility, the imagination thus functions
- as théﬁggay intuitive power of cognition--without thereby
undermining the possible correspondence with reality of -
metaphysical cognition. The cognitive value of an imagi-
. . native act of any.-kind always depends exclusively on the
criterion as to whether or not the imagination,-originaliy
engendered in conative impulses and drives, is being sub-
“Jected to the riéht kind of .control, i.e., the direction
*ﬁ;nd'guiéancé through acts of the mind. It,is in this alone
thét the fantasy world of an insane person differs fro? the .

creative -imagination of a genius. (WG 349).

v

. 3. The Metaph sics of Pereeption ’ .
, and the Problem or Reality : '

In a séction on the metaphyd@@s 5§ perception and

{

' the problem of reality (WG 359 78) Scheler reiterates the
claim for the: valiﬂity and autonomy of alternate modes of

© e o
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cognition, especially of philosophical or‘phenomenological v
intuition, and the need for a metascientiféc (‘*sclentific’-
here taken in the narrow sense of 'positiQe’laqlence)
metaphysical investigation 1n§o-the three types or éynamic
centers of ‘reality,' viz., the 'centers of forces,' ‘'vital _
centers,’ and 'person centgrs,'--all other,\ finite appear-
ances being relative to these basic types. '(wc 359)
Schelér also provides a sketch of the phenomenological re-
duction (acknowledging to have bog;owed the term.from
ﬁusserl) as being fundamental for all philosophical cogni-
tion.. Pending a more detailed elaboration of its precise
'nature, technique, and method?.An the first-&olume of a
fortheoming work on metaphysiés,so Scheler adds a dis;us-
sion of the general thesis of rgality, in otde:ﬂto/emﬁha-
size once more tje special effort and change of attitude
required to attain a pureiy'theoretical level of éognl-

tion.81 . (WG 363-78)
4, Concluding Remarks from the Perspective
of & 30C10108Y of Knowledge

In this brief concluding section (WG 379-82),

/

Scheler traces once more the evolution of mechanistic

accbupta of nature from absolutist, me;aphysica¥‘1nte;-

8°See discussion of the phenomenologiqpl reduction
in A.4.b) above; also explanatory remarks concerning the
publication of Scheler’s works in reference no. 24 above.

- a .

) '81F9r an explication of §che19r's'conceptton of the .~
 'factor of reality’ (Bealitaetsmoment) see A.4.b) above,
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pretations to those of philosophical pragmatism and

» Marxism, indicating the saqclo-1deological implications of -

i
A

this evolution.’ T
e Scheler concludes with the confident anticipation
of a cultural renewal thrqugh a new, autonomous rise of a

tru1y4philosophical and metaphysical spirit.

\

2




PART TWO °

) THE HISTORICAL LIMITATIONS OF SCHELER'S
- CRITIQUE OF PRAGMATISM

,

_ihe.tdllowing exploration of the histpfical con-
text of Scheler's critique is intended to form a transition
Bétueéh the qxposition of Sche;;r's critique of pragmatism
in Part T and the critical appraissl in Part III,

Scheler depended for his qssessment;ot;Americaﬁ
pragmatismaz entirely on texts that were avallable at the
time in the German languase--above all on a translation of
W. James's 1ntroductory~ lecturea on pragmatism (delivered
under the title “Phlloaophical COnceptions and Practical
Besults' berore the Philosophical Union of the University
of Califérnia on August 26, 189853 and of P. C..8.

- 8chiller's Hunanian.au‘- s | | T

I

8zAlthoush Scheler's discussion of pragmatism en-
compalses a consideration of European variants and histo-
- rical origins including J. G. Fichte's idealistic, and
Nietzsche's and Bergson‘’s vitalistic versions, Vaihinger's
fictionalism?! as well as British utilitarianism and empir- -
icism, he places the position of ‘philosophical pragmatism’
gqu;re%yiwithxn the Aserlcan movenment originating with

o s YOeirce, ' . »

83Eduard C. Moore, erican Pra tisms Peirce,

James, and (New. York: Columbia Univorsify.?reos,‘
s P . . :

BuScheler refers to the follduins textss William

/ James, Der ;gigggtismus, trans., W, Jerusalem (Leipzig 1908,
, Philos. 8ozlo gs. Bueg rei, n?’ I}.-gzhilg Boutroux,
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- In his famous 1ntroductdry l'éct;.tres on pragmat'iém. .

James presented Peirce’s °’pragmatic maxim’ of his article
*How tq_ Make Our Ideas Clear" (publif!hed previously and

largely gone gnnoticéd; in the Popgiar Science Monthly of.

1878). This event, and the resulting interest in pragmat-
ism 18 commoniy%ré\cognizedi as the b;giming of the 'pragmat-’
ic movement~1n North America. It has also baen viewed as.
the foundation of the "tale of two pragmatisms,”. i.e., the
developmenfi,or_‘ two sigﬁlficantly different étranda of
pragni:tiam--that of "Peiroe and Dewey on the .one hand and
of James, 8'0})1110:' and some of the E‘uro;)ean prqgm?iats on
the other:"85 nis bifurcation of the movement, mo.reov'rer,"

has been attributed to W. James's rmisuna%tanamg,"“

L4

William James, trans, Bruno Jordan (Leipzig 1912).--Jui1ua ,

Goldstein, Wandlungen in der Philosophie der Gegenwart -
(Leipzig 19IU.-~%., C. 5. Schiller, Huma‘nIsmus! Beltrasge .
zZu_einer pragmatischen Philosophie, trans, i, sler
(Telpzl E?Ig, Bd. XXV der Fl'iIEos.»Soziolos.° Buecherei).

=
(WG 212n)
85carry M. Brodsky, "The Pragmatic Movement,” The

Review of Metaphysics 25 (December 1971); 282, The
expression 'tale of two pragmatisms' is Brodsky's, although
he himself doés notgavour such a simplified view, nor -

also the contrary conception of the pragmatic movement as
a "progressive, uni-directional affair.® Rather, it 1is
important to take into account many “shifgs of focuseand
interest as well as complex, diverse and non-systematic
inter-connections not only between Peirce, James and Dewvey
but also between these thinkers and, e.g.,, Lewis." Ibid.,

PP, 268-69, 282, .

' 86Ralpﬁ Perry, The Thought and Character of
‘ William Jameg, Vql.,Zu‘&E, quoEEI I}n Ibid., p. 282.

O
b}
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qr@,t least transformation "to ; -ser.ious extent"87 Qf <.
Peirce's thought., FPeirce himself rfinally decided to re-
pudiate such radically divergent 1nterpret4tior‘;s and re-
formulations and to set apart his own -position by adopting:
the term ‘pragmiticism’ as distinct from 'pragpatism,’

Although Scheler had been acquainted {vlth Peirce’s
thought only mediately,ea he nevertheless i;xoted at once
that Peirce’s pragmatic maxim lends itself to a variety of
alternative interpretatidns. His renderir}g of 1t on the
basis of the translation of W. James's presentation 16 as
follows: In answer to the questio}n '!qh;t -15. the meanirigu
and significance of a tﬁought," Peirce statﬁes that we must

deternine the mode of action which this thought is suscep-

tible l:':a‘x engender. “The made of action constitutes for us

the whole meaning of this thought.® (WG 212) The corre=
sponding passage in James's. (English) text reads as

’

folibws s
§

In an article-entitled 'How to Make Our Ideas Clear,’
e+ Mr., Peirce, after pointing out that ovur beliefs
are rea].ly ‘rules for action, sald that, to develop

a thought's meaning, we need only determine what con-
duct 1t 1s fitted to prodgg‘es that ¢onduct is for
us its sole significance, ! ‘

Y,

#®

874, 4. Ayer, The Origins of Pragpatism (Londons
H&Gmillan and CO-. Ltda' 7 ’ 'pc 4 . .

) Baxarl-otto Apel, ed., .Charles Sanders Peirce

Schriften, Mit einer. Einfuehrung hrsg, von Kari-Otto Apel,
fmqpmnkrurt/n. s' Suhrkamp Verlag, 1967), 1119n. .

