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. INTRODUCTION

As the new expreésions “global village,”™ “spaceship
earth, ™ and "world»commﬁnity; indic;te, ours is an age.of \
progfessive interdependence. The significance that "diélogué"
and "commuﬁiéation" have acduired fof contemporary efforts to
comprehend ourselves drive this point home.

Bué'the continuous presence of conflict indicates tﬁat
‘the processes 6f socialiiation'are far from smooth. +Further,
it‘casts a prdfbﬁnd shadow on the tacit assumpﬁion of thesel
opening remarks, naﬁely‘that it is.somehow possibié to reach
and undefsténd one énothef and to communicate meaningfully.’
And yet, skepticism about this assumption appears untenable. .
For carried té it§ logical coneclusion, such skepticism would
ent§il the end of all communal endeavolurs, includin§ obvibusly
philo;oPhy itselfﬂ;

Tﬁe issues raised ?efe.have come to‘be known philosophic-
ally as those 6f the "otﬁer minds” proplem. Unknown to 7\\-
antiguity, this problem is distinctly %odern, oriéinaﬁing in
Descartes's fedefinitioﬁ of the criteria of. the merital. When
mind is defined‘as a non-spatial substance within me to which

only I have a privileged access, "another's mind becomés.‘

especially problematic. Paradoxically,” I “"lose” it when T
s N . [t -

pul

"discover® ‘'mine. ) A

Sinée_Desca}tes, philosophefs‘have struggled with this L
“Sx " . !

o - £
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—oeradox, attempting-ro prov;de~ep adequate epistemology
complementary to ‘the factual réaching of others that is a
feature of.all collective effort, J.S.Mill (1889) gave the
"orﬂer minds” orobleﬁ its first clear forﬁulation and
résponée. 'Mill asked and sought to‘justify knowledge'claims
that other m&nds exist. Subee—uently; and with the inflﬁenoe
of tﬂe metaphfsics of causalit oﬁ:épisteﬁology-receoing, |
there has been more copcern to justlfy knowledge clalms about
‘'feelings, 1nrentlons, and cognltlve style of other mlnds,.
 thus eﬂcompassihg rhe issue of the degree or depth of'ourl
knowing others But-for the most .part, theseyefforts haqej
been greatly hlndered by an eplstemologlcal sollp515m a
pOSlthn that COn51ders the 1nd1V1dual self and its states as
the only possmble or ;egltlmate'startlng point for phllO*
',sophical oonstruction JFor it is this pOSltlon which those
who accept the problem s orlglnal 1nsp1ratlon as valrd must

¢

themselves loglcelly assume.
[ Y H.

The recognition that I am not alone in'the world, that

- other beings around.me'thrnk and feel as I do (or “have ndndEW
and are indeed himan, has Feceived similarxr treetment. The
ergumentelof anglogy kMill, Russell), logical‘behaviorism_
(Carnap}, idenrity:theor;sts (Feigl), and of those who treat-

'rhe other as a hypothesis (H.H.Price) accept‘the Cartesian
distinction betweep-mind and‘body (or "mental states” vs.

. . . Bl ) ' R
“behaviour™). They assume that it is logically impossible to

L
+

apprehend immediately another person as experiencing some-.

thing. FEach represents the position that‘allaknowledée of

U . . . . .
others as beings with "minds™ is somehow 1nferent1a}, that is,

. H
s

o
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indirect: ‘ - S

ﬁmoné philosophers, tHe German phéﬁomenplogist Max
Scheler,(1874f1928)l,pr0posed first.an alternativg
strategy-—-one could call it a strategy of direct access.
For Scheler, that others éxist and that we Fnow they exist
are both rather 'obvious. As a phenomenclogist he rejects
the mind-body dichotomy of Qescaftes and ésserts‘thaﬁ much
more ;s immediately éi;en in perception than mere sense data.'
He finds in‘expression a primary datumn which immeaiately
reveals another being as an experiencing huﬁan éubjeét.'
Moreover, Scheler belie;es that reference to others is aﬂ

~

ontological or existential dimension éf each individual ‘self.

1

That is, man* and community are correlative in such a way
- -~ . i )

that his being #ncludes a reference to community as an-
internal relation. Any consciousness of."I" is not‘anterior
to but simultaneoﬁs with consciousnegs of a "thou”; knowledge
of the existence of community'is an irreducib%e background

.

for any encounters between.individualsn
| Schelef thus avoids what, is most prob%ematic about
“other mindsf; namely the lack of immeaiaﬁe evidence. He
does sé\by rejthing the solipsistic assumptions upén which

the problem's traditional formulatiqn rests. In fact, ‘the

"problem” ceases to exist for him and the entire fAissue must’

be redefined. 1If Ne is correct that the meaning of an "I~

¢

§

*Terms such as-"man” or "men” and “himself” or "his" as
a possessive of subject, person, égher, human being, etc.,
should, throughout this essay, be “taken as.referents of both’
sexes, thus being abbreviations for “man and woman,” “himself
or herself,” his or her,” and so on. - B -

T

- . P
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.~. n.
or "self” is a function of a "thou” or “community”™, then we
k-
‘ —

should spend less effort to justify our knoﬁledgq that others
exist} uniess we question our own existence-. Instead, we

ought to put far greater ‘emphdsis and significance on the

A3

issue of the extent or degree of our knowing others,. that is
of know1ng their personal 1dent1ty or Smely who they are.

The point of my essay is to establlsh the validity of

3

thlS conclusion through a critical-but sympathetic examlnatlon

of Scheler's views on the knowledge‘of others. I am confldent
wkt . - B

that the relevance of these views for the many conhtemporary

difficulties inherent in communication will be judged as self-

evident.

ey
%
Y

The discussion comprises two parts. The firs@ part
accounts' for Scheler's justification of our ;ecognition that
o£ﬁers exist. The second part deals witﬁ his theory of
knowing the identity of others, or ﬁhat.helalternatively calls
their peréongl essence. In a critical summary T note and
attempt to resolve the tension.-that exists between his view
that we know directly that other pefsonsrgxist (Part'One} but-
apprehend indirectly their personal essence (Part Two). -

. \ N
Since I introduce each of the two parts separately, for

-

the remainder of this introduction I will concentrate on
saying something about the structure of this esséy, Scheler's
methodology,as well as his treatment of a key theme in

philosophy. j ;
First, it may appear rather strange that I am examining
the process of recognition of persons before clarifying their

essence. Should one not, the objection may run, reverse these



1 b C ’ . ' Viii
two "moments” of intersubjective knowiedge and begin rathqﬁ
with describing the essential attributes of persons--and ,

, specifically what constitutes.the essence of the mental-rso

as to furmish some criteria for instances in which we

£l

~actually d% perceive athers? Logical és.this objection-'is, -

:it runs afoul of Scheler's equation of the mental or
intentional (what provides for meaning) with the personal
(1973a:389), to which in}tdrn he attributes absolgég unigue-
,ness and‘individuality £1954:65). In other yords, what
ultimately'individuglizes persons and provides for their
identity is also precisely what makes. them persoﬁs. In this
sense; then, theré are for Scheler no generallcriteria for
what constitutes personé. ’ —

Behind this position lies Scheler's conviction that the
human body cannot individuate (since all Life is for him
metaphysically one) so .that personal i;dividuétion and

. identity must be the responsibility of “spirit,” a meta-
physically Qistinct principfe, one, completely cut-off from
the perceptual realm.

Héwever, I.reject Scheler's metaphysics of l{fe,‘
quespién his dualism of person (spirit) vs. ego'(life)
(Section 5}, and argue in the Summary that from a strictl? '
descripﬁive attitude all that can be legitimately said is
that personal individuation runs on a centinuum which begins
with our bodily differentiatzah from others and progresses
gradually to those more profoﬁnd “spiritual” differences.

From this perspective one avoids making individual identity

synonymous with what constitutes the essence of the mental

ar
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viz.,inrentionalrty;

This, then, is precisely what' I assume in Part One. we!
can 1mmed1ately recognize that others are persons because the*
innumerable meanlngs of the1r {(bodily) expressions of joy,

anger, hate, resentment, etc. are also essentially intentional

phenomena which exhibip'an.immediately'apprehepded ccherence

' (see Appendix). No profound “insight' into who they are is

&

required for this recognition.:’

L]

Having said this, the initial objection against the

structure 'of this essay may again be raised, this time even
more forcefully. If it is possible to state some general

. S e : o
criteria for personhood, why not do éo\at the outset? The

™ .

difficulty here is in balancing faithfulness to Scheler's

original thought with my own conclusions and objections. In |
the end, my decision about the structure of this essay was
made on the premise that what I have done simply “hangs

together” better, and that the benefits of the sense of

~continuity and cohetrence that I believe I establish outweigh

’

the problems posed by certain logical inconsistencies or'
coeclusions reached only towards the end.

) On the other‘hand,-the particular structure I have
adopte%;does have some advantages. Almost all treatments

of Scheler's theory of intersubjectivity {(see Schutz 1962,
Ranly 1966,‘Owens 1970) begin with an exposition of Soheier's

conception of man, note the rigid bifurcation of man into

“the personal (spiritual) and livedebody (vital} levels,

‘ano/ﬁlndlng that Scheler concentrates mostly on knowledge

of the latter, sklrt the issue of knOW1ng the former.

»



Owens even says that Scheler lacks entirely any view of how
g - ' )
understdnding other persons is possible. This, as Part Two

shows, is false. What is true, is that nowhere are the

b
Al

various "COmpouents"'of"this understanding expljicated and
coherently stated in one place. This difficulty, I believe,
can be overcome more easily if one emphasizes less Scheler's

perhaps erroneous metaphysical conception of man, and

~
concentrates more--as I want to--on the epistoficlogical issues

involved, by adhering to a descriptive attitude.

One result of this descriptive concern, for example, is

-that I have throughout generally rephrased the issue of

recognition of another "mind” as simply that of recognition
that others ;think and feel as I go." This avoids the
potential re;fication-df'cognitive processes and the
implication of some metephysidal substfatum, “mental stuff"
and the llke LAs I have already 1nd1cated, . lthold

judgement about such a substratum ¥ But my rephraSLng does

not imply a recourse.to the analogy argument (Section 2)

which posits the existence of others as persons by anaiogy
with my own case. Rather I am confident that I can sdy that
others are "mindful” or like me because their coherently

expressed meanings are essentially public, that is, embedded

. in common language, signs} and symbols. They are therefore

meanings that I also employ. Conversely, the meanings I use °

are also “"theirs.”
Scheler scholars generally agree that his intellectual
history’2 can be arranged into three major periods: the'"neo-

Kantian, ™ the “phenomenological,” and the “metaphyeical.

]
.
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.Since thisuesséf is concerned mainly with themes expresseé
in Scheler's middle period, I also thoughE it~app;6pria£e
to acquaint, the réadér with.his notion'of phenomenology.
Like Husserl, Scheler seeé in pheﬁbmenolOgy-a method
whoée goal is to know immediately the essential stfucturés
of the objects oé experignce. Such immediate knowledge is
to be gained throdgh a chtegérial iﬁtuition," a.notign_
Scheler appropriéﬁes £rom the early Hgéserl. Qver ;pd‘aboﬁe
implying an intentional act, 'for Sclteler this igtuitiogl\
dpmands'froﬁ a philosopher a unigque attitude by which he 'is

able to abstract from the intuitive act as well as its object
all factors ‘pertdiming to their real condition and organi-

~ 1 '. .
zation. In this Wdy the philosopher attains to the essence

or “eidos’ of/E;perienced objects and thus finds himself in

the most in%énsive contact with the world. Since this contact

islgzg—log;5éi-25e content of these essences”cannot be defined
nar inferred, put only~‘pointed at, or elucidated by.prOH

. N~ ’ ) N
. gressive delimination, negative or positive description and
tentative definition™” .(Hartmann 1968:249).

Unlike Husserl, however, Scheler ultimately puts
phenomenoclogy in the serﬁice of metaphysical specuiation.
Following Hegel, he believes that the phenomenologically
uncovered essenéés are “windows into tﬁe absolute™ (1961:50—1L““
iﬁ a sense that they possibly indicate something of the |
‘ultimate structure of ;he universe.

% It is important to note that Scheler assigns to

phenomenological essences neither the’ statds of individuals

nor that of universals. This distinction, he suggests, arises

k
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X 8
only in relation to thé objects iﬁ which am essence is
manifest. An essence is universal if it comes to.the fore.
in a plurality of .otherwise different objects as an ..
identical essence. Nothing howévér prevents an essence front
§ignifying‘also the nature of an indiyiéual thing without it’™’
ceasing go be an essence (1973a:48;9). M&reovér, Scheler
refuses £o make bhenomenology conditional updn any criteria
concerning what éxperience is or what can be experienced.
All criteria, he reasons, are in the final analysis rooted
in the intuition of the things themssl ves. A full ;nder—
étanding of phenomenclogy requires, therefo;e, also “doing”
it.3 & )
s : .

.Finally, I wou%d 1ike to point to Scheler's active
enga;ément of what:I'consider one of tﬁg most importaﬁt
issues in'epistemology, the relationship between knowledge
and affectivity, i.e. feelings and moods.

In most theoretical and popular accéunts it has been
customary to emphasize the ways in which afféctivity
“"disturbs” cognition and even distorts truth, Consequently,
the prevailing view has it that truth’'s acquisition is bound
with the ieast possible intervention of the affect in any

cognitive process.

Undoubtedly, affects can and often do mislead in the

pursuit of truth. For this-reason the statement “love is

—~

blinding”™ usually receives quick general assent. But there
is a counterview, backed by a tradition extending from
antiquiﬁy, which ascribes a crucially significant role to

love in the development of knowledge. The claim is that love

i
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leada to qteater 1nsmght thus recogﬂmzmng that tﬁere are'
facets of experience other than 1deas, judgements, aaa
raasoniﬁgs which are relevant to cognltlon._

Naw if'théta is a measure of twuth 1n each of the.two
contrary assertions, then to cgmpletely abandon 1nve5tlgat1ng
the first position (love is bliggiag):certainly runs the
ristakbf'delusion. But to ignare the second position (love
makes oﬁe-see) is egquivalent ta cognitive self—limitation and
'a corresponding 1imitatian of reality in which we are
cognitively, hence existentially, active. .
| It is in the context of intersubjectivity, and by

'I

examining those views of Scheler that are pertinent to it,

-

that this essay hopes. also to defend against the second

<

possibility. By extension, it will be shown that a notion
of an "affective epistemplogy” is not a specious philo-
‘sophical proposition but a legitimate "dtéc}plipe" worthy
of serious considaration. \\

I would like to acknowledje my inﬁebtedﬁess to my wife
Majka for har support and stoic patience, and to Peter

McCormick for his professional help'and;éood'humor.



ABSTRACT

v

The foliowing dissertation examines Scheler's contr}bﬁtion
-to the philosophical problem of "other minds.“

One major aspect of this problem coneerns oﬁr conviction .
about the ‘existence of other human sugjects. For sdme, jugti—
fication of this conviction can come only in the 'form of
indirect‘or.infereﬁtial knowledge. This is either because
their conception of subjectivity allows a [self” to be accesgible
only to the individual person who “"has”™ it, or because they
attempt to (but cannot) reconstruct all of intersubjecﬁive
knowledée'out of the eﬁistemologicgl fesources of a sinéle.
isolated ego. For others, however--and Schéler among ‘them—-
such indirect jﬁstification fails to successfully overcome
theé charge of solipsism. Indeed, they see ho alternative
except to conceive of the self as an essentially social
{rather than solitary-private) en;i%y. On their view, that
others éxist is immediately evident.

But the two positions (indirect vs. immediate knowledge)
need not necess%rily be contrary or antagonisﬁic to each other.
Their compleméntarity can be established by recognizing in a
wider context that.they are clarifications that pertain to

v

different types of human sociality} are based on different “

models of cognition, and use dissimilar examples of conscious
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‘i‘sté;es as pqradigmatic evidéﬁce offﬁéing humap.
El‘Tﬁegothe;hmaiofnaspéc§ of iﬁtersubﬁéctivify\concerns.
knpﬁledgé of:tﬁe speéifiC‘éharacter, identity (i.e. who Ehey

are), or personal essence éf thep§. Sdéh.identity may be
thought of as established th}ough the identiﬁy @f the human
body or perhaps through the continuigy'of personal memory.
However, the more we take into account the fact of human
multidimensionality‘and transcendence aﬁd conpeive of persocnal
essence in individual 6r unique terms, knowledge of it does
-not appear to be possible without the peculiaf powers of the
human affect. Herein lies the originélity ofiScheler'slkhought.
At Ehe same time, a successful reconciliation of Sbheler‘é
views on knowledge of the existence of persons with those on

knowledge of personal essence requires a resolution of or

"abstention” from his metaphysical dualism.

-\
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Introduction.-

lThat no seriSus philésoPher has ever espoused meta-
.physical solipsism attests to the academic nature Bﬁ this
position. Who in his right mind would want to insist tﬁat
only he exists? But with the subjectivistic turn of modern
philosophy the knowledge that others are thinking and
feeling beings like me, and that consequently communication

1 is, like éverything else, subjected

with them is poSsible,
to the.gritical scrutiny of the skeptical mind. Still: even
the modern skeptic would not consider himself as the sole
human, even if he was logically compelled to do so. His
doubt as to the existence of others is a methodological tool
designed to ensure the solidity oé his knowledge that other
beings think and feel as he does, and that they therefdre
exist as human beings. Though we are not compelled to adopt
this particular methodological procedure, we must nevertheless
acceét the challenge that motivates it.

In this first part of my essay I will examine Scheler'é
account of our recognition that others exist. I will also.
look at some other accounts, althougﬂ these are formulated
within conceptual frameworks quite different froﬁ ﬁhe one
used by Scheler.; The understanding.gf a broader conceptual

outline of a rationalist—empiricist approach on one hand,’

and of a transcendental-phenomenological approach on the other,

L
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will, I be}ieﬁe;ugreatly facilitate‘hndefstanding Scheler's

own efﬁort

- -

S f Spec;flcally, I'want to expose certaln ba51c features.

#f each account and show how these features(;nfluence the
formulatlon of the. problematlc ©f . 1ntersubject1v1ty, the )
methodology employed as well as_what in each particular case
counts as'gVLdence. In looking for this evidence it makee

a significant difference whether we;aim to eetablisy contacé
with the objective world and others (beecartes), whether we
aim to re-establish that contact within the “post-reductive”
context o% a transcendental ego (Husserl), or whether we take
this contact as established (Scheler)y. Clearly, much here
depends on basic conceptions of subjectivity and its relation
to reality. Different, for example, will be tHe path of a
subjectivity conceived as a self—enclosed entity from that of
a subjecti#ity viewed as essentially social. Different, as
well, will be the path of a subjectivity related to the wofld
in intentional as opposed to oausal terms.

It is not my intention to pit er particular account
against aoother. Rather, these accounts are presented in a
deliberate ,order which should facilitate understanding of
each position. In*Section 1, I present a summary of Scheler's
statement concerﬁing the natyre and scope of the p:obleﬁs
pertinent to‘intersubjectivity. Pointing!to key issues
involved, Scheler's statement is a useful guide for research
and structures many of the analyses in subsequent sections.

Section 2 examines two accounts of intersubjectivity formulated

within a rationalist-empiricist framework and Scheler's
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¢ritical response to them. I mentioned earliéf that the
problemgtic pf.intersquectivity.as a question cgncerning
the existénpe of others is:a distiﬁﬁ%ly modern pfoblematiF.
The theorigs of analogical inference and prajegfive empathy
as found %n'two major off;hoots of Cartesiinism, positivist
philosophy and associationist psycﬁology; are the initial
‘respénseg'to this question. Their point of departure is‘ﬁhe_
;ertitude of the exispenbe of a solitafy ego, with knowledge
of others considered aé probable. Since the comprehension'
of rééiity as a whole is seen as possibié to the .extent that
we discove£ the mathematical—physica;'1aws that purportedlyé}
govern it, cauéal inferences and-analogies are naturally seén-
as the best tools that- strengtheén. the probability of knowing
others. \ ;

In Section 3, I examine Huséerl's transcendental-
phenomenological approach to intersubjectivity.—’I do this
for two reasons.. First, Husserl's philosophy as a whole is
motivated by a commitment to overcome the scientism of
positivism and assooiationism. His successful attack on-
psychologism indicts both, énd by extension repudiates much
of the Cartesian doctrine. Second, in my judgement the
short-comings of Husserl's account of intersubjectivity best
introduce Scheler's effort.

With Husserl we do indeed shift into a different key.
Subjectivity is put in an intentional relation to the world
and causal analyses are abandoned. Moreover, the factual

existence of self and others is taken for granted. Indeed,

it is entirély disregarded and plays no part in determining



the analysis of intérsubjeétivitf. For Husserl follows a
“methodological idealiém"2 that accepts .as evidence‘onl§
what .can be- constltuted by a solitary 1nd1v1dual consciousnas.
The failure of thlS procedure will suggest-the need to’ 1nck@e
. the fact of communlty in any analysis. - This is 'explored in
‘Sections 4 and 5, where for Scheler the fact of soc1al
- existence is the startlng pomnt

The conclusion puts in perspective the views of both
Husserl and Scheler. It also,éuggests several specific
directions of research useful for a deeper appreciation of

the problematic:

I



Section 1 ‘

Intersubjectivity: Problems and Issues

In Chapter 1 of Part 3 of The Nature of Sympatﬁy
(hereafter Syméathy) Scheler offérs a'detailed survey. of the
issues involved in intersubjective knowledge.‘ He does so,
because he is convinced that a lack of proper distinctions
and figer differentiations.concerning the nature and scope
of the issues involved, as well as the.failure to formﬁlate
the sclutions in a systemétic way,_haéhobscured progress in.

.this area. - |

The survey furnishes an excellent working context for
research. 1In presentiﬂg'it here in concise forﬁ I hope that,
in additicon to its fﬁnctiOn as a ﬁ&eliminary clarification,
it will put in-perspedtive some of the exposition that follows .

The significahce of several -0f the distinctions and -
questions Scheler articulates can be fully appreciated only
within the broader context of his entire philosophy, 'since
they deal with fundamental epistemological.and metaphysical
issues. For this reason I have avoided here as much as
possible the use of some bf his more technical terms, pre-
ferring instead to substitute more general "equivalenté."
As I have already intimated, at this ﬁoint of the essay the

value of Scheler's survey lies more in the clarity and
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comprehensiveness with which he éeeé\gﬁé problems, than in
the particular ontological coﬁmitments He holds in order‘to
make some of his distinctidns. Moreoyer, if some of these-

_~

commitments' are themselves problematic, then perhaps a
pre?atu?e introduction of technica{ ﬁargon may’ obscure finding '
a better way of talking about the issues involvéd.

Accordingly, Scheler subdivides “intersubjectivity” into

six distinct areas whose problems must be addressed in any

serious investigation of the theme. -d>

1. The ontology of the self, community, and their relationship

Under this heéding come the following questions: Is-Ehe
relationship between the individual and comgunity an essential
relationship such that the meaning of being gﬁ individual
carries a reference to community-ﬂanéathié“;hdependently of
the existence of any particular individual or community? Or
is this relationship merely:factual and contingent? :
Furthermore, does phenomenological investigation_into the '
eséence of inter-human relatedness discover'diétinct.neces#ay

ties between ourselves at various levels of our existence

(i.e., the wvital, mental, or spiritual)?

2. The epistemology of intersubjective experience

| The principal guestion here is: What entitles any
%pdividual to postulate a)“the existence of community in
general and b) the existence of another particular
individual? As this gquestion is'part of a wider epistemo-
légical problem concerning the criteria necessary to Jjudge

the actual reality of things, closely related, and in fact
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in need of prior resolution, is a set of issues associated

-

nith a general theory of cognition: a) what provides for

-
the reality of an object and how is this object encountered

as real by a conscious su rect? ‘b} whaﬁ is the mark of a
mental or spiritual reé{:ijesf a conscious individual sslf
and how in turn 1s/fnls reality known? c) if certain levels
or dimensions of our being cannot be objectified (e.g., the

sg}ritual or personal level), how are we first\acquaintedrxnth

their reality in ourselves? in others?

3. The stratification of experience in intersubjective

S' knowledge
/
sential

Here Scheler calls for clarification of the j
order of meanings involved in our acquisition of knowledgé
of others. This entails show1ng what individual experlences

and 1ntu1tlons must. be presupposed in lntersubjectlve

knowledge; it ;s to be an investigation of an “order of Iﬂ‘
dependence among cognitive iptentions” (1954:217). Concerned
with the Fssential rather tfhan temporal order, such

investigatiyon is therefore 4 matter for eidetic (and not
- .

empirical) p logy, that is, a Esychology which examines
consciousness's meaningful contents and the relationships
thereof, rather than the'qausal laws under which such csntents
nay appean. o

This topic comprises such key issues as: a) does
consciousness of others presuppose self-consciousness?

b) does knowing others-presuppose“{or not) knowledge of the

reality of the (inanimate) physical world? c) insofar as




N
v

the other as an animate being-is also part of nature, is

nature itself first apprehended under the aspect of expressive:

b
F

meaningfullness of living:things in general, or, is
egpression somehow subsequently "added” to previoﬁsiy grasped
-ihanimate matter? d) in actual perception of éthers,'i;
knowledge of their mental agpect prior to, simultaneous with,
~ Oor subsequent to knowledge of their organic form--the living
body e)to what extent (i;e.;'lqvel of being) can we know

others, and knowledge of what forms of sociality (if any) is

presupposed at various levels of this knowing?

4. 'Intersubjectivity and empirical psychology

Scheler holds that the referents of the various cognitive
intentions in intersuﬁjective experience a?e'not all onto-
logically the same (i.e., they are irreducibly differenﬁ
“things”). Since it deals with the objectifiable, what
empirical or experimental psychology can contribute to the
problem of‘knowing others' is constraiﬁed and circumscribed by
certain ontologiéal limits on what can be objectified within
the mental fief&T«\ o “

For Scheler, o‘ly a part of our total mental and cognitive
existence is capable of becoming an object for us. This is

vital or lived-bpdy' consciousness. 1In contrast, the con-

. f
nection of "higher”™ cognitive acts to the propexrly personal

or spiritual order precludes their objectification. Their

ontological status then places them outside the jurisdiction

and competence of empirical psychology.
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5. The consistency of an epistomology of interéubjectivity ~

with metaphysics

A demand for the propeé metaphysical background of an
"entire account of interéubjectivity generates issues of this
Problem areal In its context Scheler calls for compatibility,
a'"logicai unity of style™, between epistemology of inter-
subjectivity and metaphysics.‘ (He allows only for a ‘
methodological separation of the two.) Thus, fo¥ examplg, a
theory of knowing othefs.thfougnﬂanalogy is incén;isteﬁt with
a métaphysics which posité a s&pra—individual mind, but quite
compatible with a Cartesian dualism of interacting substances
which does not do’sol‘ The metaphysics of the mind-body
réiation is theregore{inseparable from any epistemology of

knowing others.

6., Inﬁersubjectivity and ethics

A cardinal feature of Scheler's general epistemology is
its insistance that we originally encounter all éxisténts as
in some sénse valuable, i.e. as bearefs,of”value. Ceonversely,
values relate to concrete existents.

In light of this intringic connection (between value and
‘existence) Scheler suggests that certaih moral “essentially
social; actsj;and in particular those which carry a necessary
reference to others as hearers of:value——constitute an
“indirect proof” that others exist, especially since they are
irreducible to a combination of some simpler “pre-social”
components to which the experience of meeting others: has

somehow been “added.” Thus, such emotions as love, sympathy,

=
¢



.6r hatred, alone furnish sufficienF “evidence” for others"
exlistence; theoretiéal acté (i.e., objectifying ;ognitions)
are not required to verify this.

To expose the potential issues 5f‘this problem area
Scheler alludes to a somewhat ‘conflicting viéw, that of
Fichte. The idealist maintains . that the very.essence of an
individual suﬁjéct is formed by a primary consciousness of
obligation; others towards whom I have obligations must
therefore concretely exist. Théugh it has its merits--it is
clearly akin to Scheler's analysis of "esséﬂsially social”
acts--this view, Scheler thinks must be rejected because it
obllterates an lmportant dlstlnctlon namely, ggtween our
social nature in generaleand particular instances of
particulaf'individuals knowing partidular ophers;m'lt is to
account for the latter that forms the crux of any theory of,

intersubjectivity.

Having compieted'this summary of problem areas relevant
for accounts of intersubjectivity, I would like now to pass
on to some concretefdescﬁiptions and examine how they resolve
the key issues mentioned above. I shall first consider two
well-established “classical” accounts of our knowledge that
others exist (pgoblem area 2) and Scheler's critical response
to them. His critique is the first step towardlthe
elaboration of his own positive statement on intersubjecfivity.
Its exposition and evaluation begins the task of the rest of
this essay: to examine and evaluate whether the perspicuity
with which Scheler saw the pertinent issues involved is matched

' by the solutions he proposes.

e 7
. s



Section 2

Analogical Inference and Projective Empathy:
Two Classical Accounts of Knowing Another's: -

Existence.

an inabili£§¥to overcome solipsism conclusively brings
Scheler to a radical criticism of theofies of intersubjectivity.
This inabil;fy, Scheler observes, is self-engendered; it stems
from adhering to a rationalist-empiricist paradigm as a suit-
able conceptual framework‘wigpin which the problematic of
knowing others is to be raised. (The paradigm was very much
in vogue in Scheler's time with the burgeoning new discipl}ne
of psychology which furnished most of the accounts that he
attacked.) Let me therefore briefly sketch those of its
metaphysical and epistemological features which bear closely

on thd problematic.

Concerning the relation of mind and body, variations of
two basic and underlying positions were current: 1) “inter-

actionism,” in which mind and body are seen as two different

. substances reciprocally influencing each other, 2} “psycho-

A\
4

/
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physical parallelism,” according to which every reality of

consciousness corresponds to a physical event, that physical
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- event playing in addition_the ultimate explanatory role.

The basic epistemological premise of the rationalist-Y
eﬁpiricist paradigm acéépts as self-evident that each of
us is primarily and indubitably aware only of his own self
and its experiences, and that this is the essential datum
of inner'g?rception. This "first principle,” taken as an
axiom, provides'the basis for a deductive model within which
all human knowledge is to be set forth. The individual self

and its states is regarded then as the only possible or

legitimate starting point for philosophical construction.l

An obvious corollary of this primacy of self-awareness
is that in our experiehce of others it is thelappearance of

their body which forms that experience's primary datum. For

‘it logically fallows that concerning perception of others,

what is primarily given of them must be sométhing other than
what is primarily given only to them, i.e. their own self and
its states. Since by deﬁinition innér perception gives each
of‘us only our own private inner states, %piis through outer
perception that I must first apprehend otﬂers. And within
the restricted empiricist notion of outer perception which
claims its objects to be mere sense dqta, the other's body,
described in strict physicalist terms, appears as the only
legitimate source from which my sense organs could receive
stimuli and thereby suﬁstantiate my belief that others like
me do in fact exist.

A justification of this entire sequence can be offered

at yet anothe nd more basic level--one that abstracts from
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the analytical understanding of “inner perception™ and the
epistemological logic it generates. At the heart of
rationalist-empiricist thinking lies a distinction between
non-extended mental events occurring "within™ man and the
éxtended physical things that appear in space around him.
Since others appear in space around me, they are by definition

given to me primarily as res extensae, that is, under their

physical aspect. Hence, it can only be their bodies that
are given to me; their non-extended dimension, the minds
remain hidden.

It was in the light of such assumptions that J.S.Mill
(1889) first explicitly raised the question of "other minds™
(i.e., of the exact process by which we arrive at knowing
that others like us exist}. In continental Europe‘the issue
found resonnance in late nfheteenth and early twentieth

century as part of an effort to pfovide a transcendental basis .

. o
for the “"cultural sciences” (Geistwissenschaften).2 Troeltsch

saw this clearly:

The main problem here is the question of
our knowledge of other minds; for this is
the peculiar presupposityion of history,
and in general a central issue for all
philosophy, since the possibilities and’
difficulties of any common thought and
philosophizing all depend upon it

" (Scheler 1354: xlix}.

The initial response to this problematic was formulated
by two “classical” theories in philosophical and. psychological
literature.3 The f£irst is the theory of analogical inference;
the second is the theory of projective_empathy.

Pp—
..