89w1l11am James, Pragmatism. A New Name for Some
0ld Ways of Thinking (New Yorks Longmans, Green, and Co.,

1907), p. 46, o '

B
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Presented in this way, Scheler remarks, Peirce's
criterion of meaning is ambiguous in many respects. 'Given
the title of Pelrce'sﬁarticle, "How to Meke Our Ideas CIear.
1t-would appear, at rlrst, that Peirce did not mean to claim
that the ”meaning’and significance” of a thought consists
exclusively in its practical consequences, but merely that
by reflecting on these consequences, we will arrive at a
.greater clarity about this heanlng and significance. How-
ever, it 1s ecertain, Scheler continues, that W. Jamee and
other exponents of pragmatlsm adhere to tne radical inter-

"* |
pretation of the maxim understood as a criterion of meaning,

viz., that“t;e practical consequences of a thought are
'identical with 1ts neening and'signiricance,‘while dis- ‘
agreeing widely among themselves as to the exact nature of
the ”consequences," or of ”pxq\fical consequences. ,
(WG 212-13) (Other possible 1nterpretatioﬁs--no less un-
tenable in Scheler's view--include a version of the empir-
icist principle of verification through observation, and
"the view, that the modified experience 1tself is a "result”
or end product, 1. e.,-in some sense brought about and ;
generated by us. (WG 214-16) . -

The second main tenet of praénatism, according to
Scheler, concerns its new definition of truth. According ¢

to the pragmatic definition of t?uth,jalsentence whose

-meaning and significance has been determined in agreement

with the rirst tenet, is true if and only if the represent-

ed or conceived (vorgestellten) actions to which it may

o

]

I gy
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(WG 219)
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give rise prove useful (gweckmaessig), that 18 to sa&,,if"

those actions are ca‘pa:ple of realizing an intention, ful-
filling a desire or expectation. Hénce, even the no'tion. ‘
‘of truth, Scheler points out ,carries essent:ially a prac-
{ical meaning and becomes a form of usefulness. and utility.
Since Schelér did not\ha.w;e access to the "aut':henticf'
writings of C. S Peirce, it 18 the object of Part III of
the thesis to examine 1r and to what extent Scheler'sx
transcendental critique of the pragmatic réductivisms ,'

porrectly applies to Peirce's conception of 'pragmaticism. '
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PART" ‘THBEE I '
' . ’ / : ’ - ‘\')
: ) CBITICAL APPRAISAL OF SCHELER'S ’
CRITIQUE OF PRAGMATISM ' b

-

Intfoductofy Remarks

ol ]

In viéw of the historical bimitations of Scheler's
crlti.que of pragmatism as outlined in Part 1I, 1t is the }\
"task of Part III to gttempt»a critical appraisal of
Schel-er's refutation of the twofold “pragmatic red@étivlsm
as applied to C. S, I’elrce 's 'pragmati,cism.

More specifically, Scheler's objection has been
shown in Part.l to concern : , >

. 1, .the veduction of the neantng and significance
of:ccgnition éntirely to 'work! oruexp.eri_meﬁtalg praris, and

2. t;me reductlon 61’ all cognition and objects of
lmowledge to the rrame of ref‘erence or ‘work knowledge,
viz., knowledge gove.rned by the cognitive objective of the '
mastery and control of nature. ,

_ The fqliow;.ng critical analyses in sections A. and
B.'#111 deal with these forms of reductivism under the <
operative definitions 'reductive ‘gperat\ign@usm”and ‘

fgcientism® respectively. .

. L]
~ v‘b (.‘ spt v100_ ;l L 4 ¥ ; t"‘ atr ¥
a
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A. . IS PEIRCE'S PRAGMATISM A,SPECIES,

- ‘ OF BREDUCTIVE OPERATIONALISM? .
- . ' =~ A

In his, c%itique o(hpragmgtish, Scheler himself
never ‘uses the term {ope;aticnalism'-za fairly receht con-
*cept in the philosoph$ of science originating wiéh P. W.
Bridgman which, moreover, is commonly assoclated with'
) g pr&gmaﬁism. Since the'term'appears to adequately capture
the domainrof ‘the first‘aspect of -pragmatic reductivism
Scheler is concerned with. namely, the reduction of the
meaning and significance of cognition to 'work'-or experi-
mental praxis, I propoae to adopt it, for the purpose/or
this analysis, in abstraction from the actual history of-
) ”the term. : A .

'Operation(al)ism' will henceforth be understdod ,

is given by a set of opepations,“9° and (b) distinéuishins
it from the verificationism of logical poqiéivism by-its
’ connecting meaningfulness with experimental'activities,

rather than mere passive obserVation.91,

R

9°Dagobert D. Runes, nictiondfy of PhiloSOph§ 8.V,
"Operationism” by S. S. Stevens (Totowa, N.J.s  Little-
field, Adams & Co., 1960), p. 219,

A . 91paul Rdwards, ed., The Encyclopedis of Philos-
ophy, B vols., 8.v. "Operationalism® by ‘G. Schlesinger
(New York: Macmillan Publishrng Co.. Inc. & The Free

Press. 1967)‘5-5u5. . 5

to refcr to the position (a) that the “meaning of a concept
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. : ; Operdtion(ag)ism has .also been defined as the =~~~ .
:;\3i - View--given” the decisive role of observatgan,and measuring

Jgticea _as: well as experimental standards for the develop-

“ment of particllar areas or resee;ph--that the roundation N
‘A;,; of scientiﬁc knowledge A8 onstituted/by the facts of . a
. "‘M Kuman action, rather than by facts of expertence.gz This
N ; definition approximatés Scheler's notlon,of '1nstrmmente1-

isn’ as-that intellectual tendency which, stead of con- N
celving of . methods of 1nqu1ry es being devised in accord-
ance with the hature Q{ the objects of 1nquiry, maintalne

- t“that it is, first and foremost, the method which creates~‘
certain kinds of objects. (WG 221) ’Instrumentalism's - l\\

R \ '

£ uf' . *understood in thie way wxll henceforth be»inciuded in -the

definltion of 'operationalism' for the purpose of ‘this

BREES analysis as the logical extension of (a) and (b)), - |

‘ In what follows, I will proceed to explore the

; | ( question of the presence of reductive operationalitm in ) kg

Peinpe's pragmatic doctpine by first establishlng a link ¥

N betwsen an 1nstance of Scheler's direct rererence tq™ L
|

’

James 8 reductivist 1nterpr§tatlon and employment of

Pe;rcé's pragmatic maxim, and & passage in apparent agree-
— ment” with such an 1nterpretation in Peirce's writings. QOn -
v l the basis of a subsequent analysis of various formulations

and explicatlons of the pragmatic mggim by Peirce as weﬁy

4

.
- ,; [P

92He1nrieh Schmiet, ed., Philosophischeh Woerter-
' . buch (Stuttgart: ~ Alfred Kroener Verlag, 1974), p. 477.
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°

as a consideration of Peirce's dverallfﬁhllosopthal cdn-

cerns and a certainéevolutlon)in his thoﬁght 1t will bYe

-.»Shown, however, that Peirce's ?pragmaticiim' 1is not.a

specles of reductive operationalism.

In attributing to William James a rgdically reduc=

«

tive interpretation of Peirce's pragpatic \naxim, Scheleﬁ

asks, what else'cohld James have possibly Held, if for him

the two statements, o
A\

1. Matter and motion are .the ground of all thinec.

2. God 1is the origin of all things,
differ from one another only verbally, being ldentical. in

meaning as long as they do Hot posit different kinds of

life and action. (WG 213)

Turning to Charles §. Pelrce's own writinss, there
1s a comparable sgﬁtement in his article dHow to Make. Our
¥ ‘ .

Ideas Clear™: -

... let us ask what we mean by calling a thing
hard. FEvidently that it will not be scratche by
many other substances, ® The whole conception of,
this quality, as of every other, lies in 1its con-
ceived effects. There i1s absolutely ne.difference
between a hard thing and a soft thing so tlong as
thqx,are not brought to the test,”J

-

-

- In this passage, tH@n\!the difference in. meaning

#

- between the predicates 'hard' and ‘soft!' 1s.clear1y taken

N .
- o)
B »

o

as depending upon the factugd execution of an experiment, s‘
oo ) . 4

: %

. 93Chariles S. Peirce, "How to Make Our Iagh¥ Clear,"
Philosophical Writings of Peirce, ed. Justus Buchler (New
Yorks Dover Publications, 1955), p. 31. ' (Emphasis A

added.) . ' . )

: o ——
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Hence, also the truth of the statement comes to be a funt- .
- - . : .
tion of the possible factual verification by the teat.9%
* , N ‘ ' %
The aboye passage 18 indeed an instance where even

Peirce's own elaboration of the pragmatic maxim,\in isola-

¥ tion, 1s extremely misleading and even contradictory to

- the overall ;ntentlon of his philosophy. Iggpéint‘or fact,

mothing had bqpn'further from Peirce's intention, by his

4

introduction of the pragmatic maxim, than to replace the

understandingyof the meaning of ideas by ﬁhe observation or

-

description of thelr factually ensuing consequences, As a

logiclan, he presupposed, rather, that the "modes of action"

which are to represent a crlterion for the' kind of hillef ¢
in question follow from theseabeliefs according to a tul

which 15 includéd in the\proper understand1n§ of the be-

%&efs 95 The fdllowing formulation of the pragmatic mazim .