According to the theory of analogical inference--held by
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Mill, while iéé leading continental advocate was Erich Becher
--we become convinced of the existence of other selves,
exterior_to'us but similar to ourselves, by perceiving in the
other's organism movements analogous to our own. That is, on
tLe basis of a similafity‘obtéined in comparing the mdvements
of the other's body with our own bodily feactions to our own
inner states, we infer the existence of another self to which
these movements ™ "belong.” |

The theory of'projective empathy {attributed to Theodor
Lipps) justifies our knowledge claims for the existence of
others with a hypothesis of an empathic projection of our own
"ago-ness” of "self-hood” into a body exterior to cur own.

We sQme to know that others are really human by virEually
putting ourselves in their place.,

After a careful phehomenological inqéstigation, and
finding little justification for the proposed explanations,
Scﬁeler rejects both theories. Moreover, he argues that the .
difficulties of overcoming solipsism left unresolved by each
theory are a direct consequence of their initial assumption
of the priority of self-knowledge. Against the theory of
analogical inference he advances four claims.

First, Scheler points to the fact that animals appear:to”
be aware of fhe existence of other psychic centers. This
could hardly be inferential knowledge. Likewise, infants

possess definite knowledge of persons around them at an age

when inferential processes clearly cannot be attributed to

them.
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Second, while we are conscious of our own expressions,
we certainly do not experience them in the éame manner as we
experience the expressions of others. We are aware of oﬁr
own bodily movements through kinestHetic sensations, whereas
we encounter the géstures and expressions of others within
the audio-visual field of perception. In view of hpw
dissimilar-ly these phenomena are given, Scheler sees no COmMmEN
ground between them on which analogical inference leading to
the existencé of others could be estabiished. In fact, any
analogical inference makes sense only if we take the exisﬁaﬁe
of the other self for granted. For only on this latter
assumption can we consider any gestures appearing within the
outer perceptual field as “expressions” and therefore similar
in nature to our own gestures.

Third, we are certain of a type of “"mental” life in
animals, even though their expreséiﬁe movements and actions
‘hardly resemble ours. Comparisons and analogical inferences
are clearly impossible here.

Finally, Scheler notes that inherent in the theory of
analogical inference is the fallacy of the fourth term.

"For such an argument [of analogy] would be logically
correct . . . only if it implied that on the occurrence of
expressive movements similar to those I perform myself, it
is my own self that is present here as well--and not some
othesr alien self. If the conclusion refers to an alien self,
distinct from my own, it is a false conclusion, an instance

of the fallacy of the four terms™ (1954: 240). Analogical
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inference remains then caught in a reduplication of the self.
The other classical account of reaching tﬁe existence

of another mind, the theory of projéctive empathy, receives

. similar radical criticism. Even in its sophisticated
L) . .

formulation by Lipps, all that projéctive empathy seeks to
establish, says Scheler, is a Yblind belief” in the existence
of others. It does not aim at a self-evident intuition nor

A
even at a rational postulate--the latter at least being the

merit of analogical inference--concerning the existence of

others. Projective empathy's belief is blind because "it
would be pure chance that the process of empathy should
coincide with the actual presence of mind in the bodies so

perceived” (241). Thus the theory lacks criteria by which

it would be possible to differentiate between instances in

which we impute psychic life to entities where such life is
absent, -and instances in which it is present. Nor caﬁ-this
theofy adequately differentiate between levels of amﬁthwufor
example: between empathy as a source of our knowledge of the
existence of others, and empathy as an "aesthetic projection”
of self as in identifying with an actor on stage or screen
in order to understand better his character.

To avoid the firé£ and obviously thé more serious of
the latter difficulties--and thereby save itself--the theory
of projective empathy claims that not just any visual content
will do to initiate the empathic act. 'What is needed is
perception of "expressive movements.” But this, Scheler

rightly objects, begs the question. The realization that
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certain seen movements are expressive movements alréady
presupposgs_knowledge/pf the presence of another mind of
some kind; to recogni&e something as eggressive is not the
source but the outcome of this belief (241).

Thus, in-spite of an apparent plausibility, the
classical theories of analogical inference and projective
empathy are vulnerable to objections which rather cpnclﬁ%%vely
refute them, and which have drastically reduced the numbég
of thinkers who seriously support them. One should notﬁ\of
course, underestimate the attractiveness.of these'positions
for popular consciousness. The strong Cartesian heritage
within our culture, along with the associationist psycho-
logists!' artifipial dissolution of our unified experiences
into isolated sense data, makes such attractiveness unavoid- - \
able. Scheler's critique, even if'ié conveys what has : ’“S
become obvious to.ﬁ%ﬁy professional philosophers, remains
timely and can béﬂéuécessfully restated.

Scheler's afgumentdtion needs no buttEessing. Its
cogency ensurés its independent standing and his entire
critique remains a éound philo hical contribution. By way
of concluding here, I should like to justify this claim
briefly by expanding on and amplifying its most significant
ramifications.

To recall the basic assumption of the theories, they
" both asserted the primacy of self—knowledge over knowledge

of others and claimed that especially in relatiopfto psychic

existence only one's own self is immediately and indubitably i
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given.to consciousness. This common point of departure
ensures that the two theses, in spite of the fact that they
take distinctly opposite directions, reach essentially the
same inevitable conclusions. While péojective empathy moves
in what we can call a centrifugal direction from myself as
center toward the other, analogical inferences is a
centripetal movement from the ‘other to me.

| ‘
ﬁowever, in botﬁ theses my own self remains the
central analogue, explicitly oi implicitly, to whose terms
the other is réduced. For this reason, as Scheler makes
very clear, neither theory ié capable of accounting for our
knowledge of the other as other. Both analogical inference
ang projective empathy remain caught in a reduplication of
%he self; starting only with my own case I am condemned to end
with it, merely “placed”™ elsewhere. Both then are unable to
transcend the solipsism inherent in the premises they accept
in their formulation, begging in.fact the question in an.
attempt to do sp. But since both theses are clearly quite
consistent with the epistemologiﬁal—and metaphysical
assumptions from which they proceed, the exposure of their
failure at once puts in guestion these very assumptions
themselves.

It is‘evident that the éhiiosophical problems pertaining
to our knowing others as raised in the rationalist-empiricist
péradigm cannot in fact be solved within the framework of

assumptions in which they are posed. Ultimately Scheler's

critique suggests the need for radicaliy different starting

[}
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point;, if that certitude which I have about the existence
of others--a cértitude as unmistakable as that concerning
my own existence or that of the physical world--is to be
vindicated. The failure of analogical inference and
projective empathy‘implies at the very.least, that for such:
justification the other must be encéuntéred far more directly
than either thesis assumes, and that the psoblem~of knowing
others is rather different from a purely logical problem of
finding evidence for an inference in which the existence of
egos and théught procesées ¢other than ocur own are posited;
Beforebhowéver following up on these suggeétions as they
are dealt with by Scheler, I will consider an account of
intersubjectivity which is explicitly aware of Eoth the
spéctre of éolipsism and the inapproPriatenegs of causal
inferences for ahy solution, but which, in spite of its
divorce from Cartesian metaphysics and empiricist episte-
mology, falls in my judgement éhort of being equal to |
the task set to it by its author.® That aécount;.formulated
by a phenomenological contemporary of Scheler, will throw in
relief problems pertinent to intersubjectivity séill dif&ment
from those posed.by the classical theories I haye just

examined. C



Secton 3

Intersubjectivit§5gnd

Transcendental Phenomenology.

For Edmund Husserl the "bbjeétive world,” or more
precisely the world's obéectivity, is dependent on inter-
subjective experience. Objectivity attains its fulfillment
when the sense of something cannot be discovered “in” ‘
(or is not reducible to) all possible acts of an individual
consgiousness pgécisely because that-same object is a
correlate‘of the consciousness of other individuals. Some-
thing exists objectively because it exists not merely for me

“ut for others, is "there for everyone.” Likewise, knowledge
can be qualified as objectiveiif and only if its truths are
not private but are binding on\others.

This concept of objectivity clearly assumes then
knowledge of other individuals as other. And since it is
the businéss of phenomenology to describe the objective
(public) structureé of the world, the issues of inter=~
subjectivity pertaining td our knowledge of the other as
other and that of the cénstitution of the'objective world
become inseparable. 1Indeed,-as Husserl himself admits,

failure to account for intersubjectivity implies the collapse

of phenomenology itself.
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_An‘pbjeétidn of solipsism, ;EIEh Husser; raised against
trahscéndental phenomenology, motivates the entire argument
of his "Fifth Cértesian Meditation” thegeéfter CM 5). Such
an objection would appear to follow almo;t automatically the
use of the transcendental epoché&, a methodologigal procedure
which forms the core 3& Husseri's program and which is
directly linked to his view of consciousness. This procedure
assumes that consciousness is intentional——whefe intentional{ty
refers to-consciousqgés's seléctive and varied directedness
toward real and ideé; objects "throdéh" Which these very
objects, and the world in general, are what Ehey are for us--
and seeks to elucidate the structure and “essence” of the
world by a reflective examination of consciousness rathéf
than of the physical existential world itself. It "brackets”™
this world and considers all iptended orgmeant things only
as they are meant; all being is "reduced” to being-for-my-
* consciousness. Thus the guite natural objection of solipsism.

But however strong the Cartesian flavour of this
procedure may be, Husserl's aims here are quite different
from those of the famous rationalist. Whereas Descartes
takes the egolcogito as an indubitable first truﬁh and from
it tries to prove by deduction the existence of the real
transcendent world, Husserl takes that world “for granted™
and seeks only to bring forth the structure of the sense
which the transcendent world has for us. Husserl's analyses

are intentional not causal. And as long as phenomenolqu

) ]
refrains from any metaphysical pronouncements and carries
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ou:tits program only as a'“methodological idealism,” it
is irrelevant to ask’of it proofs of the €artesian sort.1

?fom this perspective, intersubjectivity must receive
the same treatmeﬁt as other regions of phenomenological
investigations. If the sense of all existents is possible
by v}rtue of the iﬁtentionality of my consciousness and  its
“constitutive syntheses,” the other must be regarded as
another case of an existehﬁ;—to be sure a special one--who
has sense for me through these_pperations of consciocusness.
Following his principles, Hussérl:ﬁusé show how the other
is constituted in my consciousness‘as another ego, a subject

. . /
constituting a world of his own, and how this constitution

"(of the other in me) bears on, the constitution of the

objective world. In this context solipsism would signify
a failure to account fér the sense of the other as other,
and a concomitant privatization of the transcendent objective
wox since the sense “objective world for all” wouid become
an ligossibility. Clearly then, it is not a metaphysical
solipsism that Husserl attempts to overcome. The problem
of our relation to others is maintained by him on the plane
of knowledge or meaning, in stricﬁ separation from the plane
of being; any solution rests expliq;tly on a cognition which
suspends judgement about the factual existence of world, |
others, or interpersonal relétions.

With these clarifications in place, I turn to the
specifics of his account of intersubjectivity. Since all

existents have sense for us because of the intentionality of
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our-conscioosness, the individual subject or ego is the ego
‘of all constitutions. It possesses infinite 1ntentlonal
possibilities, including, therefore, the capac1ty for that
sort of intentionality through which we become aware of the
sense “other subject™ or “alter eéo." To. legitimize this
claim Husserl must explicate the experiential condition$ or
processes in Ghich‘this “alter-intentionality,” presented
first as a_possibility, becomes concrete through adequate
fulfillment in intuition, thus providing- for the appearance
of another subiject. -Essentially, three key steps are
involved in this explication: 1) the reduction to the
"sphere of ownﬂess," 2) the grasping of the other through
“analogical appresentation,” and ﬁ) the pairing of my and
the other's perspectiveethrough.fmagination.

In CM S,iPar. 44 Husserl outlines the'reduction to the
sohere of ownness. Its explicit aim is to "disregard all
constitutional effects of intentionality relating ﬁnmeaiately
" or mediately to another subjectivity™ (1977:93). In other
words, the world,hae to be srripped of "dall Soc¢tTal meaning
inherent in the ascrlptlon of intentional life to someone
other than myself. This is done by an initial bracketing of
others as living beings; further abstraction encompasses all
cultural objects (which in themselves necesserily refer to
orhers) until I finally Qithdraw from the world its character
as a world for everyone. Through this procedure I have then
reached my sphere of ownness in which this world, now “proper”

i

to my ego, is transcendent only in a sense that as a correlate
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of my consciousness it is irredﬁcihle to any one actual or
possible act of that consﬁiousness and that‘consciousness
alone. The abstractions pefformed were not of the
Aristotelian type, (i.e. of essence from existence), but
involved rather a separation of, or sifting out of the
various strata which -determine the meaning the world has
for‘me. Such separation is what Scheler has in mind by an
investigation of the order of dependence among cognitive
intentions. The .separation of sense e%fected by Husserl here
gives that which in the transcendentél field of ek?erience;
is "my own" and that %hich is "éf the other.”

%Whaﬁ‘is»the reason for this procedure? 1Its aim, I
believe, is to ‘clarify how my body is constituted in my
consciousness., This clarification is important, because in

1

@ philosophy advocating the primacy of pergeption2 the

-perceived body “founds” intersubjectivity. Thus in the

primordial sphere, among all natural bodies that are the

\d "
¥

correlate of my consciousness, my own body stands out as
“the 6nly body that is or can be constituted originally as
an animate organism”™ (110). -My active control of my body's
mbvements gives it this special status.

But this restriction of original constitution as
animate organism to my body implies that the other's
“animateness” cannot find its direct justificaton in

perception. It can only be

RALvative, Husserl suggests,

of an “apperceptive transfer ®from my animate organism. And

he goes on to say that such apperceptive transfer or
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“analogizing apprehension” receives its basis from a
“similarity connecting within my primordial sphere, that
body ovef there with my body™ (111).

Té supplant the apperceptiue transfer Husserl appeals
to the notibﬁ‘of association under the form of “pairing’--
two data given in’unify of one conscious act--with
"appresentation“3 as a “special case” of this pairing
proving to be theé key. ~ Granting the impossibility of
perceiving another consciousness, 1f consciousness maintains
in principle a relationship with the world which is one of
embbdiment, then, in perceiving someone we can Say that
whereas only their body is directly presented to us, their
consciousﬁe§§/zg\éppresented by that body. It is this
particular instance of appresentation (of cbnsciousness.by
body) that Husserl uses in conjunction with the analogical
apprehension of a body that now appears in my sphere of
ownness as “another living body.” Through énalogical
appfesenta@ion the sense "égo" arises: originally given only
to me,_it is’tfénsferred by means of an analogy to that other .
living body. From this “beginning” the other is .confirmed
as another human being through the continuous harmony of his
behaviour (114).

The finél step in intersubjective constitution involves
Husserl in coordinating in imagination the perspectives
belonging ﬁo different subjects. Through imagination, by
an empathic positing of myself where thé other is, “there,”

the other becomes for me more concrete. The full sense



"alter ego” arises when the analogous existence of othe;s is
"strengthened” by the fact that Irassociate them with my
potential as well as actual experiencesf—’fﬁe other becomes
less enigmatic becau;e an ego, my ego originally given to me
and of which my certitude is absoclute, can potentially be
“there” living through that perspective.

Husserl's account of intérsubjectivity has generated a
fair amount of discussion and indeed controversy. For in
‘spite of its subtlety it appears burdened by severe
difficulties. )

Ié, for example, a reéuction of the type Husserl proposes
even possiblg? As Schutz (1966:60) points out--correctly I
believe--the distinction between what is properly of the ego
and what is not, and therefore a reduction to the sphere of
ownness, are ;mpossible to maintain because some meaning
related to oéhééé“gust'nécessarily subsist in the very
criterion of non-reference to others. Moreover, Husserl

appears mistaken as to the status of the sphere of ownness.

He thinks it to be a phenomenon sui generis. This much is

clear when he suggests that within the ownness sphere we
- 8till retain a "unitary coherent stream of the phenomenon
'world'” which is at the same time “essentially a founding
stratum [and that] I obviously cannot have the ‘'alien' or
'other' as experience, and therefore cannot have the sense
'Objéctive world' as an experiential sense without having
this stratum in actual experience; whereas the reverse is

not the case™ (1977:96). That the sense “alien™ is possible



because I experience something which I can call "my own~ is
not to be disputed. However, is not my immersion in, and
exberience of an objective world for all a necessary back-
ground against which I can experience‘"my ownness,  a
totality ffom which the world as my world can be drawn
through my perspective? My own world does not emerge in’
distinction to a pérticular world of the other, but makes
its appearance first of all in distinction to the world of
all.4 Far from pertaining oniy to me, "my ownness"” reveals
then a thoroughly social dimension without which it is unable
to subsist,5 thereby d;gsolving, it would appear, the trans-
cendental problem of the conditions for the possibiliﬁy of
my experiencing others. 4

We also'recognige eaéily the deficiencies inhering in
. the second step, tﬁat of analogical apprehension. Husserl
based its possibility on the similarity between my own bédy
and that of the other as they appeared to me. But with th%ﬁ
similarity of appearances questionable, as Scheler clearly
shows and Schutz (1966) and Ballard (1962) reiterate, the
motive for analogical apprehension vanishes.6 As for the
confirmation. of the other throughqhis harmonious behaviour,
a grasp of such harmony preéupposes a grasp of the psychic
unity behind it and so Husserl begs the question here.
Nothing on his view could prevent me from taking as human a
robot who resembles me; it too exhibits harmonious “behaviour.”

Concerning the final step, the imaginary coordination

of perspectives belonging to different egos, it must be
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pointed out that my adoption of a different standpoint, the
other's “here,” does not esger{jally attain to his “here.”
My new “here” and his “here” remain different. For mere

exchange of my spatial position cannot account for trans-

ference of all actualities and potentialities which belong

'to the ownness sphere of the other. My new "here™ gives

bnly my actualities and potentialities--a reproduction of

me in a néw place. Moréover, could I meaningfully talk

about “potential experiences belonging to the other”™? Perhaps
I can say that I “can” from the other's “here,"” but the
converse canﬂot be admitted precisely because in transcendental
phenomenology all analogy and all sense begins from me and me
alone. To say that the other "can” from‘my "here” implies an
alien analogiziﬁg, presupposing this other as another--this
then could not aid the constitution of the other. More than
anything else, this lack of reciprocity'is what ultimately
subverts Husserl's project.

There is yet another significant difficulty; it pertains
to Husserl's account as a whole rather than to any of its
specific aspects. Husserl's transcendental ego i§ net “in”
the world precisely because its relation to the world is
intentionél and not causal. Consciousness considered purely
ih its aspect as intentional, i.e. as “meaning” the world,

does not for that reason belong to that world; it is not

ontologically related to the world as an embodied consciousness

is. -Now for Husserl intersubjectiv%%y is established when I

reach the other as another transcendental subject, that is,
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as another subject related intentionally to the world

(but not “in” it). How then, one must ask, is the empéthy
of the analogizing apprehension——which empathizes the other
solely as an embodied human being--to motivate me to take
him as another transcendentai‘ego? Husserl appears to
involve himself in a contradictory effort, beginning with
“alter-intentionality” of transcendental subjectivity on the
'.noetic side while compelled by the primacy of perception to
adopt the body as the starting point on the noematic side.
Thus Frings, for one, concludes that "to adopt the body as
one's starting point would be to exclude the project of a
transcendental phenomenology: either it is the body of the
other that constitutes intersubjectivity, or it is the
egolégicai otherness that constitutes transcendental
intersubjectivity”™ (1978b:146).

What nevertheless induces Husserl to accept.the
founding acts of intersubjectivity as those of constitution
based on bodily perception? That is, how legitimate in his
own thinking is the primacy of perception in this strict
sense, especially that it is the non-perceptual attitudes
which seem to govern the meeting with the other and the
sense he takes for us? Are there not instances, -as Scheler
argues, in which another subiectivity is given to me
directly through expressions of joy or anger?

There are indeed some compelling reasons why in Husserl's
accounts perception in its strict sense takes precedence over

other attitudes, and why in consequence the other is
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encountered indirectly: As in the analyses of perception,
‘where Husserl uses visual perception of near objects, the
paradigm social situation is for him one of bodily presence
of people who find themselves within the perceptual field
and range of each other. This paradigm has its source in
the derivation of perception as the basic operation of
consciousness from the transcendental attitude. Epr the ”
object of‘visual‘perception; “that, over there,” 1s the
transcendent par excellence, satisfying phenomenclogy's
principle of evidence: the “givenness” to consciousness of
its objects; and it is in thetic or poéitional consciousness
that Husserl believes the existence o;-?eality of entities

to be given. |

Hence, though it does not deny the validity Jaf different
fconcrete (and especially emotional) attitudes towards others,
: transcendental phenomenclogy must treat these forms of
intentionality as secondary. The other can be fully
constituted only on the “foundation™ provided by visual
perception, since only this latter égération “legitimizes”

a transcendent existent (as existing) and a possible
consequent unity with him.

Husserl's account of intersubjectivity and the
difficulties inhering in it prove, however, to be highly
illuminating. Perhaps nowhere eise is the idealism vs.
realism conflict that Husserl tried so hard to resolve as

visible as in the obvious tension between analogy as an

indirect grasping of another ego beginning from my own and
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the immediate knowledge of the ﬁther that (expressive)
behaviour seems te offer. Husserl is working under the
strains of the demands of description on one hand and of
constitution on the other. " [Given] the idealistic
requirement of constitution the other must be a
‘modification of my ego and according to the‘realistic
character of description the other never ceases to exclude
himself from the sphere ¢f 'my monad'” (Ricoeur 1967:130).
Fo} the other, to use Ricoeur's expressién, is somehow
"more other”™ than any other object--and this precisely
because of his ontological status of being-for—~himself.7
‘But this is more or less meaningless for transcendental
phenomenoiogy, because even if it does not subordinate
ontology to phenomenology, {(as some interpretors believe),8
then at least it remains explicitly non-committal about
b;ing. It is determined to reconstruct the whole of- integ-
subjective knowledge ocut of the epistemological resources of
a single isolated knowing subject. Placing all of the
conditions forkthe meaning of the other on the side of that
subject to whom the other is given, transcendental phenome-
nology finds itself in an awkward situation. Perhaps Husserls
method precludes the solution he is looking for. Indeed we
must question whether the full unification of intentional
constitution on one hand with .description on the other can
be attained only-in fiction, as one commentator suggests with

+ admirable clarity:
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When in effect Husserl affirms the harmony
between the most concrete operations of
consciousness and the intersubjective unity
which develops, and sediments in the
objectivized world, is this not an affir-
mation of a principle af continuity which
cannot always be elucidated? Between the
principle of constitution of the other and
the objectivations in the world, there is a
gap which the transcendental analyses do
not permit to overcome. The meditating ego
can always reactivate a sense, but ‘does it
receive anything other than what is conveyed
to it, without being able to reach and
identify the ortfgin of that sense? And in
such a case, to admit something as “"non-
constituted”™ is to shatter the reflexive
continuity .in ifs identity with the
continuity of the constituting activity,
whose concept itself can be maintained only
thanks to a transcendental illusion
(Schérer 1971:91—2).9

Let me reiterate the major obstacles fa01ng Husserl.

Even dlscountlng the problematic nature of his reductlon to

the 5phere of ownness, within this sphere it appears

impossible to go beyond the boundaries of our subjectivity.

Still less is Husserl able to account for the real mark of

intersubjectivity: reciprocity. No transcendental "we” is

established, since adhering to the principle of the reduction,

though I may have constituted the world and all other subjects

in my consciousness, I have done so only for myself and not

for other transcendental subjects as well. Finally, reaching

others as transcendental subjects seems incompatible with g

‘empathizing them as psychoph&sical egos, that is, as embodied

subjects;

"alter-intentionality”™ lacks intuitive fulfillment.

These difficglties raise serious doubts whether the

solution to the problems posed by intersubjectivity is to be

B
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sought at the transcendental level. Inétead, I propose to
treat intetsubjectivity from an “ontological™ attitude,
. v /__4'
that is, an attitude which considers its object as comprising
a distinct region of reality transcendent to consciocusness
and which takes certain things for granted about that region.
Here the intuited data constitute determinations of which
consciousness is no longer the sole source. I am then in
complete agreement with the following sentiments expressea
by Schutz:
b

Tt is to be surmised that intersubjectivity

is not a problem of constitution which can.

be solved within- the. transcendental sphere,

but is rather a datum of the life-world.

It is the fundamental ontological .category

of human existence. . . . The possibility

of reflection on the self, discovery of thé

ego, capacity of performing any epoché&, .and

the possibility of all communication and of

establishing a communicative surrounding

world, are founded on the primal experience

of the we-relationship (1962:82).
The transcendental reduction and the intentional
constitution linked to it stumble then, not before the fact
of human relations, but before a structure of being in
which any absolute primacy is cast in doubt. In the attitude
I have just proposed, the point of departure of an analysis
of intersubjectivity would no longer be the certitude of
self-knowledge and individual+égo-experience, but rather a
presupposition of a relation to our fellows founded in our
very being as men. And the ego on this view is not an

irreducible and primary concept, as Husserl assumes, but

results from a cognitive process considered as an
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“ontological relationship,™ that is, a relationship in

which consciousness has the actual ability to attain to

what is. Hence,

[tlhe problem will no longer be to how,
beginning from a pure subject conceived

as an intransgressible origin, knowledge

of another subject, and consequently
communication with that subject, is
possible. It will concern tﬁi totality

of that being which is posed Xn reflection,
subjectivity and relation: to which
fundamental ontological structure must

this being respond to assume simultaneously
its diverse possibilities, what is its
ultimate possibility, does it realize

itself fully in subjectivity or inter-
subjectivity, in solitude or communication? ¥
{Schérer 1971:98).10

Husserl'siaccount underscores the difficulties of
epistemologies which begin with a perceiving subject and/or
give priority to self-experience over ﬁnowledge of others.
Thus many thinkers lave either rgjected the primacy of
perception oxr redefined perception by‘enriching its content.
They have as well seen that for the problem of knowing others,
self and other must be "co-given” immediately in non-
theoretical consciousness.

It is the transcendental attitude which does not allow
Husserl to overcome solipsism and 1t seems safe to suggest
th;t i£ is that attitude which induces him at the same time
to neglect the expressive moment of human existence. But in
abandoning this attitude we not only leave its (untenable).
idealism, but alsc the latter's counterpart: the perceptual

realism.ll This eventually frees us to consider human
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expression as a mode of immediate manifestation of others
aIlowing for a substantially more direct access to them.12
Such considerations would be complementary to their new status -
of proximity to me deriving from their linkage to my very
being as man. ' ;“\ |

We are now ready to rejoin the thouéﬁf;;f Max SBcheler

to follow up on the main conclusions of the preceding

discussions.



Section {

Ontological Phenomenology and the .

General Knowledge About Community\“ ﬁf’”'

l'l
For Scheler, the objective and real fact of social
existence is the starting point of a positive analysis of
intersubjectivity:‘ "What we are saying is simply that the

world of the thou, or of the community, is just as much an

independent sphere of essential being as are the33phereé of
the external world, the internal world, the bodily environ-
ment and the r?alm of the divine™ (1954:236).,_M0reover, he
is quiée explicit in asserting the nature of this sphere; )
It is given as a synthetic unifY}<a;ﬂékperienced feality in

a fbrm of a ggstalt,_and is“in no way arrived at by some
 adqitivé process: T“Every irreducible sphere of being must

necessarily be given as a whble beforehand, as a 'backgrouwnd'

to the positing of the reality of any object within it; hence

-

it does nSé simply comprise the sum of aii the contingent
facts within it™ (236).

The notion of “sphere” deserves here péfficulaf attention.
By “sphere of being” Scheler understandsrg region of reality
which is given directly and intuitifely in cognition, and

which is irreducible to anything else. Such spheres correspond

to fundamental manners or modes in which reality as a whole is
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lived and experienced, each sphlié being given to
consciousness through a specific corresponding intentional
act (e.g., the perceptual act, the religious act, etc.).
Since any possibie object cannot be posited without the
background of a sphere, the latter must be considered
indepéﬁdently of any particular contént'"filling" it, and
indeed must be given prior to any such conteht\in the order
of dependence among;cognitive‘intentions. We ﬁ;Y‘say then
that a sphere, as Scheler employs this notion, is a cognitive
horizon whose limits and independence are estéblished by its
ontological status.‘ -
| It should also be noted tﬁat Scheler considers know}edge
of each particular sphere to be a priori (;n his understanding
"of ‘the term, of course)}. For although intuition of an essence
of a sphere is not indepenﬁenﬁ éf‘experience, such essence is
self-given by way:of an.;mmediate intuitive content—
independently of indiction and the quahtiﬁy of ef&eriencis
undergone; hence, acco;ding to Schelgr, it is a priori.
-Since man partakes of-all sphere;, the social dimension is an
irreducible aspect of.his Eeing and knowledge of comﬁunité is
a priori kno?igdge. | )

However, we must be dlearAas to the subject matter of
this a‘priori knowledge_of community. It pertains to
knowledge about the nature of community and the existence of
others in“general and not to knowledge of the contingent

1 -
existence of a particular member of the community.l Scheler

is guite insistant on this distinction, a ' distinction alreaay
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implied in considering the irreducible spheres of being as
backgrounds to the particular objects appearing within them.
For clearly knowledge, and therefore evidence, pertaining to
paréicular objects must differ from that knowledge and
evidence which is the latter's condition.

For the specific instances in which the a priori
knowledge about communit} and the existence of others in
general is to be gained, Scheler refers us to such
feséentially sociai acts”™ as love, sympatﬁy, gratitude,
promisiig, etc. Since “the intention toward a possible
community is co-given by'essential necessity with the nature 3

of these acts themselves” (1973a:519), their analy$is will

#
-~

reveal at least a Possible existence of others; without this
existence such acts would be meéningless and incomprehensibha.
"To demonstrate the a priori character of these insights
we are provided with an example:of a hypothetical
"epistemological"\Robinson-Crusoe, a rational and mature man
who nevertheless lacks any past or present aqqua;ntance with
* ancther actual individuai like him, nor possesses any
évidence, such as signé or traces, of the existence of such =™
being or beings. Could such a man know anything abbut the
existence of a community or of conscious éubjects like him?
Would he, furthermore, think of himself as a member of such
a community? Scﬁgler says yes to both questions, thereby
insisting that the scheme of refefénce to community is an

ever-present element of our consciousness. His Robinson

would not remain a radical solipsist--an impossibility in

~
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any case--but would think: "I kﬁow that there is a community
and that I belong to one; but.I am unacquainted with the
individuals comprising it.” .

Since Scheler expressly rejects any notionlof innate
ideas, he must éoint to an experiential content which could
justify his Robinson's ¢laims. This, he asserts, would be
a consciousness of absence experienced especially in such
emotional acts as love, sympathy or hatred and in social acts
in géneral,'thét is, in Tacts which can only constitute an
objective unity of meaning in conjunction with the possibility
of social response” {1954:235). Robinson’'s ekpérience would
therefore be not one of loneliness as this term is usually

understood, since loneliness is consequent upon positing a

genuine presence. Rather, it would be an emptiness or

incompleteness within the intentionality of these acts which
by their ﬁature'are meant té reach other human beings, but
which, for lack of definite object, cannot attain fulfillment.
This emptiness,* experienced as a “positive vacancy,” would in
turn be sufficient for an intuition and a ppsitive idea of
community and exi;tence oflothers in general.

In this example Scheler is clearly exploiting a standard
feature of all conscious acts to prove his point. Whatever
is given in expéfience is always given against a certain
background; this is the condition of an object's intelligi-
bility. Our conscious acts carr§ a bipolar intentionality.