P

already indicates a very different intention from éhat of

c 2

... the whole function of thought is to: produce
habits of action.... To develop its meaning, we :
have, therefore, simply to determine what habits ' 1
. it produces, for whag a thing medns 1s simply what o
. habits it involves.9 _ k , . {

Y

a reduction to objective fact. ’ i - _ \é
[
i

' 9“Apéi, C. S. Peirce Schriften, 1148,

) . [] ¢

a ' 951b1d., 14139, @ |
. ‘ 96Charleé Sandérs eirce, Collected Papers, 8 vols.,
vols. 1-63 C. Hartshorne and P. Welss, eds,, vols, 7-8:
ed. A. W. Burks (Cambridge, Mass,: Aﬂarvard University " J
i
(|
X
i

Press, 1931 1958), CP 5.400. (pmphasis added.) References
to Peirce's Collected Papefs wfll henceforth be cited as
'CP,' followed by volume.and paragraph numbers, and 1n-
cluded in the text (1n parentheaes) . -

R S

e Ml Lk
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According to this formulatlon, tﬂ\ habits concerned are ' ;
to be "determined.“ not to be "observed® or "described "
Peirce does not mean, by the somewhat carelesq use of the
verb ‘produces’s f'produces as a factual consequence, *
but--as the venb"1pvolvea"sﬁbatituted’subseqﬁently for
'produces! 1nd1cates--tha¥ the proper understapding of the
thought involves certain definite habits or rules.97 The
twofold dsewof 'simply’; may readily suggest that Peirce in
erffect intended a 5ehaviouris£ reduction of meaning, and

formulatlons such as these seem to have indeed given rise

'£o popular versiona of pragmatism.98 Peirce's elaboration
immediately following, by contrast, showg that the "habits® -
or dispositions to béhqve indicative of the meaning of a
thought should not be xaken as causally determined observa~

..
il b R e Y e SRR R R A e A

tional facts 1n the terminolosy of‘ﬂume or of behaviour-

Asm, but as rules which are capable of mediating our self-

‘determined subJeotive qgtion with poaaible observatlonal

\

'facts:99

Now, the 1dent1ty of a habit depends on.how it mlsht )
lead us to act, not merely under such circumstances ‘
a8 are likely to arise, but under such as might ( ‘

possibly occur, no matter how improbable they may -
be, (CP 5. 400 ] . .

\

The "habit® which, so to speak. contains the secret of .

. L
97Kar1-otto Apel, Transformation der Philoso hie,
2 vols. (Prankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1973)) %3155. o

: 98apel, C. 8. Peirce Schrirten, 14141, * , *

°

o
~ by an IR L

- 99Apal, Transformatlon der Phllosqphie, 2.195.

~

o - B U,




. - A .
X! DA S i o . . :
. PR b o Ses g Ry i Ll e e e L e ,,‘.4,,.,,,17&,“ e
.

LN

e ®

- B 106
' meaning for Pelrce, 1is thus clearly not intended as a

b, W
» factual consequence whose probable occurrence is to be

anticipated, but a normative rule for possible action.loo'

As Peirce himself states: )
To say that I hold the import, -or adequate ultimate
. interpretation, of a concept is Fontalned not in
! any deed or deeds that will ever be done, but in a’
{. habit of conduct, or general moral determination df
: whatever procedure there may come to be, is no more
than to say that I am.a pragmaticist (CP 5. 50&)

Nor are the habits to be understood as subjective, psycho-
w’ logical dispositions, but are ‘at once located in the
- universal medium of language, since "all thought whatso-

ever 13 a sgign, and 1s mostly of thd nature of language,

iy

presuppoaing a rational coumunity, ”man's circle of

~ L N
soclety."” (CP 5.421) It 1is this uniVersal regulative

funct$on~sovern1ng a oconcept or an idea, then, that the

'\\1nterpreter can and must antioipate in a thought experi-

101

ment,; "This is also borne out by the .following formulation

of the pragmatic maxim to which Peirce will refer time and
’ agalm a . N : ~<’ '

-7 ,y Consider what effects, that might conceivably have
' practical bearings, we conceive the object of our
conception to have. Then, our gonception.of these
effects 18 the whole of our conception of the
object., (CP 5. 402, ‘emphasis added.)

[ 4
Treatins meanings as ”meanings in general® is preoisely

the issue whlch sets apart the universal realism of Peirce's

-~ Y
) )

100ppe1, ¢, s, peiroe Schriften, 10142,

1011pia, - '




‘pragmaticism' from James's nomiﬁalisﬁlc, senéualistic -

version df pragmatism, in which the canceived effects of
the obJacts of thought or belier are taken as concrete
practlcal erfeets, sensationa, condupt actions--viz.,

Just the level of experience which excludes generality,1°2
.thgi assiq}latlng meanings éntirely into particular experi-‘
ence and actions. (Feirce himself later repudiated the
behavioufist‘1nterpretation of the meaning of the attri-
butes 'soft} and 'har@' quoted at the beginning of this

analysis, a8 a relapse into nominalism of a sensualistic,

positivist type.1°3) As Peirce retorts in "What Pragmat-
ism 1s," diatinguishins his conception of pragmatism from
that of James, Sohiller, 8.0, by adopting the term 'prag-

maticism' ' ) ’ s
And do not overlook the fact that the pragmaticist P
. maxim says nothing of single experiments or of ‘
: single experimental phenomena (for what is ‘condi-
tionally true in futuro 'can hardly be singular),

T - but only speaks of general kinds of experlmental |
, ' phenomena, (CP "5,k 555 \ ’

By the same token, Pelrce also rejects the 1ndtrumentalist

vy

R e e

- UL N

‘, view that "the aot of knouing a real object alters it,"
(CP 5 555)--a direct conseqnbnce of conoeiving of truth as

a species of - eatisrqotionc

kil
-

- —“ But to say that an action or the result of an actibn
T 18 Satisfactory is.simply to say that it 1s congruous .
"to the alm of that action, Concequenbly, ?he aim must !

/

\ 1°2H. S. Thayer, Meaniggaand Action: A Critical
History of Pragmatism (New Yorks The Bobbs-Merrill Co., : &
Ine, ’ 1968) ? p. 1"!’0. . . ": . ! o

- 1 - - A @ .
03ape1l, C. 8. Peiree Sohriften, 11150,
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be’ determined before it can be determined, either
in thought or in fact, to be satlstactory. (cp 3, 560)

Herbert Feigl characterizes Pelrce's pragmatic
maxim as having closely anticlpated the operatlonalist
attltude, in a broad senée, of P, W, Brldgman which is . -
shared ‘also by Carnap and Wittgenstein according to the
dictums:s "RQon't ask me ror the 'mean\?g' of a concept, ask
me about the rules according to which the concept is
.used."lou (AlthQugh Bridgman is commonly considered the‘
founder of ope onalism, he‘reJect; that label for him-
/selr,) ’Bridgman's concern had been tg(ex\ cate the con-~
'cepts of physics by reflective ahalysis 1 e procedures
iﬁvqlved 1n‘thé ﬂse of concepts }q the area of measurement,
experiment, and theory. Whlle.it is true that Bridgmaﬁ
and his operationalist followers appear to.have drawn sub-

" stantial inspiration from Peirce's maxim.165‘Br1dgman, un-

like Pairce,‘however,_set out to propose a radical 1dent1¢

fication of the meaning of a concept with experimental !

procedurer & - _ e
... We mean by any concept nothing more than a set

of operations; the concept 1s synonymous with the ‘
corresponding seg of oﬁeraﬁzons ...w8 . e

Al

-

: 1°“Herbert Peigl, "The Wiener Kreis in America," in
The Inte lectual Migrations rope and America 1930-60,
ona eming and Bernar yn, eds, '
épbridge,,nasb.s Belknap Press of Harvard University,

)s» P. 1,

" 1053unes, dt1 of Philosophy, 8.v. “Pragmat-
isn®* by-v., J. MoGi ‘ - S :

106quoted in

q
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This position, however, iz closer to James's nominalist,

finitist pragmatism rathex than to Peirce's version,‘
Y
since Peirce looatee synonymy between “conceptions and

~

concepte of an operation and its oonsequences,“lo? 1,e,,

within the framework of interpretation understood as a '
vl
three-place Telation (the interpreter interpreting signs‘j

as something). Furthermore, it should be noted that Peirce
had expressed misgivinse about the possible misapplication
of the pragmatic maxim for the purpose of eliminating
asnects of“scientifio theory1°8 (presumably beceuse they
are not susceptible to 2hie criterion), thne anticipating
_the proolems which a thoroughgoing nomineliet-operational-
15t reduction came to face later on, e;g., with regard to

theoretical concepts.
\) "~ -Peirce's 'pragmaticism,' then, cannot be accused

of radically reducing geanins to factual operations, to . .

‘work' and praxis. In Peirce's own words (repudieting at

Q

the same time his own e4rlier 'stoic' maxim),

_Pragmaticism ... endeawpurs to define the rationel

“purport [of words and general ideas], and

finds in the purposive bearing of the word or pro-

position in question ... if pragmaticism really made

Doing to be the Be-all and the End-all of life, that \
would be its death., For to say that we live for the

mere sake of action, as action, regardless of the

thought it carries out, would be to say that there 4
Ts no such thing as rational. purport. (CP 5,428-29, 3
emphasis added.)

A

107Ibid.
1°Baunea, Dictionsry of philosoghx. Ibid., p. 245,

4 ?
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It 15 the rational ‘or intellectual purport of concépts and
5e11éfs which is cénveyed in the rules or habits, and which
must be retained as a distinot moment of reflection and
Feasoning. (As John Dewey put it, "the role of action in

Pelrce 8 conception of pragmatism is that of an inter~

n.‘,"

mediary ”109) - e N .

‘ Peirce's resistance against any'cpllé;sg of -the’
categgrialrelement of meén%ng into experimenéal fact'may,.
finally, be illustrated by‘contrastfhg~a reductive inter-
pretation with a hermeneutic sense o; tbe pragmatic maxim,
In theihermeneutic sense, the ﬁeanins;gdverning-hablt is

determined by explicating a vaguely pre-understood meaning

by means of an anticipation in tbb 1maginat}op of the pos;

8ibility of praxis and experience as indicated by the
meaning of the sign, 110 (The theoretical bamis'for this
differentiation--analogous to the phenomenological dis-

tinctioh between meaning-lntention and meaning-fulfilliment

‘by the subject--1s provided in thé form of Peirce's accquﬁt

of- the {nterpretation of slgns'as a three-place relation

according to ﬁhidh the meaning of signs 1is 1néorpreted as

something, and medlated by the mind or Thirdness )
Aoconding to Peirce, not only 15 it untenable to

1°9John Dewey, "The Development of American Prag-

‘matism,” in Pragmatic Philosophy, pp. 203-16, ed, Amelie
Rorty (Garden C?Ey, N, Y. s DouB*eday Company, Inc.. 1966),

p. 205, i . .

‘ " 11°Apel,,Traﬁaformatidn der Philoaoghie, 2:195.

A

}
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reduce meanings in nominalistic and behaviouristic fash-
ion,'bht it is likewisg impossible to fully corroborate
any cognitive claim on the baais of individual facts.
Every cognitive claim, rather, presuﬁboses the context of

a community of knowers and reasoners working toward ulti-

[

nate convergence "in the long run® in their cooperative
scientific efforts, '

‘The opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed .
to by all who investigate, 18 what we mean by truth,
and the object represented in this opinion is 'the .
real, (CP 5.407)

..., 88 what anything really is, 18 what 13 nay

s« finally come to be known to be in the ideal state
of complete information, so that reality depends on
the ultimate decision of the community ..., (CP 5.316)

Furthermore,-every inferenci must be §ecogﬁlze¢ as going
beyond itself (éhought for Peirce is thoroughly discursive,
gsensations or atomistic sense data being devoid of 9ogn1- ’
tive content), since - T

«e. NO inference of any individual can be thoroughly .

logical without certain determinations of his mind
which do not concern any one 1ﬁrerence 1mmediate1{

The general "determinations® (e.g., in the case of 1nreren- .

ces from induction) by themselves cannot be held to be

true, either, but only "in the long run ,.. approximate to

the truth.* (CP 5.350) _ .

o Peirce also discussesveo-oalled "1eadiﬁg prinoi-
ples" at work in our roasonins, viz,, "(t)he particular
habit of mind whioch governs .this or chat 1nrerence," or

more spooirically, "which determines us, from siven
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i

premisses, to draw one 1nference rather than anoth- : 0
er .. "111 |

Leading principles or basto aséumpflons nay eibher .
be "constitutional® or acquired, and are more or less fug-
damental and essential; they are diﬁficult to discern and
probably "of no service to a person whose thought 18 L
. directed wholly to practiocal subjects, and whose actlvity”‘
moves along thoroughlyébeatén paths."112 A leading prin-‘
ciple 1s neither true nor false (CP 2.467), but _must_be
apﬁllcable to "all possible cases" in order to ensure
val;d reasoning.‘,}t 18 not necessary, on the 6th§r hand

(another ﬁermeneut&c componeﬁt of his Logic of Inquiry)

... that the reasoner should have a distinct appre-
hension of the leading principle of the habit which
governs his reasoning; it is sufficient that he
should be conscious of proceeding actording to'a
general method and that he should hold that ”T?& '
method is generally apt to lead to the truth,

It 18 the task ofr ”1oglchl criticism® or reflective analy-

8is to uncover and validate the leading principles in

-4

‘question.

-

It appears, thué, that Peirce's conception of an

infinite tendency toward a final consenshé of the communi-

ty of_interpfeters and investigators,in the context of

111wpne Pixation of Belief,® Philosophical ’

Writings of Peirce, p. 8. .
1121b1d0 '} ppc 8-9 ’ ( i " .
113wynat Is A Leading Principle?" Philosophical ;

ritings of Peirce, p. 133 \ o



" ‘ence of pragmatism, 1.e;, within the purview of Pelrce's

113 : =

experimental- pfaxis ﬁay be looked at as a leading 3Fxﬁ£1é ’

“‘'ple of the most fundamental type within the frame of refer-

A

=

"Loglc of Science” or-"Theory of Inquiry"“--a principle
- which 1s a_priori Qr emptyoin the sense that it "can add
hothing to -the premisses of the argument it governs, al-
" though 1t 1is relev;ﬁéa so th;Eiit 1ﬁp11e8 no fact except
such as 1s presupposed in aliziiscourse ..."?1“ Further-
more, ﬁhis mqst basic leading principle of scienfific in-
vestigation ?Ppéarsxto have been concretized into the for-
mulaﬁlon of the pragmatic’ maxim as a methodological prin-
ciple gehred to. the cognitive ?bjéétive of the mastery and
control of'nature..' ‘ |
‘ In opposition to Scheler's critique of the prag-
matic thesis based on fei;ce's pragmatic maxim, then,.the
foregoing analyslslshowed th?t--unlike ﬁames's and
Bridgman's reductiye operationalism--'work' or experimen-
tal action does not function in Pelrce's thought as a L
factual or 1ogicai'“Cstequence" or "eduiyelent" in the
_clarification and justificﬁtion of signs and bellefs.
Peirce's pragmatic maxim, rather, serves'as a transcenden-
"tal limiting condition for the legitimate use of concepts
and valid reasoning according to normative rules withir
“the dopaln of qcientlfic inquiry. ,' |
Peiroelrever intended to expound his pragmaticism

1141p44., p. 134,
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as a selﬁrsufficient philosophy or theory of knowledge,

but merely regarded it as a methodological principle with-
""in thé framework of his "Logic of Science" or "Theory of ‘
Inquiry.*115 on the condition and to the extent that the
pragmatic maxim isaunderstood to operate strictly ;ithin

the frame of reference of'the pqsiti?e sciences, thofe are
even severol points of ‘agreement between Schelef's and
Peirce's respectivg analyses of cognition:

o a) Peirce, like.Scheler, is engaged 1n a transcen~-
dental inqui;y into the possibility and limits oé soieﬁtil e
fic knowledge. (It 1s interesting to note, in this con-

nection, that Peirce has been called the "Kant" of Ameri-

can phflosophy.llé)

b) Peirce's progmatic‘maxim as the fundamental

A‘a

methodological principle with its reference to experimen-
tal action ;ppears to correspond to, or embody, Soheier's
conception of the basic a ppiori cognitive aim (intellec-
tual purport) of the practical mastery and control of
nature for the domain of the positive sclences. :
c) Peirce, like Soheler, rejeots all forms of

reductive operationalism amounting to an elimination of

the activity of reasont

(1) For-both thinkers, meaning and ‘truth cannot be reduced

115ppe1,.¢. S, Peirce Schriften, 1:116, °

116ppel, Transformation der Philosophie, 21164,

il AN i ot




-y

Als :

P ﬁo particulanéooncrete actions and conduct. J\

i * -

. QZ)a Inferencee in what Scheler calls 'inductive knowledge'

‘1
Y

cannot simply be read off from premises as a matter
‘of course, but presuppose a certain "deep structure"’
of reasoning, to appropriate N, Chomsky's term. |

(3) The obgeets of knowledge cannot be regerded;\in in-
etrumentalist fashion, as being altered or transform-

ed by the act of cognition. )
(4) The cognitive aim and,intellégg;al intent must be
retained as a distinct moment loglcally prior to the

occurrence of "satlsfaction" in the experimental ‘act.’
~ 3 -

"' For all these areas of agreement, 1t 1s .important
not to overlook that the respective inquiries of Soheler
and Peirce are conducted on two.different’levels,
Scheler's analysi's--a kind of “anthropology of cognition”
on the-ontological level--18 more of the character of a
propaedeutic to a philosophy of science. He is primarily
concerned with providing a transcendental groundwork for a

~

theory of cognition and knowledge as suoh, with the re-

sulting division into the three basic types of knowledge,

iy

of which the positive sciences represent only one. On

this more rudimentary level of analysis, the "subject of

_cognition" for the area of work knowleggé merely appeers in

Soheler as undifferentiated "1iving beings in general®-«-en-

dowed with sen&ibility,t1ntelligenoe, and reason, and capa-

ble of spontaneous, amechanical movement. In Peirce's more

.

O o

o
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k) N . , g ) » . ) wJ
) .+ @ -8peclalized metascientific normative analysis, on the

. A/
: * other hand, the subject of cognition takes the Corm of the

. inflnite communlty of 1nterpreters and 1nvestigatoxs.

Scheler 8 ontological(level of analysis in turn allows’him
to "ground" the "leading principle” or basic cognitive ob-
jéctive-~of experimental action or technical and practical

‘ control--in the necessary condition of man's bodily a

-\

- priori and practical engaggpent tn the world, ratMer than

considering it as a mere ‘Pregulative"” prihciple\yhlch may

o+

ultimately be opén to conventional decision and revislon.