In intending an object, consciousness implicitly intends its

background, and the fulfillment of “both” -intentionalities



‘ things we perceive. The object is real, we would clainm,
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provides for the unity of meaning, Moreover, the implicit
intentiénality and its correlate background may persist
throughout a series of different conscious acts directed at
distinctly different objects. The acts can be understood
and their objects grasped insofar as that implicit
intentionality is realized and its correlate background
intuited. For example, every object of outer perception is

found against the background and as part of "nature” extended

~endlessly spatially and temporally. And when gquestioned

about the existence of a particular perceived object, our
immediate response would surely be to point out that it must

be real since it is out there, among all those other real

because it is a part of the real world. Similar/iy, any
grasping of a particular individual ‘person, including myself,
must occur within the backgrouﬁé;dfmg'commuﬁity whose memberxr
I am. Our strongest immediate supporting argument for the
existegce of another person would indeed be his membership
in the human community. “He is human,” we would say, “because
he too is like all of us.” 1In both instances it is the
existence of the frame of reference which is sufficient for
the bélief in existence of the object appearing within it.
Now (it can be said that) in ordinary perception an

object appears both because of, and in a very real sense to

the "exclusion™ of its background. Without a sustained focus

- on the object attention falls on its background. The object's

-"absence” directs us now to what was before only implicitly
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meantAand is now perceived to the “exclusion” of the objéét.
Hence, just as a certain "non-inclusion”™ of the horizon
contributes to the appearance of the object, so ‘too the
latter's absence contributes to the appearance of the

horizon; the "neon-inclusion”™ and “absence” are not strictly
negative, and this is analogous for'all conscious acts. This
seems to me the thrust of Scheler's Robinson example. In the
absence of a particular concrete object for his social act,
Crusoe wsuld direct himself to "community™ as that background
which by necessity is co-intended and co-given in such an act:

Still, we must guestion the possibility of the back-
ground (of community) being grasped in the absence of any
differentiating factors provided by the objects with which
it contrasts. Does not the background exist as background
only insofar as it is avbackgrogpdﬁfor a particular object?
An answer to this objection mﬁst admit its wvalidity
concerning outex perceptual consciousness. In outer perception,
in the absence of differentiating factors, nothing indeed can
be perceived. But this is far less true of affective
consciousness whose objects are often clearly intuited only
subsequently to experiences of very general, non-directed
attitudes.

One may also argue that Scheler's Robinson could not
perform any social acts because of a lack of specific objects.
Love or sympathy are always directed at a particular person
or group of persons, and since that particular content is

needed to attain a unity of meaning in these acts, its absence
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would seem to annul the possibility of these acts ﬁhemselves.
This is a valid polint. Functionalists, like Dewey for
example, contend that all characteristic or central impulses
in the adult--and love apd sympathy are precisely that in
Scheler's anthropology—--are integrated with and affected by
reality. ‘From this perspective, to speak of acts whose
essence is to be directed at a particular other human being
is, in the latter's total absence from present or past
experience, meaningless.2 Scheler would perhaps have been
better off to suggest thaf his Robinson, as a mature and
rational person, would experience an emotional directedness
beyond himself, a tendency to love or sympathize, and a des ire
to concretize his feelings about community, without however
being quite capable of such concretization.

As Sc%eler i's more concerned here with apprehending
general essences and the essential relationship among them
within an already accepted ontology than with establishing
that ontology itself on the basis of these apprehensions,
the above objection is not, in my judgement, of overriding
significance. Notwithstanding the validity of the
functiona;ist's argument, I take Scheler's discussion on the
knéwledge about community rather a;‘a valuable pointer that
intersubjective knowledge ﬁust find its foundation in
experience understood in the broadest sense of the term.
That foundation cannot b€ restricted to induction and
observation. Expressing his:agreement on this issue, Schutz

notes that “Scheler is certainly right if he underlines again
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and again that the mere existence of a frame of reference
referring to the‘Other, of a system of interpretable signs
or symbols, for inséénce, is sufficient for the belief in
the existence of pthef persons” (1962:177). Thﬁé, whiie
Y

mere. experience of certain forms of intentionality may
induce us to believe in a possible existence of others, the
only condition for a belief in others' actual existence is
the.givenness to our consciousness of an “ideal meaning of
signs” (Scheler 1954:218).

For the purposes of this essay Scheler's discussion is
of specific value as a clear indicator of the direction of
his inquiry. For in effect he is saying that the objectivity

of the other attains fullness in that attitude (and sphere)

as is co-meant in such acts as love and sympathy. It is in:

¢

the analysis of our emotional dimension that the ontological
relation between self and others finds its ultimaté
gxplication.

This completes the discussion on the knoﬁledge about
community and the existence of others in general. Having
elaborated on this backg;ound, I now turn to Schelér's
analysis of how we actually perceive a concrete particular

other who appea;? within it.



Section 5

Perceiving Others

In Part 3, Chapter 3 of Sympathy Scheler presents his
theory of perceiving othersr Its intention and scope are
already circumscribed by the dintinction between the sphere
of community and the. particular subjects who are within it.
Having treated of knowledge about the former, Scheler now
addresses himself to the following task: within the
surrounding reality, how and under'whét conditions do I
recognize the presence of another particular thinking and
feeling being like me? What justifies my conviction not of
the existence of others in general, but of the psychic
existence of this concrete other whom I now encounter in
person? - |

Scheler's critigque of the theories of analogical
inference and projective empathy led him to a rejection of
their common two-fold point of departure. Both theses
assumed, we recall, that with respect to psychical existence
only my own self and its states are immediately given to,me--
this as well being the sole object of inner perception, i.e.
that mode of intuition by which the mental, a self and.its
experi?nces can poséibly be apprehended--and that what is

primarily given to me in perceiving others is merely the
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appearance of‘their physical bodies (K&rper). Schele£

must replace then these assumptions, countering with evidence
which at once refutes them and provides him with an adequate
grounding for his own positive statement. Concretely, this
involves a three-fold effort to: 1) refute the priority of
self4knowledge, 2) redefine the notion of inner perception,
and 3) clarif& the status pf human expression.

Beginnihg his task in questioning the prioriﬁy of self-
knowledge in psychic experience, Scheler points to our
certitude of the fact that wé occasionally think the thoughts
of other persons or feel in sympathy certain of their feelings.
These can be as vivid as our own thoughts and feelings, and
indeed there are situations, Scheler claims, in which it is
difficult to distinguish our own thoughts, feelings, or
volitions from those of the people that surround us. In
coﬁ?rast, for example, to simple communication in which my
thought is given as mine and the thought of another as his,
there are instances of indentification (Gefiihlen) iﬁ which
an experience may present itself as not readily assignable
either to myself or to the other:

It is éossible ; . . for the same experience
to be given both “as our own” and "as some-
one else's”; but there is also the case in
which an experience is simply given, without
presenting itself either as our own OX as
another's, as invariably happens, for example,

where we are in doubt as to which of the two
it is (1954:2486).

This statement of Scheler's marks a complete reversal of

the starting point of analogical inference and projective

L
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empathy. On the basis of such phenoména of identification
and against the priority of self-knowledge he posits a common
psychic field or stream, "an immediate flow of experiences,
undifferentiated as between mine and thine, which actually
contains both our own and other's experiences intermingled
and without distinction from one another™ (246). It is not |
my own self that is first experienced, not the "I,” but
rather a general "we"” from which the "I™ gradually emerges
in experience. (This actual primacy of consciousness of
others in the undifferentiated psychic stream is of course
complementary to the priority of the sphere of community
asserted in the order of depeﬁdence amonéiéognitive intentions
that Scheler clarifies through his Robinson Crusoe example.)

In support for this theory of a common psychic stream,
Scheler appeals to findings of anthropology and comparaéive
psychology. Self-consciousness, he points out, is both a
late phylogenetic as well as allate éntogenetic development.
. v
We therefore tend in the first instance to live more “in"
other people's experiences than in our own. Community life |
precedes all individuated life; the self, initially toco
diffused within the undifferentiatéd flow of experience to
allow self-objectification or objectification of others,
gradually withdraws from the "we”™ until it becomes conscious
of itself as a self-identical entity.

The concept of a common psychic stream leads necessarily
to a reexamination of the notion of inner perception and its
relation to outerggerception. For if inner perception is

\
—
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usually understood as thét mode of intuition in which
psychic phenomena are apprehende@, in this new perspective
it has certainly lost its status as an immediate perception
e#clusively of one's own self and its states. However,\
insofar as it still remains also a perception of oneself,

we must ask how it 'is péssible to have an inner perception

of that self and the inner life of “another person. For
Scheler, an answer to this question depends on the meaning

of inner perception.

It has been commonly held that inner intuition yields
only self-experience because in it I am said to perceive
myself. Scheler objects to this, noting that inner intuition
cannot be defined by reference to its object, that is, by
saying that a person engaged in such intuition is perceiving
“himself,” since he can also peréeive "himself” through
outer perception. In both acts it is in soﬁe sense the same
“self” that serves as a pole of reference. fThis way of
anuing suggests at the very leést, that héwever Scheler will
define a "self,” he has in mind an embodied self. The
perception of a self would appear to be based on some type
of a phycho-physical unity given in experience.) Now if the -
se%f, as he maintains, can in some way be perceived in a
‘manner which by traditionally accepted definitions is
directed at a realm where no psychical but only physical
entities are present, tﬂen, unless the self is physiéalized,
the traditional notions of inner and outer perception must

undergo significant revision.
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Scheler's specific proposal on this issue is to make
the distinction betweéén inner and outer perception "not so
. -
"much in respect to the subjective organs of perception--these
being traditionally divided according to whether they are
used to apprehend the physical thing outside the individual,
or the psychic event inside him-but in reference to the level
of penetfation into the object perceived” (Ranly 1966:58}.
Thus, in a perceptual context, “inner” and "outer”™ refer in
Scheler to two different perceptual directions, or perhaps
better, modes of directedness toward something, rather than
to (the spatial position of) that something itself. While
outer perception grasps only the external physical features
of myself or anyone else, inner perception is essentially
concerned with the apprehension of conscious states in general,
regardless whether they belong to me or another individual.
The object of inner perception is then the entire psychic
&
field which Scheler posited, and this explains our grasping
of other selves:
Thus internal'perception represents a
polarity among acts, such acts being
capable of referring both to ourselves
and to others. This polarity is
intrinsically capable of embracing the
inner life of others as well as my own,
just as it embraces myself and my own
experiences in general, and not merely
the immediate present (1954:2489).
Now there are certain conditions, Scheler. concedes, which
must be fulfilled before I can grasp the other's psychic

experiences in inner perception. Specifically, my body must

4
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undergo certain physical influences emanating from the other's
body. For example, the sound waves.carrying the othar's
utterance must reach my ear and alter its state. "But there
is no reason,” he suggests, “why this condition should

entirely determine the act whereby these wordsare understocd”

(249). It is in the first instance not a condition of
understanding-bué of making something available orxr present
for understanding.

Could tnis situation, however, be used as an argument
against the assumed immediacy with théh we gtésp the other
' in inner perception? \Not so, and the answer to this‘quesfion
contains additionai.nnmpelling reasons'to recqnsider the
traditional distinctions and their evidential basis: For
analogously to'any outer perception, certnin physical
conditions and QFysiological processes must be accomplished
in my body before even I myself can grasp-my own experience.
in inner perceptionr' In this sense no expérience, even that
of inner grasp of myself, can emefge immediately, by itself
as. it were, from the total continuity of my experiences. I
can grasp my own psychic eﬁperience only insofar as it posits
some variation of mj lived body, and more specificallf’only
“insofar as it discharges itself in intended ﬁovements, or
at leést in expressive tendencies” (251).l So trué is 'this,
suggests Scheler, that if an expression of an emotion is
repressed, this invariably tends to repress it simultaneously

from internal perception as well. There is then an equal

necessity of fulfillment of cdrtain physical conditions
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operating regardless of whethér internal perception

‘
/
i

tappfehends my psychic experience or that of the other, so
that giving a status of priority to self—awéreness on the
assumption that it is less mediated than the berception of
others does nét appear to be justified.

' The above‘reasoning cléarly underscores Scheler's
dissoéiation from énalé%épal ipference and pfojective empathy
on the issue of mind;body relation. Disregarding the |
possibiliﬁy og an immediate grasp of the other, the classical
theories "lock man within his oﬁn psychical prison where he
can apprehendﬁlnly whatever.the-metaphysical'nexus of
causality might happen to project within” (Owens 1970:95).

On Scheler's account, this stems from failure to understand

the role of the lived-body as a sélector and analyst for all

-

< possible contents of inner {(and outer) perception. The realm

of‘the psychic "is only indirectly related to bodily functions
which make the psychic experiences visible in inner perception
but by no means determine their meaning. .

I will now examine the final part of'Scheler's_accoﬁnt
" of the perception of others: the clarification of the status
of human expression. While the assumption of an undifferenti
ated psychic field and the correlative new understanding of
inner perception are meant to contest and replace the pr&oritf
of self-knowledge assumed by the classical accounts--and
present in Husserl as well--the clarificatioh of the statﬁs

of human expression in perception is a complementary effort

intended to show that what in the first instance we perceive
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of the-other is far more than merely his physical deyi : -

-

(KérEer): The tendency.ta‘expressidn was already mentioned
in connection;with the possibility of gréspihé any experience
in inner perception. We need now to expose its.specific

role in'perceiving the other.

Scheler is cpnvinced that expression is the medium
through which the other's psychical level manifests itself
‘imﬁédiately for our perception. | ‘

This positioﬁuis predicated on the assumption that as
a factor in the constitution of 5hter§ubjectivit§ the human
body is in the first instance a “field of‘exﬁéession;; and
that the various modes of expression appearing immediately.
in percegtion fall within a symbolic relation (1954:10) .
This.meansrthat the qualities of expression and the qualities
* of experience form essential, in themselves meaningfui
connections that are not réapcible to céusai laws:

The relationships between expression and
experience have a fundamental basis of

P connecticon. . . . We have here, as it were,
a universal grammar, valid for all languages
of expression and the ultimate basis of

understanding for all forms of mime and
pantomime among living creatures (11).,

Thus we perceive directly in the’others' laughter their joy,
shame in their blush, or anger in a frown or in the tenor of
ﬁheir voice (10); In fact, for every one of these experiential
states there is a correlate natural expression. (On this view,
any analogizing or‘empafhic proﬁection--perhaps to disperse

one's doubts as te the genuiness of what is perceived of the
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other—-;slsécondary and derivative of the original experiEnce
5f this familiar bond.)
On the oéher hand, Scheler does not argue that expressive

_-manifestations displace the appearance ‘of the body.a§ a
physical object, but sipply that the latter is not all that
is given in the perception of others. For cleérly the body
as a.physical object is given too, and this cannot be
prejudiced by the factor of expression; both data must be
accounted for. He suggests, therefore, that what we first
apprehend in intersubjective experience is neither merely

: the other's physical body nor his conscious states, but a
unified totality within which there are physical and psychical
elements not yet dlstlngulshed as such in terms of outer and
inner perception. Body as thing and body as expreSSLOn are
two moments of the lived-body “co-given indifferently”™ in a
primary percept}on whose psycho—bhysical unity is absolute.

On this poin% Scheler is quite assertive:

Our immediate perceptions of our fellow-men

do not relate to their bodies (unless we
happen to be engaged in a medical examination),
nor yet to their “selves”™ or “souls.” What~
we perceive are integral wholes whose intuitive
content is not immediately resolved in terms
of external or internal perception. From this
stage of givenness we can then go on, in the-
second place, to adopt the attitude of
internal or external perception. But the fact
that the individual bodily unity thus
immediately pfesented should be associated,in
general, with a possible object accessible both
to internal and external perception, is founded
upon the intrinsic connection between these
intuitive contents, a connection which also
underlies my own perception of myself. It is
not acquired through observation and induction
from my own case. Such a connmeefion holds good
for the nature of all living organisms generally
(26 1-2) -3

FL
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The original co-givenness of both psychical and éhysical

elements<{and their §ﬁbsequent differentiation as such within
two differen£ fields of perception discerned in two distinct
act-directions) allows, as well, to safegugrd the integrity
of human expression against all reductionist attempts. For

the primordial appearances are “incorporated intoc combinations

i
~and structures of quite a different kind, depending upon
\ - .
whether they take on the symbolic function in the act of
external (or—{nternal} perception”™ (262). Thus, what presents

an appéarance in which we perceive the other's body is an

.essentially different combination of (the same) stimuli from
}/"another combination of the same stimuli which gives an

appearance in which we perceive his “self”; and the

intelligibility of this is possible only because the

phenomeﬁa presented belong to qualitativelf different permeptual

realms. For this reason expressfbn can never be merely the

sum of "its” physical parts:

It is intrinsically impossible ever to
resolve the unity of an expressive
phenomenon (such as a smile, or a
menacing, kindly, or affectionate look)
into a sum of its appearances, however
large, such that its members could
equally well comprise a unity of
appearance in which we might perceive
merely the physical body, or a unitary
impression from the physical environment.
. . .[conversely], in any combination of
such [physical}] unities I shall never
come upon the unity of a smile, an en-
treaty, a threatening gesture and so on
(262-3) . ‘

L Y
-

What however justifies granting to human expression its

1
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fstatus as a fundamental act of intersubjective exggrience
‘allowing immediate access to the other? Just as we noted
the reasons accorded to physical body apprehension in the
rationalist-empiricist attitude and for the privilege of
primacy accorded by Husserl to perception in its strict sense,
we must now clarify why Scheler in his account of inter-
subjectivity privileges expression.