' . These dlfferences in methodological 1&\318 and

scgpe notwlthsfanding, the areas of agyeement in thq\theOr“ 3

< e ries ofwknowledge of Scheler amnd Pelrce may be traced back

-

directiy to their compon transcendental perspectl@%s,vin Q\

- : - q?ibh the- subject of conceptualizing actlvities and knowl-
’\a; f-' edge 18 retadned as a distinct and\actiY? factor in thz S
st knowing‘process, rather than assimilating ‘it into the
R A method dﬁa/or object of cognition. It 15 by virgue of
'éﬁp\f , ‘ 'their respective transcendental approaches, then, that
- .o ) ‘ )

gny raditally operatfonalist reduction is precluded a

riorl, even for 'the domain of work knowled;;5of the posi-

tive sclences, viz., of knowledge for the mastery and

-

qeontrol of nature. ’ . . .
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K B., IS PEIRCE'S PRAGMATISM
\ A FORM OF SCIENTISM? '

Scheler defines 'scientism' (Scientifismus) as the

intellectual tendency to already presuppose, in esking
about’ the nature of knowledge and truth, tire "fact" of the
validity of the positive sciences, their methods and tasks,
and then to answer the question to the effect that truth
and knowledge be constituted by the very "result" of the
methods of the posit1Vf sclences. . (WG ?21) ' N

The_scientistic attftude, thus, falls to undertake
o}ior determinations of'the concepts !truth’ and 'knowl-
'edge ' in order to ask only subsequently, on the basis of
this prior 1nquiry, to whgt extent the positive sciences,
by means of their methods and criteria, provide us with

truth and knowledge, what eort of objegts alone are of cog-

nitive interest for that particular frame of reference, and

to what extent possibly an extra~scientific form of cogni-~

| tion,'e.g., philosophical, religious, or aesthetic cogni-

~tion, may be capable of attaining truth and knowledge.

(WG. 221) S " oo _ '
According to Scheler's characterization of sclen-

tism, his concern with, the pragmatist reduction of all

possible knowledge to 'work knowledge,' or knowledge n}tb-

in.the purview of the pragmatic maxim, is thus directed

4 4
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pgaingt {(a) the uncritical acceptance“of the mcthodoiogical
and conceptual framework of the positive ﬂcicnces, and

(b) the generalization from the principIes of that frame

of reference to all objects of knowledge, and thereby the
elimination of any other possible kind of knowledge,

_ Before proceefilng with an analysis of Peirce's
writings in these respects, it may be instructive to 1ock
at Habermas 8 and Agel's modified classification of- .
Scheler!'s thrce types okanowledge and their correspond- ,
ing cognitive interests: 7 >\

N

Juergen Habermas disxinguishes between three kinds

of‘cognitiée or "knowledge-co stitutive" interests under-

"lying the fbllowing areas of inquirys | L (1) the empiricai-

analytic natural sciences ("Science"), (2) tpe hermeneutic
?

op cultural sciences (Geisteswissenschaften), and \\»'

(3) "critical theory' " For Habermas, as for Scheler, the \
cognitive. interest governing the empirical-analytic in-
quiry of the natﬁral sciencgc”is the‘technf%hl cognitiveé

interest in the context of instrumental action:
¥
- ™
... empirical-analytic methods aim at disclosing and
comprehending reality under. the transgendental view- S
- polnt of posgible technical control, 1

" For pﬂc hermerfeutic or "cultural sciences," on the other

'

y
hand, : the leadiqa oghitive interest conslsts in
... maintaining ‘the intersubjectivity qﬂ mutual ”

=

117 syergen Habermas, Knowledge and Human Inter-
ests, trans. Jeremy J. Shapirc ZBcsEons Beacon Press,

1971), p. 176.
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. understanding in ordlnary-language communigatlon
and in action according to common norms.1

-

R . The leading'cognitive interest of mutualaundefséahdingo -
differs from the technlcal cognitive interest in that -

,.
-

.v. 1t aims ot at the comprehension of an objec- _
tified reall but at the maintenance of the ‘inter- -

subjectivity of mutual understanding, within whose "
horizon reality can first appear as something

f - o In as much as the cognitive 1nterest of 1nteraub3ect1ve
’ }’”// . ﬁhderstanding\hnderiylng the cultural sciences 18 rooted - 4

4

v g - R ]
L . : . in ‘practice,' in the sense of ethiconplitfcal communica- , 1
tion and 1nteraction among liviné 1nd1viduals, Broups and- A

cultures, Hahermas also calls it the "gf;btical” cognitive

interest, 120 ’

v

_ The emanctpetory cognitive interest, finally,
\ ”which alms at the pursult of reflection"12l emerges in

Habermas'sconception as the point where knowledge}and

: S lnterest are comprehended asﬁfundamentdlly connected, .

r Habermas ‘places this cognitive interest withln the domain

b . T
, he of a “crltical theory™ in which he envieages the merging

of a 'philosophy that is both praetically engaged and oriti-

a
P Y

, cal, on the one hand, with an ideology oritique by the
f" R -(N/‘ ~ soclal sciences, inocluding psyohoanalysia, on the otherﬂf

The critical self—refleetion of the sciences, rully compre-
.. .

SR £ “ _hended as self- formatlve, brings about

‘ . <i.. 'the oritical dlssolution of objectiviem, that is

Y

1H0rpaa. 119w, p 1770 o

) *,,/ 12Qﬂ¥1{,, p. 198, ° - ..
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the objectivistie selfgunde}standing of the . .-
sclences, which:suppresses the contribution of .
subjective apgtivity to the preformed objects, ot

-of possible knowledge

These three finnate? human interests, accordjng to ‘ -

Habermas, form the t;anscendqntal structure and limits of .

cognition, ’

Sij Orieritation toward technical control, toward mutual
understanding in the conduct of life, and toward '
emancipation from seemingly 'natural' constraint
establish the apecific viewpoints from whiech we ian.
apprehend reality as such in any wayawhatsoever.

Y - , .
o Karl-Otto Apel, ggr,his part, explicitly acknowledges a

"ccnnection' between his (as well as Habermas's) concep-

tion of three "quasitranscendental” cognitive interests
and Scheler's theory of the three types of kn?wledge.1?3
He, too, links oontempcrary conceptions of physics in

which the possibility ‘of experimentation is presupposed in

principle with the cognitive interest of technical ontrol,

A ' rooted in the “bodily a_priori" of man and his practical
— " engagement in nature,l2¥ '

The kindsiof ccgnitive problems} by contraat;‘
which cannot be solved by'meana of repcatable etperimental
” | action, but rcquirc an explication in terms of the self-
. ' gerience (s elbsterﬁghrug&) of man and his scciety125

are the concern d¢ the hermeneutical sclences (5eiatesv . } N

... S 12113q,, p. 212..° 1221p1a., p. 3110

123 pel, Transtgrmation der Philosoghie, 2:31n.
- ' 12 1p14., 21100, 1251b1d., 1419
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. wissenschaftiiche Hermeneutik), including philology,

‘hlstory, hermeneutical phenomenblogy, on the one hand, an&‘
finally. of an 1deology crithue consisting in: the dialec-

tical mediation of objectlve-scientlfic and hermeneutio

‘methods, of "explanation" and "understanding® (Varstehen)

respectively. This latter mediation is seen by Apel to

lead thrddgh selt-conaolous reflection (Selbstbesiunung)

%o'artranhformation of causally explicable forms of behav-

. tour to comprehensible action,126 | o

PR Theccognltiée interésts corresponding to-the herme-
' neutlcal sclencea and 1deology crithue. respectlvely, are

4

. . the hermeneutlc 1nterest of«cammunioatlon and m mutual under=-

' %tanding (hermeheutisches Verataendigpngsinteresse) and the

_ “j“’ emancipatorx cognitive 1nterest.127 Apel points out the -
‘ &omplementary nature of the i:ransoendental 'Sprachspiel’ “

- involved ln sclentlfic-technologica& knowledge (of.
Pejirce's commgnity or‘lnvestlsators and interprq§ers§ and |

R _ that of ‘the 1nteraubjecﬁ1ve horizen of communication in

EN . /

hgrmeneuth knowled 128

whichwis presupposed in the former.

- They are dbmplementary in the sense that the objectifica-
tion and explanatlon of. events in the rramework of the

A natural sciences and the rrame of rererence of understand-

B | o . ing 1n the ‘hermeneutis domain exclude, and in this way'

" complement, one another, 139

%

)

\ L \26ipa,, 24127, - 1271v44,, 1131n.
: t . - L . -
1281pyd., 1168, 1291v14,, 24111,
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The emancipatory 1nterest, according to Apel, 1is

constituted both in terms of the hiatorical self-exger ence

of the community and of the self-knowledge of the person

in the, course of hfa lire-histori.' It may be explidated
on the basis of the complementary nature of the natural
sciences and of 1nterperaona1 communication. Its function
consists, on,the one hand, in the suspension of all causal
const§a1nte by man'’s inner ”quasi-natuf;” aﬁd of soolety,

respectively, and 'in a deepening of man's self~comprqpen-

»

‘Apart from certain varchitectonic® diffegences,131‘
and Apel's insistence that cognition and interest, i.e.,

:éflection'and practical engagemené, never fully coincide,

.but must be'understood as distinect and polar moments with-

in the area of the amanclpatory cognitive interest--at the

}highest point of philosophical reflaotion-- 132 Apel's

schema of cognitive interests and types of knowledge sub-

stdntlally agrees with that of Habermas, Both Apel's and

Habermas's versions, in turn, differ from Scheler's account .

primarily by virtue of their secularization of Erloesungs-
wissen (with the qualifioation that Scheler's conoception
of a 'becoming God' 18 not a theistic condeptiog), on the
oﬁe hand, and §oheler's priority of the individual, ag
opposed to an emphasis on the indlvidual-aa-parﬁbofqé-
oom;unity—and-sooiaty. and finally Scheler's insistence

‘

1301psa,, 1:68-70, 1311p1d,, 1470m, 13%;\1a., |

152,

a &
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on radically "pure,® apractical m;taphyslcal knowledge,
on the other, Like Scheler, both Apel and Habermas agrée
in affirming the irreducibility of the three distinct.
inds of kpowlédgo, as they are linked to man's fhree {,
ndamental cognitive interests as a transcendental condi-
tion for possible knowledge.