The clue appears to lie in Scheler's metaphysics of life.
Its basic premise holds all organisms as characterized by an
“ecstatic” vital urge, that is, a tendency to go outside
themsleves. The other appears therefore primordiaily to me
not as another transcendental ego nor as.a physical body but
as a bearer of life and its “"ecstasis”--a “"lived bodiliness."
For this reason the human body appe;rs always in the first
ihstance!pot as a moving machine but as a consciousness which

exteriorizes or ex-pressesg (i.e., presses out of) itself

«(Dupuy 1959,1:424). What goverhs my meeting with the other

is my natural ecstai&g immersion in his expression.

Perhaps nowhere else can we better appreciate the basic
reason for the consequent difference between Scheler's
approach and that of either the ratiocnalist-empiricist or
transcendental phenomenological framework. Frings states it
clearly: “If this ecstaéis of life proves to be our starting
point, then the other must be givén more in one's outpouring
and immersion in his life cémmunity than in himself or the
interiority of consciousness” (1978b:14§). It alsoﬁexpléins

why Scheler treats of expression at the level of a

+
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-
phenomenclogy of perception while Husserl does so at the

level of a phenomenclogy of culture, that is, oniy subsequently
to intersubjective constitm¢iop.

;//‘ The perceptual theory of others offered by Scheler is
quite original, but not without its problems. When, for
example, seeking to establﬁ?h the possibility of inter-

subjectivity, he postulates a common psychic stream of

-

undifferentiated experiences, he does so initially on the

basis of certain phenomena of identification (Gefiihlen) .

D

Yet it is difficult to understand in his phenomenological
déscriptions what he means by psychic experiences which
present themselve; as not rgﬁdily assignable eithé; to myself
or to the other, as for example happens "wheré we ate in doubt
as to which of the two it is.” For this doubt is certainly a
reflective act and, as Schugz (1962:170) observes, my QZrning
toward the stream of experiences (i.e., adopéing the
reflective aftitude) immediately reveals this stream to be '
through and through the stream of my experiences. There is
no such thing as an indifferent (in terms of belonging)
experience given to me (Stein, 1964:27-8). *

Such doubt as Scheler speaks of indicates actually the
contrary of what he is seeking to prove. Does not any
experience whatsoever pertain to ahfindividual self who "has”
it? An experience cannot possibly be presented to me in
such a manner that it is somehow excluded from my. consciousness,

or if it can, any notion of differentiation between my

consciousness and another becomes rather absurd. Scheler seems
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to fall into a kind of monism in which expériencing.subjects
cannot be distinguished as separate entities simply because
they may have an experjience in common. But if the other and
I do have an experience in common, then it is precisely not
identical. Sympathetic identification with another's
feelings implies neither the. identity of the two experiences
nor of the experiencers themselves. For this';eason Scheler
ought to have been more careful in his descriptions. When
he suggests that we certainly perceive the other's joy, doubt,

anger, etc. there is no hint that this fperception is different

A\
at all from the other's perception of .these feeling states.

-
e

This unbalanced_émphasis on the siﬁilarity of perceiving my
psychig level and that of anothe; person further opens him |
to charges of monism. Strictly speaking, we do not perceive
the other's joy or doubt--we do not have a consciousneés of
these feeling states but rather a consciousness "of " or about
them. Scheler's reification of such emotional states harkens
back to that familiar Cartesian notion of some homunculius

who “hgs" these experiences, and obscures the contribution

he makes to a truly descriptive cause. It would be, it seems
to me, far less contentious and still adeqguate to say that

we perceive the other's expressions of the;e states Or that
we perceive him as angry, doubtful, happy, étc., that is; as
“in" these states rather than as  "having™ them. 1In this way
we retain the content of meaning and signification presenéﬁ%n
intersubjective perception without implying dubious meta-

physicaly substrata.



What appears at the phenomenological level to lie
behind the positihg of a psychic stream of undifferentiated
experiences is a confusion on Scheler's part of experiencing
itself with the origin of experience. Indeed, reflection,
aside from the fact that it reveals a “belonging to me”
certitude with respéct to the former,.élso generates a X
skepticism regarding the latter. That not all experience is
self-originated is evident, for example, from our use of
language'which both structures and generates our experiences
but which nevertheless is given to us as members of the
linguistic community. But this situation, by no means
eliminates the guality of individual appropriation of that
language and hencé of individual experienciﬁg. Granted that
an infant is initially thoroughly extroverted, lives primarily
“in” or “through” the experiences of others and does not
differentiate experience as its own (Piaget 1932). In spite
of its strong plausibility this claim remaips, from a
ﬁhenomenological pe;ipective, hypothetical; Ehe evidence for
it is not recoverable in memory nor accessible to reflection,
since such differentiation is the conditioéjof both memory
and reflection. Thus Scheler's psychic stfeam, even if actuél,
can receive its support only from the empir%cal sciences of
child psychology and cultural anthropology. On a number of
occasions, and particularly in conneéfion Jith his psychic
stream, Scheler has bheen accused of “overstepping the limits

of pure)phenomenological research”™ (Owens 1970:100). ¥

Considering, however, that he conceived of phenomenology in

P
P



59

terms quite different from Hussefl, indéed seeing it as a
means for metaphysics--a point I made in the introduction to
this essay--it would perhaps be more correct to say not that
Scheler oversteps the limits of pure phenomenology, but that
the phenomenclogical evidence he seeks is simply abéent.

on thehother hand, there is much in Scheler's account
of intersdbjective perception that constitutes genuine advance
in this theme. Within a phendmenological framework Scheler
may be unable to provide the objective correlate for the
priority of knowledge of others over self-knowledge. But
only phenomenological purists will frown upon his borrowing
of evidence from other disciplines. Indeed phenomenology
would do well, in my estimate, to further such exchanges--
something it is perhaps all too often hesitant to do: There
is no reason a priori not to consider the results offchild
psychology or cultural aﬂbhropblogy; in a sense they do serve
as a certain antidote to the rationalist dogma of the primacy
of self-knowledge. They also suggest that the problematic of
intersubjectivity cannot be adequately understoood in all its
dimensions without considering along develépméntgl lines both

the psychological and sociological dimensions of human

exis?ence.
d Establishiné the‘intimate cennection hetween inneyl

perception and the lived—body'clearly shows the inadequacy of
the naive differentiation between inner and outer perception

according to a spatial division of what is inside or outside

an individ&al. The genuine advance of this position is that
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it opens the possibility of viewing the other as a far
more comprehensive totality, rather than as a mere facade
behind which presumably lurks a mind. Here some of that
traditional interiofity is “externalized,” as aspects of’
reality become perceived in such overlapping fashion that
the determination of their meaning cannot be entirely
conditioned by such dry-cut spatial divisions. In
introducing the factor of expression Scheler shows that much
more is immediately given in intersubjective perception than
has been allowed by the prevalent formulations. We do not
perceive isolated physical units to which we impute through
analogy or empathy another human life. The other is given
far more directly than is generally assumed by technical
accounts, and even if we do not accept the metaphysical.
underpinnings Scheler giyes to this process, there ie no
reason to discount exEFession as iﬁs proper medium.
Finally, althoﬁgh Scheler makes no mention of this
anywhere, there is a purely formal reason why direct and .
positive knowleage of the existegce of others must be a fact.
If there is doubt as to the existence of others, it exigts
because we come in contact with some entities which appear
to be human while they are not (e.g., robots, dummies,
mannequine). But there must be that in intersubjective
knowledge which-allows this appearance/reality distinction
to appear; the ground of this distinction cannot itself fall
‘on the side of contact with the apparent. Any deception or

doubt--and such skepticism appears to lie behind analogy and
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empathy as accounts of intersubjectivity in both the
rationalist-empiricist and transcendental phenomenoclogical
formulations--can be judged as such only in terms of genuine

actual, and not merely possible, contact with a real other.



Conclusion
‘

In coﬁcluding this part of my essay I wish first o
convey the sense in which the efforts of Husserl and Scheler
are complementary. I will then, on the basis of some
fundamentél differences between the two philosophers, point
to several directions in which research could enhance the
'understanding of intersubjeétivity at the level of justifi-
cation of our convictioﬁ'thaF others exist;W“These'directions
were all explicitly or implicitly touched upon. Regretfully,
it is beyond the scope of this essay to pursue in depth any
one or all of them. | ‘

Phenomencology successfully served notice that the claimé
of positivism and associationism to understand human
experience adequateiy could only be made at the expense of a
reification of that experience itself. For this reason alone
we can discount the classical theories of analogical inference
and projective empathy which, as Scheler correctly saw, put
us within a psychical prison where understanding is entirely
conditioned by the metaphysics of causality.

5£ill, in spite of the difficulties associated with
empathy and analogy, in their formulations as intentional
acts or processes they may yet find their place in inter-

subjective constitution. Hussekl's notions of analogizing
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apprehension and apperceptive transfers can;ot be entirely
disregafded; these acts are certainly frequently (though by
no means always) performed in intersubjective expériencing.
What should be récognized, however, is that "the validity of
the argument that the other is given to me in terms of
empathy is contingent upon whether or not he is given in a

societal form of togetherness shared by adults”

(Frings 1978b:248). If this position is correct, then
Husserl's analysis of intersubjectivity would be an account
at a primordial level only if togetherness in a "soéiety" is
taken as a primordialq;ocial form. On‘Scheler‘s view, as
Frings emphasizes, “society™ is only one and in the course of
human development a relatively late form of togetherness.

wWhat precedes societal experience i5 what Scheler calls

life-communal experience found in such forms-of togetherness

as the family, the tribe, clan, early youth, etc. (1973a:559-60).

Within these latter groups men experience each other directly
through the bondage of blood, tradition, and mutual trust;
each has ; natural immediate understanding of the other's
expressions, unmediated by the “physicality” of the actual
organs involved in conveying or perceiving that expression.
Things are quite diffgren@,though, in the case of

“"society.” Here the other is given with far more &gfachment,
and this for two reasons. First, the organizatioA}Qf and
interaction wmthln society requires a high degree of
rationalization. The arrangemeng% involved in attaining

common goals, and in co-existence generally, are not naturally
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understood but must be worked out and thematized among the
cooperating members. ThlS medlates or even displaces the
natural affective ties, as the other appears under a
multitude of symbolic significations co—-authored anonymously
by the "all™ and foreign to the individual subject. Second,
and more to the point, the competitive and utilitarian
aspects of society provide for an atmosphere in which the
other is viewed éither as an adversary or a commodity.
Natural trust becomes displaced by common susbicion whether
othérs' expressions are genuine and can justify my confidence
in them; the motive for verification takes over. It is here
that analogiz;ng apprehensions and empathetic‘intendings do
in fact play a significant role. We grasp the ;ize, shape
or p051t19n of the parts of the other we focus on; wWe compare
these features with our own, lmaglned or remembered in
similar situations, or look for resemblences with other :
persons we encountered and can claim to know. ©Only then do
we make judgements as to the truth value of what is perceived,
but w1th a never excluded poss;blllty of skepticism.
Husserl's analysis‘of iptersubject1v1ty is not so much
wrong then, as simply ignorant of the sociological dimension
of man and his various forms of togetherness. Husserl does
not consider subjectivity developmentally, but rather from
the perspectivé of adulthood and as an id ality. All this
is of course-understandablenin view .of the transcendental
project% aim to grasp in egxperiencing precisely that which

transcends the spatio-temporal differences among us. But

%
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fhe fact remains that through his general neglect of
research into our psycho-social dimension Husserl missed_
perhaps the most valuable line of inquiry necessary for an
.adequate understanding of intersubjectivity.

A reexaminathgi.of basic metaphors on which conceptual-
izations of.cognitive processes are based would, I believe, |
be another highly pertinent project. William Sadler
(1969:369) suggests that one significant reason for the
difficulties encountérgé'by Western;approaches to inter-
subjectivity is that they are riveted to visual imagery.

In contrasting visual and auditory gxperience, he notes
that our iﬁterpretation of auditory space is quite differgnt
from space interpreted Qisuallyi Auditory épace transcends
“the limits of visual space; it is characterized by inter-
éenetration and lacks the characteristics of visual gpace,
_ i.e. haying parts, three dimensions, sefting limits or
f’"\\\\\///—“;;;;;;ij\(150_1). Similar to auditory exberience} and in
' contras£ to vision, touch is also a participatory expérience.
Visual ex?erience is an experience of distance or detachment
and of a lack of experiential reciprocity, while touch is
more ofran experienced reciprocity. Touch imbeds man in the
world and recovers him from his “absence” in the object.
Earlier I pointed out thét the ecstatic impulse which
Scheler posits at the ground of all experience is a major
determininé factor for his accounting of intersubjectivity
in terms quite dif%erent from ﬁusserl._ For Scheler the

primordial experience of reality is not a "knowing of” of
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a consciqusness gazing with detechment/at its objectst

but above all, an ecsteﬁic “"having of” reality through vital

“—
-

contact {(1973b:324). ‘'For this reason intersubjectivity is
accounted for in man's outbouring and immersion in the field
of expregsion, thatfis, in direct encounter, rather than in

w

the 1nterlor1ty of consciousness.

L n

That Husserl chooses the lattex route should not come

as abbigtggrprise. For Husserl's descriptions are based on

. ! T N . : .
a view of knowing as seeing. He takes visual perception as

the basic operation of'consciousnese since it satisfies the

]

requlrements of the transcendental ‘attitude--the perfect

givenness of objects to consciousness. Recipzocally, the

turning for adegquat® evidence to conscmousness is derivative
N bl

of and motivated by the finadeqnacy" inherent in vision,

this “inadequacy” stemmingigrom the fact that wvision is
alWajs perspectival and at any given moment only a profi}g
of the thing is given to me. It is precisely because inner

experience does not present itself in profiles that Husserl

‘

grants it its lmport The.consequences are a “withdrawal”

into a transcendental subgectrvrty and a complementary

[y

strlct concept of perception borderlng on a perceptual reahsm.

Intersubject1v1ty cannot be attalned directly on accopnt of

b

‘both this‘“withdrawal" and becadse expression, fn'order to

: !
be grasped in its foym as a gestalt, demands a'lees réifying

’

Coe
L “

apprehension. ' S . -

-

It appears then that knowing as touching or hearing is

, better suited than knowing as. seeing to account'for

- . . i
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intersuﬂjectivity at the primordial level.{ Again, my aim
is not to discredit Husserl but to point out the influence
that different modés of apprehending the world may exert on
thelunderstanding of and abcounting for intersubjectivity.

It is unquestionably true that in Occidental culture “vision™
has served as.the-dominant méﬁaphor‘for cognition to the
exclusion of recognizing the possibilities inhering £n other .
modes of world—apgrehension or in their interpenetration.2
This suggests tﬁat full comprehension of_intersubjectivity‘
requires an‘examinatioh of éll metaphors used for knowing
and an expliéation of the basic exéeriences that underlie
them. |
Finally, taking cue from Scheler's discussion on the
“intimate link between experience and expression apd the
latter's role in interpersonél perceptioAl most uséful would
be a typology of experiences in terms of'the alterations
they effect on the lived-body. It is QPssible that Husserl )
neglected human expression (at the perceptuﬁ& lével) and
argued for indirect access to the other, as much because of
. his rigoroué adherence to perception in a stfict sense as
¢ because of the.cognit&ye states he usually considered in -
paradigmétic:g%&gé?iﬂgéx Qlearlyithe changeé-éffected‘in
the lived-body in the awarenesé of the “cerebral” concepts
af logic or mathematics are much less perceptiblé than the
: changes effected in awareness of ?métional states.
. Emotional states are far more tended ar}d partake more of

L
the bodily sphere. For this redson they are much more easily

”
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aéprehended and provide greater-certiﬁﬁﬂe about the other's
humanness than some abstract thought of his.
Nevertheless,Aour conviction of the presence of abstract
thought processes in others suggests that there is a whole
range of intersubjectively shared experiences with a Varied
degree of perceptibility and a multitude of mo@es in waich

they ‘are shared. While some psychic states are indeed

' imme&iately manifest through expression, others cannot be ﬂ

reached ekcept through analogizing transfers of the type
proposed by Husserl; the conviction of the existence of these
latter states belongs more to the inferential rather-than
the iatuitive order. Granted these states cannot be involved,
as Scheler shows, in the apprehemsaon of the other at the
prlmordlal or foundlng level. Stlil thelr apprehen51on
contributes to my belief that this other whom I face is

‘
indeed like me, since they too partake of the defining

characteristics of what makes him human. The typology of the
kind proposed herg-would clarify the distinct possibilities
of intersubjectivge sharing pertinent to different levels or

aspects 'of human experience.
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PART TWO

KNOWING THE ESSENCE OF OTHERS

i

(5]
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;Introduction
T

As the issue of justifying the'recognitioﬁ.that I am
not,alone in the world but co-exist with others éttaips
adequate resolution, that 6f understanding personal iﬁentity
assumes increasing significance. Scheler believes that this
understanding ié possible only through such axiological acts

.fgg\lpve and sympathy, i.é. acts which expressly address

themselves to the value dimension of each person. This
\‘ .

position is a synthesis of three distinét themes in Schele:'s
© philosophy: 1) the conception of man and the theory of
'personality in which this conception culminates, 2} the
notion of an emotiona) intuition of value, and 3) a theory

.0f love. The three sections in this part of the essay are

-~

corresponding clarifications of these themes.

t

In Section 6 I attempt to delineate what constitutes .for

Scheler personal identity. I begin here witih an expositioﬁ

of the argument of Scheler's last work Man's Place in Nature

ot (hereaft® Man's Place). I do this' for two reasons. First,

the book addresses itself most difectly to the guestion
"What is Man?”. Second, it'is an explicitly metaphysical
work. We can expect it then to offer insight into Scheler's

ontological commitments implicit in his descriptions of man

elsewhere.

Scheler's procedure in Man's Place'is to look for what

y
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weztave in common with the organic and anpdimal worlds and then
to isolate the essential point of our distinction. Though
he couches his answer in terms of metaphysical'principles of

vital impulse or drive (Lebensdrang) and spirit (Gkist), it

is eclear that the basis of our distinction from animals lies

in intentionality and consciousness's capacity to objectify

*

" its surrounding environment. These attributes pertain to a

sphere 'in man Scheler calls “person.”

The obvious debt owed here to phenomenoclogy, as well as

the sketchiness of the argument of Man's Place lead directly

to the theory of person as presented in Formalism in Ethics

and Non-Formal Ethics of Values (hereafter Formalism), an

earlier phenomenologioal work. Stated in the context of a
response to-Kantian ethics, the person on tﬁis theory-rs
a unity of eséentialiy different intehtional acts, a béing
living its life through diversé acts and in “objectivities”
other than merely rationai ones. The person is certainly
also more than a §éi%—conscious being, since not all act
differénces are included iﬁ self—consciousnessﬂ In this
igﬁoring of rationality and seif—consciousness, Scheler thus
rejects th%\two main criteria that-have figured in mest
philosophical characterizations of perscnhood from Boethius,
through Looke, to contemporary times.

Since intentional acts cannot themselves be objectlfled
crucial, above_all, is the dynamic and unobjectifiable nature

of the person himself. This anti-substantialist emphasis

ensures that the identity of persons can be established

N

@
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neither through the identity of their bodies nor through

a set of memories4-historically the moét.common criteria for
identity~--but lies rather in the "gualitative direction™ of
intentional acts. This is also Scheler's answer go the
paradox of sameness and change, a perennial.issue in
discussio;s of personal identity.. As for knowing the person
as a non—objeét, it is limited to a cp—presence yié@ him

and a "co-performance” of his acts; this is a knOwledgé
proyiQed by participation. ’

These purelyﬁ;theoretical" descriptions of person are
subséquently'complémented by descriptiong’from ethical -
-contexts. Here the most important conclusion reached by
. Scheler is that'each person is fundamentally not a thinking'
being but a loving being wﬁo liveé most concretely.iﬁ feelings
or acts of objective-value-apprehension. Moreover, man's
affective dimension is asserted to have é definite structure
with.ité own laws somewhat like those of logic. All this is
reflected objectively in a set of values by which each person
lives. This is alsq the "meéium" in which personal identity

is to be defined and sought most concretely.

Section 7 establishes the possibility of apprehending

phjective correlate of person's affective structure by
ining Scheler's ideas on the cognitivity of emotions and
the objectivity of values. Since the person cannct be given

as an object, examined also are the modes of co-presence
P

through which he becomes manifest at a specific lével of

3

value-being. C g

'!
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'y
Toward the end of Section 7 I note the limitatiop§ of
co-presence (or co-performance) with the other as to his)
givenness as person. With these limitations in mind, inl
Section 8 I look at Scheler's theory of love as a creative
movement and how, as such, it.fenders possible the adequate
apprehension of personai reality.
Tﬁe conclusion discusses some of the philosophically

proﬁlematic issues inherent in knowledge of personal essence

through leyé.r



<§Sf, . . Section 6

. Scheler's Conception of Man . .

/\

6.1 "Man's Place in Nature™: Toward An Outline Of What Is Man
4 ‘

Man's Place in Natureé is both a culmination of a long-

process of systematic reflection on Scheler's part in the
philosophy of manl'and a condensed summary‘of his ihten@aﬂbut

never published Philosophical Anthropdlogy (Philosophische

L

- .
Anthropologie). The latter, understood also as a thematic

study, was to be the beginning of a special autdnomous \
philosophical discipline that would provide the framework in
which anthropological issues could adeguately be formulated
aﬂd pursuéd.

This of course does not mean that systematic rgflection

on man began with Scheler; it is just that he wish

a definite direction and adequate scope to al
, studies--a task ﬁe cpnsidered necessary for b tp,theoretical
and practical politicai reasons.2 It was Scheler's judgement
that the three prevalent and competing conceptiSns of man--
theological (mah as God's creation), Greékfﬁhliosophical
(man a;lagﬁging endowea-with "reason"}, and modern scientific
(man as a recent product of-evolution different bnly in éegree
of bioclogical comﬁlexiﬁy from other animals)--ocbscure as mﬁch

as they clarify, alternatively displacing each other in the;

-~
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mind of layman and theoretician alike. A unified conception

of man is lacking. At no time in history, notes Scheler,<

_has man been so much of a problem to himself as he is now:

What concretely was the intent of the new philosoph;&gl
anthropology? 1In anessay “Man and History™ (written -two

years prior to the publication of Man's Place), Scheler

\
‘states thap philosophical anthropology is to be

a basic scien ich investigates the
essence and Zssential constitution of man,

his relatizﬁship to the realms of nature

(organic, pflant, and animal llfe)as well
as the sourge of all things, man's meta-
physical ;gigln as well as his phy51ca1 !
psychic, d spiritual origins in the
world, the forces and powegrs which move
man and which he moves, the fundamental

. trends and laws of His biological, .psychic,
cultural, and social evolf®tion, 'along with
~their essentlal capabilities and realities
(1958:65). 3

' Hoquer &tlear he is about the aims and coptent of
philosophical: anthropology, Scheler remains so eg%at ambiguous
with respect to its methodology. On the one hand he under-
stands “essences” in phenomenological terms, $o that in
seeking to delineate the essence of man antHropologicél studie

: .
clearly imply the use of the'phenomenofogical method. On the
other hand, he does not clarify whether these studies are to
be judged within the context of phenomenology, or whether
evidence from other disciplines such as biology and genetic
psychology.is to carry equal weight. 1In the end Scheler

appears to favour the §ecohd alternative--certainly if we

are to base our ,judgement on Man's Place.

One additional caveat concerns the status of the new

-

4
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discipline. The iqcreasing preocéupatioﬁ with philosophical
.-anthropology towérd the end ¢of Scheler's life reflected his
- conviction that all philosophic&l problems could find their
common denominator in the question "ﬁhat is man and what is
his status in being?" Within philosophy, therefore,
philosophical anthropology would cagiy a status sImilar to
that given by Aristotle to metaphysics, a status of a first
disciplinqé Indeed, philosophical anthropology would remain
‘intimately linked with metaphysics, as both fhe description
of its content and the thrust of tﬁe above unifying question
already indicate. t
This lihk is establi;hed§concr ely in Scheler's thought
‘thfougp a non-thematized (from an anthr0polo§ical perspective)
metaphysical decision that man is a "microcosm” of being.
"That is, man is an/%ntity cémprising all essential types of
being-~-material, l&¥ving, and spiritua;—-so that, -through
insight into him, wé can discefn the real attributes of being
- in general and formulate the ultimate principles of-the
_“"macrocosm.” Thus metaphvsics becomes a‘"mgta—anthropolgy."
(The apparent disharmony betweén this progfam and the gge of
the phenomenological method dissipates if we remember that

Scheler ultimately puts that method in the service of

metaphysics.) -

Scheler intrbduces.the argument of Man's Rlace by
notiné a deceptive aﬁbiguity inherent in the concep£ “ﬁén."
Tha£ concept is subordinate- to the concept,"animal?*-while
s%@ultaneously sigpifying in all cdltﬁres-soﬁething radically.

s
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different: a being whose specificity and siﬁuation are

incomparable to any other. The legitimacy of this second
\\\hf’ﬂ;},,,ﬂ@aning of "man,” the essence giving man's beiﬁg different,

écomes then for Scheler the reé% theme‘of his investigations

n Man's Place.

-

Scheler first situates man Within the “overall structure
of the biological-psychological world™ (1961:8). Here he is
P guided by ; basic principle that "the lim;ts of psychic life
| coincide with tﬁe limits of the 6rga§§c life itself™ (8).
Considering plant life as the limiting case of organic life
at one end of‘the spe;tfuh, Scheler thgs asserts that the

-

lowest form of psychic life is a vital feeling, drive, or

\\\‘_,/“*impulse (Gefiihlsdrang) devoid of consciousness, sensation,
or‘representation. Directed wholly oﬁtward toward\;ts'
medium the plant bést shows the ecstatic charactér of this
drive. L -

The second form of the objective stages of ésychiC'life
is classified under instinct. Instinctual behaviour is the
first mode of differentiation and specialization in the
psychic procegs. It is: 1) teleclogical 2) rhythmic,

3) typical, i.e. responsive to recurring situations necessary
for species survival, 4) innate, and 5) hefeditary. No
representations,'images,.or ideaé function in instinctual

¢

knowledge. It is rather a "feeling of value-charge resistances
which are differentiated as attractive or repfilsive according

-3

to these value impressions”™ (21). In instinctione also finds

an individual unity of foreknowledge and actioﬂ\such.that'

/
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whatever is anticipated is never more than what pertains to
the immediately aext stage of an action.

Associative behaviour is correlative to the third stage
of psychic life. Manifesting itself in the conditioned
reflex (and possible due to the separation of an organlsm 5
sensory and motor complexes) it is the resu;; of 4 learning
process and is modifiable on the basis ef_qhanti%iable P

reinforcements. Present in all animals, associative behaviour

reaches its highest degree of develoﬁment in man.

The fourth and final stage comprises practical intelligence.
Itis seen, for example, -in an animal's problem-solving response
to a novel situation. Implied in this response is“an
intelligent grasp of the new situation as we&ifae.A?llmlted
capacity for %ellberate ch01ce. In contrast to the "repro -
ductive™ cﬁaracter of associative behaviour practical
intelliéence_as itself productive and carries a more extended
mental-antiCipation:- In spite of this, Scheler views practical

intelligence as subordinate to the vital interests of the _

organism

Now insofar as man is an animal all of these (;fe—forms
are incorporated in him.’ There is of course a eertain
specificity about him: even as animal. In man, for example,

- &

is found the most dispropo;ggbnate conversion of assimilated
materials for the creation of nervous suBstance, since a
very large part of these materials is transformed into purely

functional braln energy. Man is also capable of expandlng

his milieu (Umwelt), while other animals are ineapable of
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~ . -
changing their environment to any‘significant degree. Still,
these dlfferentlatlng characteristics of man are, Scheler
contends, of a purely quantltatlve nature. For adherlng to.

his original premise that the limits of organic and psychlc

life coincide, he must conclude that the psyehlc dimen

of man exists in strict relation to his physiolbgical processes.

b

From Scheler's perspective “the ﬁgysiblogical and psychic ®
 Processes are strictly identical in an‘ontological sense;

they differ only'as phenomena™ (74). There_exists one and

the same life process with a dual aspect. Rejectiné,any
notion of some special.substratum-in conscioufness and
ttaditionally called soul, Scheler suggests that the difference
between soul and body as a plysical entity afises when we
examine thlS life process under either its inkernal. _ * = .
(psychologlcal) or external (physmologlca as;\ct ( 4) -

As an answer to the traditional soul- body ngblem thlS
vitalistic monism runs counter: to Cartesian duaL;sn, counter
to the monism of mechanistic naterialism, and counter to any
‘spiritual'ﬁqnism:B - But while Schelér may indeed avoid extremes
on this issue,‘his own stand, as W1ll soon be apparent is |

determlned less on the basis of anthropologlcal or phenome—‘ﬁ

nological analyses than on stated metaphysmcal assumptlons

Whatever Judgement one may pass on this p051tlon, Scheler

makes 1t qulte clear that it is not at the level of life or
vital reality that the essentla; distinction between man and
animal can be made;‘fThis distinntaog,must Obviously transcend
the capacity for choice and improvisation pradicated qf'

i
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practical intelligerice. Indeed, we find him saying:

The new principle [of distinction] tran-
scends what we call "life" in the most
general sense. It is not a stage of the
particular mode of life called psyche,
but a principle opposed to life as such,
even to life in man. Thus it is a
genuinely new phenomenon which cannot be
derived from the natural evolution of
life (36).

. '

In Part 2 of Man's Place Scheler affirms the existence
of the new princi?le under the notion of “spirit.” .The
latter not only includes the concgpt of reason, but in
addition to conceptual thought encompasses the “intuition of
éssences'and a class of voluntary and emotional acts‘such as
kindness, love, femorse, reverenge, wondg;d bliss, despair,
and free décision" (36). The center of action in which

spirit appears within a finite mode of being Scheler calls

.. Person,” in sharp contrast to all functional vital centers

which;from an inner perspective may be callé “psychic
denters” or "ego” when reference is made to such a center in
human beings. “Pegéon".is then for Scheler a technical term
pertaining to that level of man which qualitatively
distinguishes him from anything elsé in the $§tal ang
inorganic realms; wheréas, in order to avoid conceptual

v -
ambiguities, the term “man” is left to signify the*fbta%
reality of human existence, i.e. physiological, Qital,
psychical, and spiritual.

- The progressive delineation of the reality of épirit

centers around three key characteristics. The first of these
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is spiriﬁ's “existential liberation from the organic world--
its freedom and detachability from the bondage and pressure
of life” (37). That is, in relation to his environmeat and
the psycho-physical dimension of his existencé, man as
spiritual being exhibi;s essentially an independence which
manifests itself’gs an unlimited openness ﬁo the w&rld.

Suph openness to world \and independence from a milieu (Umwelt)
is made possible by | spirit's caﬁacity of transforming'the
primary centres of resistance to man's vital drives into
“objects.” 'In cohtfast, the animal remains “ecstatically"”
immersed in the milieu. Man as spirit‘grasps then the
qualities, being-suchA or essences of objects. Spirit’'s
openness to world is correlative to its sténding befofe an
infinite field of intuitions and “essences,” a field
incommensurably larger than that of "thinés" of (immediate)
environment. Scheler sumshﬁé all this curtly: "Spifit is
objectivity, or the determination of the objective nature

of things™ (37).

The second esséntial characteristic of man as‘spirit
is his capacity to ébjectify his own physiologicél and
psyChologicai states, every psychic experience and every.
vital function. “World” then is not merély an expanded
version of the external environment but also includes the
objectifiable inner dimension of man. Jﬁorld"vpertains
equaily to self-consciousness, a new act of centering one's

existence.

The third essential attribute of man as spirit is his
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non-objectifiability. Spirit's transcending function which’
enables man to go beyond his own organism - (by transformipé
everything in to an “object,” thargby giving it “worldly"
status) is such that man as ‘'spirit surpasses himself. He is
not in the world as an object is in the world. Here Scheler
-agrees with Kant. The center of objectifying acts cannot
itself be subject to the conditions of objectivity:

Spirit is the only being incapable of

becoming an object. It is pure actuality.