Reverting to Scheler's first concern in his repu-
diatloé of sclentism, it is indeed the case phat Peirce
had established the pragmatic maXxim-<pnot with a view to
questioning the validlty and legitimapa range of the posi-
tive sciences--bit-merely as conoretely epbodying the
a_priori structure which determines the reasoning and .
methodology of solentific inquiry.. Peirce oltes the fol-
lowing considerations ér éatablgﬁhed custom and, utility in

. favour of the soientific method: -
Everybody uses the scientific method about a great

many things, and only ceases to use it when he does
‘not know how to apply it ...

Experience of the method has not led us to doubt
it, but, on the contrary, scientific investiga-
tion has had the most wonderful triumphs in the
way of settling opinion. (CP 5.384)
; Having determined that experimental action functions as
| ¢ the fundamental " leading principle or scientific 1nqu1ry for
the oommunity of investigators, Peirce stops short of )
N\__ fully self-reflective oritical ani!yaia whioch would result
in the delimitat;on of the validity of the pragmatic frame-
. Work within a determinate domain, and of the extent of

o cognitive significance for the objects of knowledge

i
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détermined to tall within that framework under the condi-

tions specified. An, analysis of this type, as Scheler and
the other exponents of the theory or the three types of
knowledge have shown, however, would inevitably lead beyond
the pragmatic frame of reference, setting up areas of~cos-
nitive ihquiry‘and discourse which cannot be handled under
the pragmatic maxim,
Strictly speaking, the transcendental subject of

the community of investigators already goes beyond .the
-frame of reference of the pragmatic maxim, Yet, as
Habermas rightly point; out, Peirce did not take that .
. subject “sefiously enough.? and absolﬁtized the pragmatist
criterioﬁ'or;meéning 8o as to destroy "the foundation of
pragmatism itself, 133 _In other words, the very subject
of inquiry whioh'had.been postulated as constructing aﬁd
validatiﬁg scientific knowledgé vanishes by:hia é;tending
the pragmatic orltertﬁn of meaning to the subjects of in-
quiry as well. -

.One of the results of Scheler's analysis of the
mechanistic explanatory model has been that even in b}mple
acts of peroeptioﬁ, the‘subJect of knowledge, in its spon-
taneity and intentionality, stands out of and is distinot
from the series of empiritcal events and stimuli. Although
Pelirce himaei? recognizes that mechanistic causal explana-

- tions cannot be extended to the explinapion of minds, where

+

133Habernas,. Knowledge and Human Intefeats. p. 137.
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. "fingl" or:"logical" causation prevails (CP 1,269, 1,250),
he effectiﬁely relinquishes 'the distinctive role of the t
subject of cognition by ‘applying the pragmatist crﬁterion
indiscriminately go both mind and matter, By the same
token, he treats beliefs about empirical events on the
same level as the empirical events themselves.lju
In his operationalist qoncqption“oﬂ mind.135

Pelrce conjoins his pragmatic maxim with his theory df
signs as follows:

Pragmatism makes thinking to consist in the living.

inferential metaboly of symbols whose purport lies

in copd1tiona1 general resolutions to act. (CP 5.403n)
Thought, then,mis to be ahalyzed and dqfined in terms of

symbols or signs.

1341014, p. 136

135A qualification has to be stated here in that
Peircé's Collected Papers, Vol, 6, Chapter 5 on 'Synechism’
and 'Agapism' contalns a highiy speculative metaphysical
account of mind. This acecount stands apart in Peirce's
philosophy, however, conflicting both with his conception
"of philosophy and metaphysics as a positive solence and
observational discipline, and his usual operationalist
. accounts of the mind, often couched in blological terms.
It has been suggested that not too much weight should be
given to his blological formulations. “(In agreement with

this view, I have left out of consideration such strange
conceptions as the "muscular hablts of the tongue" being
the basis of personality, CP 8,84,) Even the more proper-
\1y epistemological acocounts . by Peirce of the nature of the
mind in terms of inrferential operations, however, have
been characterized as coping "closest to what might have
been the first formulation of behaviorism,” if not of a
s Ystrict” kind, [Larry Holmes, "Prolegomena to Peirce's
Phllosophy of Mind," in Studies in the Pniloanphx of
' Charles Sanders Peirce, Second Series, pp. 359-81,
Edward C. Moore and Rlchard S. Robin eds. (Amherﬁtc The
University of Maalaohuaetca Press, 1964), p. 360
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The only thought ... which can possibly be cognized
is thought in signs. But thought which cannot be
cognized does not exist.. All thought, therefore,
must necessarily be in signs. (CP 5.251)

Fg?m the observation that thinking necessarily involves
the use of signs, and having shown that perception and ‘
conscious phenomena, too, involve. Thirdness or conceptual

mediation, Peirce moves to a characterization of the

’ “reality® of gind itself as a sign:

' We have seen that the content of consclousness, the
entire phenomenal man}festation of mind, 18 a'sign
resulting from inference ..., we must conclude tha

the mind is a sign developing according to the laws
of inference. (CP 5,313, emphasis added.)

The term "sign," according to Peirce, has three different

referents: T

.

W

«.s first, it is a sign to some thought which inter-

@ prets 1t: second, it 15 a sign for some object to .
which in that thought it is equivalent; third it is
a sign, in some respect or quality, which brings it
‘into connection with its objget. (CP 5.283)

In this way, Peirce conflates the 1nterprete: and the
interpretant, denying the interpretant any distinguishing
positioﬁ and sisnif{oanoe in relation to the qgries of
1nterpretants.136
Pelrce'g operationalist concept off mind has been .
viewed as symptomatic for the general practice of pragmat-
ism to obfiterate\agaln the véiy distinction it has'fouqd

to be operative between the facts that are oonatitgted and

the methodological framework "within which reality is

136Jonn P, Boler, "Habits of Thought,” in Studies
in the Philosophy of Charles Sanders Peirce (pp. 352-500),

P 392. -

LTRSSl
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_objectified for the subject: of inquiry,"!37 .

Another way in which this reductive move has been
]

\~Wmn1fest itself 1s that the cox\nmunic'ati'on of the
e )
community of investigators and interpreters, in the frame

of reference of the pragmatic maxim would, in the event

of a complete convergence to a cdnserisus omnium virtually

\be phased out in favou'r of a reference to repeatable 1931-
cal and ﬁechnical operafzions and experiences, Apel refers
to Peirce's pragrlsm in this respect as the "most subtle" '
form of 8cientism™n that 1t entails, as an ideal limit,

+

the replacémént of the subject of scientific investigation

as community of unqxlstakable indivlduals’(also of 1nd,1v3:d-
ual groups) in the historical situation, by ultimately
exchangeable:- experimentators. Even this scientistically -

reduced subject still presupposes in pi'actice a 5enu1ne1j

hermeneutic and historical communicé.tion within the communi-

L}

ty of investigators, however, thus pointing beyond the

llmiﬁins case of the pragmatic meta-dimension to the com-

- C i - oI

plementary a priori of the Jhermeneutic cultural scienoes.138
For Peirce, as for other pragmatists, there is only
.one type of a priorl, the model of scientific knowledge \

providing the paradigm for all knowledge.139 The negative N\

|

i

W % \!

1374abermas, Knowledge and Human Interests, p. 136. ' ‘

138ppe1, C, S. Peirce Schriften, 21205-7. .

1393andra B. Rosenthal, "Recent Perspectives on
American Pragmatism,” 2 parts, Transactions of the
Charles S, Peirce Society 10 (Summer 1974), 21172, .
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role of the pragqatic maxim 18 thus described scientisti-~

ci}ly/;s ;stabllahlng

7 .. that almost every praeposition of ontologlcal
metaphysids is leither meaningless gibberish--one
word being defihed by other words, and they by
s8til]l others, without any real conception ever
being reached--or else 1s downright absurd ...

‘ (CP 5.423)

Although the pragmatic maxim by 1tself does not have. the
import of solving all philosophical problems, but presup-
poses the complementation by other princlples,. e.g., the

extra-pragmatic doctrine of categories, it nevertheless

. ,
provideg the key to Peirce's phllosophy as a whole, and the

'hebhodological presupposition .for a hYpothétiqb-lndﬁctive.

\
metaphysics, to be verified "1p the long run."lho

For Peirce, métaphysics'and philosophy in general
belong to the positivé Sciéhces, as a "Sclence of Fact,"
(cP 5 120) that is to say. as a form of inquiry which
employs the scientlfic method, 1ts most important features
being the application of public criteria and methods.l“lg
Having ruled out, by-thegaﬁghofity"o}_the pragmatioc maxim,

the bulk of traditional metaphysics as-meaningless, Qhé

realm of phllosophical’inquiry 18 reduced 'to a "serles of

~ problems capable of 1nvest15ation by the observational
methods of the true scianoea ..+" (CP 5.423) Although

. Pelrce, it 18 true, accords limited merit and even superi-

1qupel. C..S. Peirce Séh;iftgp, 1133,

. 1u1Justus Buchler, Charles Peirce's Empiricism '
(New York:' Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1939), p. 67.

‘% : .,
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ority in some respects to’other methods of 1nquify (viz.,
the methods of "tenacity," of “authority,” .and'the a priori
method), and also in his later writings mellows with, |
regard to strict adherence to the scientiflc approach, 142
he nevertheless 1nsists that the scientlfic method, "the

" pursuit of evidence," alone is’ ‘capable of providing truth, -

the sclentific.method actually introducing truth itselfs
' f

"®"This {s the only one of the fodr methods which presents

any distinction of a rf@hf and a wrong way." (CP 5.385) .
The ‘scientific method is the only method according to
Pelrce which ensures one's "opinions to colncide with‘the
fact. To bring about this effect 1s the prerogative of the .
method of science," (CP 5. 387)

Pelrce's pragmatic doctrine implements the demands .

°

of sclentific 1nvestlgation a8 follows:

The elements of every ooncept enter intq logical
thought at the gate of perception and .make their .
exit at the gate of positive action; and whatever
cannot show its passports at both those two gates -
is to be arrested as unauthorized by reason.

(CP 5.212)

The negative role of the normative component of the pragmat-

1c doctrine finally merges with the “moral,aﬁpiications"

N N \ °
_ which Peirce describes ag "positiverand potent"” (CP 5.423),

.culminating in his conception of the summum bonum as an ’

evolutionary ideal:

L'y

. o

s

142y10tor Lowe, "Peirce and Whitehead as Metaphysi-
cians," in Studies in the Philosophy of Charles Sanders. N

"Peirce (pp. UBO-SU), p. 44, \ -

o
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N . cae tpe pragmaticist-does not make the.summum bonum
‘to(conslist in action, makes 1t to consist in
tha ocess of evolution whereby the existent comes

more and ‘more to embody those generals which were

C . Just now sald to be.§e3t1ned, which 18 what we strive

T to eXxpress in calling $hem reasonable. (CP 5.433)
/ — % . .
"(

_’fgfv,,_ultimately, Peirce envisageé the- summum bonum of concrete-'

ly evoived reasonableness to attain.its hlghest polnt 1n an

esthetic ideal: . ' ) B

S ... 1t 1s by Ene ‘inderinite repllcatlbn of self- control
- upon self-contrél that the vir is begotten, and by .
action, through thought, he~grows an esthetic ideal
el ... 88 the share which God permits ‘him to have in
. ' the work of creation. (CP 5.403n) _ B

'h‘ . The pragmatic masm whlch had originally been in- -

tended to embody the rationale of thé nétural gciences has
~thqg been’é!ﬁanded to ehoompass‘the domain af the‘eﬁl al
o and soclal séi:ooes‘and of philosophy (mostly discussed as
metaph&sics}, 1nclud1ng ethlcs and eaxhetics. This scien-
tistic extrapolation of the scientific method to other
disclpllnes is;, of course, diametriéally’opposed to
Scheler s ¥iew of metaphysiqs and phiﬁﬂé;fhy (e.g., ethies’
and value: theory 1n géﬁkr&l) ag concernéd with the 8 priori
‘ "1ntu1tion of essences, and therefore, a8 strictly non- )
;éﬁ\\ ’ 1nduot1ve, viz., non-observational and non-operational dis-
\” ‘c;lenef “While ﬁhis 1sSue, i‘e., the question of the
"j\ nature of phllosophy and of the bumanlstic qr éulturala
'aoienoes ocan ‘hardly be decided within' the purvler of this
thesis, ahd even 1 ‘Scheler%s discussion involves the taclit
reliance on furt r elaboration in his other writings, let

us examine‘how the subject of metaphysical and ethioal

s
-
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inquiry fares with Pelrce's extension of the-pragmatic
v N .

- ]

maxim,

For Scheier, Bildungswissen or humanietic/eultural

knowledge is a type of cognition which is ﬁestined for the
formation ndvcultivation of a person. The ethico- ~

v religious shbpject matter of Erloesungswissen, moreover,

is geared to bringing about a higher state of being,§ '

2

'"destiny," for the individual existing selr, and imate-~

LR

ly for the community of selves.
Looking at Peirce's account of & person or an indi-
., Yidugl self, we find that the thinker himself, not just the
thought or concept he is entertaining and interpreting, is
held to be a 'sign.' : ' .

. When we think, then, we ourselves, as we are at that
moment, appear as a sign. (CP 5.283)

Peiroe quite explicitly ‘goes on tqgstate that

... the word or sign which mén ‘uses is the man him-
+ self. For, as the fact that every thought 1s a
. sign, taken in conjunction with the fact that life
is a train of thought, proves that man ‘18 a signi
so that every thought is an.external sign, preves

that man is an_external} sign. Thus my -language

~~"""4g the sum total of myseif ... (CP 5,314, emph., gdd.)

As has been polnted out, thid-ds "linguistic philoeophy"

(and I might add, "Thirdness™ or inferential generality)
, O
) with a vungeance.¥u3 It epitomizes Peirce's eoneeption of

!
man's development in the évolutionary sehemé toward the

N

progressive eurrender of individuality thtough (rational)
) .

Y 143101mes, #Prolegomena-to Peirce's Philosophy of
) Mlnd,' pe 3620 N
- B . ‘ b Y .
_ . A \
N N\ . !
/f“/,‘ i

<

n



'self—control'

PRI SvS

. i In its higher stages, evolqtion takes place more
and\more largely through self-control, and this
giv the pragmaticist g, 'sort of Justificatlon for
maki the rational purport to be general.

1 (cP 5.433)
' 3 | ’ Giving an account of the emergence of self-consclousness 1;\\$

. _i children, Peirce concludes that the "self 1s only inferred"
o ;’ ‘ (CP 5.462)--to account fq{\igporancea -
' | Thus, he becomes awaze_of lgnorance, and it is

3 o _necessary to suppose &a” self 1in which this ignorance
; f e ‘can.lnhere, So testimony gives the first dawnlng
; A of self-consclousness. (CP" 5.233) ‘

SO '? . _ Not only does Peirce account for the emergerice of self-
. & - consciousness in this way, but he maintains that "[E]snor-

ance and error are all that distinguish our private selvet\J

" “ from the absolute &gg of pure apperception® (gg@:yéﬁi),
J

i.e., the (intersubjective) transcendental subject of cogni-

Q M ’
tion, \\\’~ﬂ,

s The individual man, since his separate existence is ‘ ;
v manitested only by ignorance and error, 8o far as ) :
he is anything apart from his fellows, and from what e

he and they are to be, is only a negatlon.
Ny (CP 5.317, emphasis added, )

A person for Peirce 1s "only a particular kind ‘of general

Fpow 1dea“ ¢ 6, 270), the notion of personal ldentity being a
' "barbaric conception. (CP 7.572) ’ ) : !
In-this manner, Peirce assimilates man, the person 3

or self, as a genéral sign into the framework of the prag- - {

> S , ] .
v - - “matic dootrine, with the actual subject interpreting a silgn
) 'being only- the momentary selr or experience, and the en-
i | ' during self being nothing but a certain configuration in
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the succession of events.1® 1In this scientistic reduc- . |
tiqn, then, Peirce qot'gnly loses the subject of'ccgnitlon
for the area of scientific investigation By a reoblitera-
tion of the subject-object distinction and the distin?tion
" between events and beliefs about eventé, put he also re-
linquishes the perébn and his interacﬁion with hig cultur;
al -and social world as a Viable subject of normative actl-
vities who is (at least partly) 1n control over the events
" known and over his actlens, and thereby distinct from the
series of events he interprets and oOgnlges.
In concluslion, Peirceé's pragmatic doctrineihas
\ been confirmed to be a form of scientism in Scheler's
sense in that it starts out by uncritlbally adopting the
cognitive framework of the positive. sciences and elaborat-

ing the pragmatic maxim as the fundamental methodological

“principle embodying its rational purport, then goes on to
extrapolate this methodological principle to ;§her areas
“of inquiry such as ethies, esthetics, and metaphysics,

and finally comes to ontologize that méthodological prin-

ciple with the concomitant transformation of the community’
of investigators approximating an epistemological ideal, -

to the real embodiment of reason in his concrete , -]

K ‘ r
- evolutionary ideal. ~ ! (

In the process of this scientistic reduction of

l4bcharies Hartahone,‘“Chaplea Peirce's 'One Con-
tribution to Philosophy' and His Most Serjpus Mistake," in
Studies in the Philosophy of Charles Sanders Peirce

(ppo uSS-?Q), po lWl.

-~
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the methods and objects of knowledge, the pragmatic dis-
tinction between[the subject of knowledge, his methodolo-

gical framework and beliefs, on the one hand, and the

. N 5
objects of knowledge, on the othéf hand, has been found tQ

be obliterated again. 'The human person or self, as a
subject of ethical, esthetic, and philosophical knowledge
has been found to be virtually phased out, having been

placed on the same level as emﬁf&ical events.




< CONCLUSION

- - . "
. ) L ' v \
.

Max Scheler'é critique of pragmatism 1é-a highly

i

topical philoeophﬂ;ga]: contribution at a &ime when mono-*
lithic and redgp}lvlétlc claims on the' part of proponents
Qf.'the scientific method'~-with their appeal 4o aﬁsolutely,
'value-free! rules of procedure, Fhe principle of exten-

sionality, and stringent requirements of 'literalnessY¥--

have all but eliminated from 'respectable’ theoretical

discourse the truly philosophical questions of'meaning and
- value; to the extent What such questions are not simply

quantlried as psycholoslcal or soolologioal 'facts,' they

have‘hither been relegated to the area of mere 'emotive'

or pradfisal (rather than oognitlve) 1mport or reduced to -
'faotual' analyses of ways of talking about these ques-
tions, ) ‘ , —

As Scheler's phenomenological mentor, Edmund

»

Huiserl; expressed his coﬁ%ern.over this trend; it engen-

>

dered a crists of meaning for modern mgn by an "indifferent

turning away from the qqestioﬁs which are decisive for a

\genulhe humani ty (Menschegtum)."1“5 - o ¢

N-‘ *

1“5Echm.md Husserl, The J.Lsis of European Sciences
"and Transcendental Phenomenoiogx An Introduction to
Phgnomenological Philosophy. Translated, with an Intro-

duction, by David Carr (Evanston: Northwaatern Unjversity

' Press, 1?70). p. 6. J -

»
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In the final analysis they concern man as a free,
self-determining being 11 his behavior toward the
human and extrahuman surrounding world (Umwelt)

and free in regard to his capacities for rationally
shaping himself and his surrounding world., What’
does science have to say about reason and unreason
or about us men as subjects of this freedom?ilb

7’

It is important to realize,.xquerl points out, that
questions about man ;s a subject of cognit{on, valuation,
and ethical action--all normative acts and thus implioitly
or explicitly qggcerniné problems of reason--are meta-
physical (in a broad sense) or épeclfioally philosophical
questions which ”aurpags the world understood as the

universe of mere racﬁs."1“7

e 4 R
Scheler's inquiry 1nto.the prescientific conditions
of the possibility of knoﬁledée was guided precisely by

this concern over the orisis of dea@ing affecting the very

concept of man, 'considering the pragmatic reduction of

cognition to 'work' as a majer oontributing factor..

The task of this thesis has been, in addition to *-
p}esantlng the major aspeots of Scheler's oritique, to
oritically appralse Scheler's charge of a twofold pragmat-
ic reductivism, as q£p119¢ toC. 8. Pelroa'é own authentic
writings whioh had not been avallable to Scheler at the
time., As a result of thyp analys'ls under the operative
definitions 'reduotlvg operatiop;liam' and 'solonplsm.‘
respectively, it has been established that whereas

Soheler's charge of ‘reductive operationalism' does not

1467b1d, (Emphasis sdded.) *71vsa., p. 9.
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correctly apply to Peirce's version of pragmatism, it is

confirmed to be a form of -'scientiam' in ‘Scheler's sense,
\\

~ Furthermore, the absenoe of a radical reductivism

’in the first instance has been traced to the employment of

a transcendental perspective in Peirce's theory of cogni=-
tion, Peirce'a transcendental inquiry not having been
auffloiently radical, 1. ey self- reflective and self=-
eritical, however, it was found ineffective to avert the
fallacy of a scientisp:o reduction resulting from thq

absoluﬁizlng and ontologizing of the pragmatic maxim as a

methodologlcal prinoiple, N
A8 a oorollery of the study of Scheler's critique
of pragmat;am it appears to be' sound phllosophloal proce-
dure, for an asseasment of any cognitive claim connected
With a certain frame of reference, to ascertain whether or
not that frame of reference allows for a theoretical
account of the subjest of inquiry as a viable agent of’
normative activities, loglocally distinet from th; objeocts
and events to be cognized. If such an account cannot be
acocommodated within that frame of reference, any radioall&

reduotivlstic olaim muat bs rejected as untenable, slven

AN

the failure to do Justioe to tba oritical and emanoipatory

potential of the subject of G%snition. v

' " The ourrently prevalent’ insistence on poaltiQTsQ}o

" and obJeotivlatlo oriteria and methods must, of course,

itself be underatood as a reaction against indefensible

metaphysical dogmn and exoessivé speoulation as well %

o,
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irrational and mystical philosophies, combined with a con-
cern over possible ideological eiploltatlons thereof. Fog. *
many, adherence to the scientific method became an expres-
sion of a genuine ethical and humaﬁiatic concern, as
R. Carnap put it, for "improving the life of mankind by
rational means,"148

What has been overlooked, however, f;‘these well-
intended programs of a 'scientific humanism,' 18 the fact
that the causal and experimental methods so efficlently
employed in the mastery and control of human destiny. by
virtue of their intrinsio limitatlons, leave the entire
domain of (objectifying, normative) human subJeotlvity in
cognition to the (irrational) pragmatic domsin of metho= .
dologlcal and metalinguistic procedure, i.e,, to considera-
tisns of practiocal interest and oonvpntion with their un-
questioned and unexamined presuppositions. (Cf. Scheler's
observat;on regardlng the utter 1rrationa11ty of the prag-
.matlo azlom that the world must neoesaarlly be amenable to

complete and total control, WG 378.) The frame of refer-

SN

ence of the.posltivf'solenoes, in fact, provides a theo-
retiocal aooount-pf man-~the cognitive, valuating, and‘
athloalfagent--oﬁly from the perapeotlveior an object o}
inquiry, varloualy glven ﬁo atimulation, conditioning, and

. 1“883e Rudelf Carnap's account of hié 1ntelleotua1
development and ethical motivations in his "Intellecotual

Autoblography,” The Phllosophy of Rudolf Cagnap. PRdited by
Paul Arthur SchiiRp. (Ia Salle, I1linoisr The Library of
Living Philosopherss, Inc., 1963), pp. 1-84. (Emphasis add.)
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corresponding reactions and actions takeﬁ as (passive)
effects according to .causal ‘explanations' of a physiolo-
glcal, macro-bqhavioural or cyberne%ic natu;e; in short,
to the systematic manipﬁlation b&‘thd soocial and natural
environment, . “

One not insignificant considerabionein the adher-
ence‘to the sclentific method--as also in Peirce's case--
18 no doubt the prospect of achieving the kind of "consen-
sus. in all human problegb which 18 to be found in the
natural sciences. a _

As M., Polanyl, a practicing scientist himself, has
pointed out, however, the dedands of the ﬁodern 801ept1r10‘
outlook and methodology=--of "direct observation" and
experimental praxlé;-han’led distinguished soclentists to
the absurdity or‘denyins the existence of consciousness;

/énd to dismissing the knower as an "unnecessary postu-
late."149 (Clearly, then, in matters of human experience
and méanlhgs, an exﬁlualve pursuit of the more facile con-.
sensus of thb natural sciences would exact an Enordinately
high. price in terms of guoh‘abaurditiea, the scepticism
foward meaning, and the evehtual totalitar1;; polarization
of cognition 1nto the manipulated and the manipulators
(themaelves 1mmuna from.rational cheoks and balanoes out-

slda the framework of 'solentifloc explanation ).

An alternative, phllosophloal. way of seeking auoh

14941 ohael Polanyl and Harry Prosoh, Meaning .
(Chicago: The University of Chiocago Press, 1975), p: 25.

&
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~

a mhch-needed consensus presents itself as the study of
human experience and meanings in phenomenological inquiry:
Phenomenology aims at overcoming unnecessary (unessential!)
and artificial divisive barriers of mehning by atud&ing
human intentionality and tracing it back to the common
'11fe-world, ' the "one single ground [Grund]” of all norma-

tive and ideating activities,

... consistently interrogating the ontic and validity~-
meaning of these ends and accomplishments, becom[;néf

©  aware of the inviolable unity of the complex of
, lﬁﬁﬁgﬁgfiﬁﬂﬁqngfgggy running through a mqp a
As Scheler's critique of pragmatism hag shown,
reflections about the nature of such accodﬁllshmenﬁb in
phenomenological 1lnquiry geadily bring forth the shared
insight that the posltivisq and pragmatip_perspectlveq at
best fall to tell the whole story of oogniflon, and can be
defended aéginstJthe~chargeporwser16us distortions only‘by '
expressly acknowledging their 1imited frame of reference .
and objeotives, Out of the more immediate task of reocti-
fying such one-sided ao&hunts'of human cogn tipn, tﬁen{ T
nay arise a siénifioant philosophical oon%;iluﬁ;on to the
realization or.h fundamental unlt& of meﬁﬁ;ﬁg. both for

individuael hunan beings-and for their cultural community, ". Ty

¢

A . ) 8
150kusserl, The Crisis, p. 113. (Emphasis add.)
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