It has its being only in and through the

execution of its acts. The center of

spirit, the person, is not an object or a

substantial kind of being, but a continuously

self-executing, ordered structure of acts.

The person is only in and through it acts (47).

Scheler completes the picture of spirit's reality by
stressing that in essence spirit is radically different from
and opposing life and indeed completely powerless. Spirit is
also supremely individual.

The expressly metaphysical context in which the above
descriptions of spirit are set should not detract from their
obvious debt to phenomenoldby. For their ultimate source
appears to‘lie unambiguously in an intentional view of con-
sciousness and the concept of “categorial intuition” which
Scheler, like Heidegger, “appropriated from Husserl.4 In
Man's Place this intuition reappears as “ideation.” The

-

latter, Scheler suggests, is distinct from all practical

intelligenbe and technical knowledge in that its grasp of
the essential structures of the world occurs independently
of the number of observations and inductive inferences.5

- o



This; along with‘the fact that ideation “withdraws™ us from:
our surroundings, in a sense de-actualizing them, enables one -
to conceive of it as an "ascetic”™ act in which the primitive
sense of reality given in the phenomena of resistance to

vital drives is “cancelled.” Herein liés the meaning of

spirit;F “existential liberation from the pressure of life.”
' >

The meaning of the poWwerlessness of spirit, and the
sense of its opposition to and essential difference from life
become alsco intelligible through a referénce to phenomenoclogy
and its view of cgpsciousness. These attributes of spirit,
as A. R. Luther shows, clearly ensue from a phenomenological

13
contrast of intentionality with organic and inorgpnic reality:

To say that spirit is essentially without
power or force is not merely to distinguish
spirit from vital impetus or basic drive,
which is interiorly directed and blind
power or force, but to disclose spirit as
it is. Spirit is not power or force, and
cannoct be power or force bhecause spirit is
spirit, which is to say, not an object or

a thing, hence, not circumscribable or
measurable or observable as such. This
does not however, mean that spirit as such
is ineffective; it means only that spirit
cannot “force” or "push” or “resist” because
spirit is no-thing, and no-thing cannot
force or push or resist (1974:18).

While the premise of coincidence of the limits of
organic and psychic life grounds Scheler's psycho—physical
monism {of body and'soul), intentionality, intuition of
essences, and cépacity for objecpification lead.him to posit
the metaphysical dualism of life and spirit. In Part 3 of

-

Man's Place Scheler elaborates on the relationship between




thesé_radically different aﬁd autonoﬁous principles. From
an anthropologiqal perspectivé this is a aes;ription of our
- concrete existential situation. .

Spirit, Scheler has claimed, in'"essénce" opposes life
ahd'is-powerléss. In "reality,”™ however, it- must étand in
,close_d;pendénbe on life. Scheler links here the processes
of ideation and sublimation, suggesting that only throug;_.
‘the “ascesis” of ideation and the concommitant withdrawal
. of energy from vital driveé can spiri£ acqhire any -energy
for itself and come “"alive.” At the same time, to safegu%rd”
the autonomy of each principle, and especially that ?f spirit,
%e reaffirms a view that remained constant throughout his .
philosophy, one stated in fact considerably earlier in his
phenomenological wr;tings: "Between spirit and life, between
person and life center we discern no unity of substance bu£
only a bond of dynamic causality”™ (1954:76).

The analysis of spirit as powerless and its bond with
life as nonsubstantial contradicts at once a “classical” and
a "negative” view on spirit. To strengthen and clérify his

own position Scheler subjects both views to a brief critique.

- "
The classical view holds that “spirit,” "mind,” or

”

“reason,” as the highest forms of beinglin the universe,
constitute also being's most powefful forms. Scheler
disagrees with this "unproven hypothesis™; indeed, the
opposite seems to be the case. 1In anticipation of the atomic
age he’ suggests that the most powerful forces inhere .in the

centres of energy in the inorganic world. And if Scheler's
J

-,



'\.

85

metaphysics is ultimatelyla "meta—anthroéology" his position‘
is' not surprising; Clearly our lowest drives assert and
exercise tﬁemselves most powerfully, while the existence of
the higher levels is precariously fragile. What Scheler
concedes as the truth of the classical view is its insistence
on the autonomy of spirit.

As for the negative theory, it states that spirit is
only a product of sublimation or represéion of vitai drives.
On this view--held- principally by Schopenhauer, Ahlsberg,
and Freud, among others--spirit is not autonombus but differs
only in degree from these drives. Scheler agrees that this
theory, unlike the classical one, gives life it's aue, but
points to a 1egitiméte difficulty. ,What is it Fhat causes
the sublimation pf repéession of vital drives? The negative
theories appear to beg the gquestion. Inevitably they pre-
suppose tﬂe exigtence of an autonomous psychic center that
inifiates these processes but are unable to account for it.
For Scheler it is not sublimation of vital drives that
produees spirit but rather spirit which somehow effects the

sublimation. . °

Still, how is one to conceive the non-substantial linkage
between ideation effected by spirit and the,process of
Q§ublimation of, and withdrawal of energy from, vital drives?
How is the originally powerless spiriE capable of repressing
the all powerful forces of life? Scheler offers that spirit

does this through “direction” which consists of "withdrawing

from the opposing vital impulses the images necessary for

Fl
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action” and_"qﬁidance," a procéss of "pfesenting ideas and
values which are then realized through the impulses 7(1961:62).
From this we can safel§ assume, I think, that “direction”
and."guidance" are based on consciousness's intentional‘
relation to real and imaginary objects. Héw and why these
mechanisms "lure the drives witﬁ a bait of appr;priate images”™
{62} Schéler does not say. He provides virtually no
- descriptions exploring the ﬁanifold transformations andg
dynamic interactions betwéen life and spirit. Moreover,
there are certain inconsistencies. Recognizing the potential
controversy of a powerless spirit initiating any activity
whatéoever, Scheler at times writes as if‘spirit after all
did possess beside intentionality some enérgy, as in an act
of.pure will.
'To say that Sche}er's.solution is sketchy and incomplete

would be a vast understatement. The reason for this is two-

fold. First, Man's Place is a highly condensed unsystematic

work gttempting hasgily to synthesize large amounts of diverse
material with a few grand strokes. Second, and more to the
point, Scheler himself did not appear toébe entirely satisfied
with the formulation of his solu;;on; the tenuous nature of

the book's last pages gives ample prodf of this. Indeed, it
would not be entirely inappropriate to suggest that in the end
there is more faith than anything else involved in_what turns
out to” be merely a hunch stated in grand terms. Unforﬁunatély{

Scheler never lived to pursue it further in the announced

works on metaphysics and anthropology.
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This completes the sketch of the argument of Man's Place.

v

I began with it since of all of Schelef's works this bpok
poses most directly the guestion "What is man?”. Moreover,
I hoped-that its expressly metaphysical éontext would provide
clues to ontoiogica} commitments implicit in wvarious
descriptions of the human phenomenon we find dispersed else—
where. Unfortunately, Scheler's ambitious question is not
matchéd by an adeguate response. The answer provided ig
nothing more than an oﬁtline for a more systematic and total
LY

study. Indeed, without reference to his other writings--a

reference he himself suggests as necessary (1961:97)--the

position taken in Man's Place remains all too fragmentary
and hardly éefensible. |

It is in the writings of Scheler's phenomenological
period, notably in Formalism and Sympathy, that concrete and
detailed descriptions of such characterigtics,of spirit as
individuality, actuality, and non—objectifiability are to
be found. The theory of person expounded in Formalism, a
work written fifteen yvears earlier, is without doubt the
basis for poéitive mefaphysical descriptions of spirit, and
hence the basis for any consideration of the essence of man.

-

To this theory I now turn.

6.2 The Theoretical Conception of Person

In Part 2, Chapter 6 of Formalism Scheler provides his
reader with the most detailed description of his conception

of person. In contrast to Man's Place, where the findings of
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the diverse mixture of‘natural science, speculation, and
phenomenology are raised to metaphysical status; Formalism
is methodologically a far more rigorous work throughéut which
its author maintains, for the most part, a descriptive
attitude. As I have earlier sketched Scheler's notion of
phenomenolbgy,~my introduction to his theory.oﬁ person will
be limited here to noting the context of its formulétipn.

| lAbove all, Formalism is a work on éthics, Throughout
Scheler is coﬁtinually engaged in a critique of, q;qlogue
with, and response to Kant and his rational ethics. This is
an intensive effort, whoée aim is to readmit “emotions” Eack
into the philosophical discgurse.on ethics. Oﬁ%osing Kant's
insistence on the validity sf the moral judgement as based
on subjective conformity to a formal iaw, Scheler postulates
an objective order of values as the authentic object of
intuition of the moral subject. This intuitien, he suggésts,
is at bottom emotional rather than intellectual. For this
reason the theory of person in Formalism begins with a

,critique of and is meant to eventually replace Kant's

"rational person™ (Vérnﬁ%Eperson)——the unknown logical subject

of rational activity. 1In addition, then, to éemphasizing- the
radical difference between man's vital and spiritual levels
and the irreducibili%y and autonomy of the latter in

P

particular--this being the main purpose of the later analyses

of Man's Place--in Formalism Scheler aims as much, if not more,

to expose human affectivity as a most significant, indeed

essential dimension of the spiritual sphere. In short, he

o
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categoricaLly rejects the attémpt of rationalism or any
other philosophy to define the human person solely in terms
of reason or rational activity.

A phenomenological reflection upon the mﬁltiplicity and
diversity of'ou; intentional experienpes compels Scheler to
introduce the notion of peréon. What, he asks, gives unity
to the diverse and essentially differentFintentional acts ?f
internal and external percgption, voluntary acts, ad£s of
judgement, representation, love, hate, preference, affective
perception, intellectual acts, etc.? In Kant the problem of
unity of acts performed by an individual is resolved through
the notion of an intellectual "I" accompanying diverse acts.
But for Scheler the ego of transcendental apperception is too
thin, abstract, and insufficient; it pertains to the effecting
agent of rational activity only. Thus, to the above question
he answers that it is the “person [who] is érecisely that
unity which exists for acts for all possible essential

differences inscofar as these acts are thought to be executed”.

(1973a:382-3). What does this mean?

‘ As beings who live in many different modes we Tare”
diverse (logical) subjeéts of essentially differ®nt acts.
Appearing fundamentally identical--in effect it is the same
tI" who performs now an act of will, ﬁow an intellectual act—-
these subjects are nevertheless different precisely as
subjects of different acts. How then can:we neconcile the
fact of these diverse subjects, considered not in respect of

their different essences but as existent or effecting their

7
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acts and existing as a unity, if not by affirming that "it
belongs to the nature of the differences of acts to be in a
persan and only in a person”? (383).

Wherexthere is no diversity of acts the question of
person theéefo:e does not even arise. N;r for the same reason
can the perééh be defined simply as a self-conscious being,
unless all possibie types of acts'ﬁre contained in this
consciousness “of” itself. Subject% of single activity, be

it rational or any other, remain only lo¢gical and not

existential subjects. This is why Kant's VernUftperson is

vacuous.
What then is most significaﬂf for the subsequent
development of the notion of person is that “the different

logical subjects of essentially different acts can only be

in a form of unity insofar as we reflect on the possible

'being' of these subjects and noﬁ_mérely on their nature”™ (383).
It is this necessity of reflecting upon the existence of these
diverse “performers” (and not mérely on their nature) that
leads Scheler directly to the following definition: . "The

person is the concrete and essential unity of being of acts

of different essences which in itself précedes all essential

act differences i.e., inner and outer perception, feeling,

loving, hating, thinking, etc. The being of the person is~—""

therefore the 'foundation' of all essentially different acts”

(383)-6
Being, existence, and essence are all equated here in a

phenomenoclogical sense. ~The intuited existence of the person

"
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és a core and source of dive;se intentiohél or meaningful
activity is the essential conditioh of the grasp of any of
his particular acts. From the intimate link between the
being of unity and essential diversity of acts--this being
-the essence of'person;—it follows that for an essence of an
act to be given as concrete (i.e., as pertaining to an
existing rather than abstract agent} a reference toathe
essence of the person must always be presupposed. The latter
is co-intended and co~given in considering any concrete act
whatsoever. In other words, any act is concrete only by virtue
of belonging to the essence of this or that individual person.
The person, Scheler inéists, is not an "empty ‘point of
departure' of acts”; He is rather a concrete being without
reference to whom full and adequate intuition of the essence
of any act would be impossible (384). (This also means that
imélicit in the apprehensioh of any concrete éct is the
presence of all act-essences that are properly of the person,
i.e. inner and outer intuition, thinking, feeling, etc. [386])
To come back to Scheler's essential definition of person,
we must now examine the nature of the relationship between
the person and his acts—-a relationship clearly implied by
such terms aé “"precedes” and “foundation.” Here we encounter
the most obscure and problematic aspects of Scheler's theory,
some of which we can appreciate if we recogﬂizé that in spite
of in;isting thét a separation betwéen the unity of several
acts and the acts themselves is not phenomenologically given,

he nevertheless wants to delineate an essential background
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against which particular acts becomg intelligiblg.

At first glaﬁce Scheiér's intent appears clear. The
person as.a unity of being .of intentional acts cannot be a
"thingl or "sﬁbstance“ with a permanent structure and
proPeities.7 Acts by their very naﬁure are dynamic and
chéhging and it is precisely in this "medium”™ that tlie person
is "contained.” For Scheler the person is and experiénces
himéelf only as a being who execﬁtgs acts and is no sense

“behind”™ or “"above”™ them like a fixed point: "It belongs to

the essence of person to exist and to liversolely in ‘the

execution of intentional acts™ (390). Moreover, “the whole
éerson is contained in every fully conc%ete act and the
whblesperson 'varies' in and through every act” (385).

These statements suggest that Scﬁeler favours -an
“"actualist” interpretation of person. Such an interpretation,
however, would be difficult to reconcile with the thesis of
‘the person as “preceding” and “founding” the essentially
different acts. In addition, any difference between person
and acts would be eliminated, while an explanation of
personal identity would prove virtually impoésible. Indeed,
in another set of statements Scheler himself_appears to
condemn the actualiﬁt position, suggesting that persoh cannot
bé reduced to a mere "interconnective éomplex" of acts;
though wholly contained in and varied iﬁ and through each act,
the person is nevertheless never exhausted in its being, nor
“changed”™ like a‘'thing in any‘of'these acts (385). Scheler

is clearly emphasizing here the persistence of that aspect of

person as orientated and initiatory source of all acts.
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Considering this irreducibility of person to his acts,

how then are we to conceive adequately the identity between

person as existing only in acts, and persdon as the co~g1ven
concrete unity dlStlnCt from hlS acts? The issue, notes

Dupuy, 1s quite problematic:

The guestion is embarrassing, since the
diverse formulations used by Scheler do
not always render the same tone,” and
taken literally, they would be even
difficult to reconcile. It is obvious
that the author is searching to break
through between two extremes which are
on one hand the idea of a person-substance
distinct from his acts, and on the other
hand the idea of person as a pure corre-
lation or 51mple interconnection of acts
(1959,1:341-2).

Elsewhere, in Sympathy, Scheler gives expression to such
a middle course between substantialism and actualism through
use ‘of such termﬁfgs “personal~substance,” splrltual act-

L —

substance,” unlteEy”EGbstance ©of all acts that a belng effeets,’

and “"act-substance” (Actsubstanz) to describe the reality of
person. And W.Hartmann offers the following summary of the

thrust of Scheler's thinking on person: )

But through all the descriptions the
following ideas remain clear: reject
every separation of the person and
its acts in the sense of substance-
accildent relation; encounter sub-
stantialistic invariability with
variability; and still speak meaning-
fully of a “"performer™ (1968:254). _ <

One is still left wondering, though, what ultimately is

to be made of that "more”™ which distinguishes from his acts



a being who exists only in their accomplishment. For his
part Dupuy states: “There is no alternative but to take
recourse . . . in &n idea of.a form, whose nature, is precisely

R
to exist only by virtue of a substance with which it cannot

be confounded since it determines that substance” (l959,l:344)?

Dupuy further compares Scherer's peréon to a unity of stvle

or an';rg work, suégesting that when Scheler speaks of an
act-substance he wishes to indicate the  identity of sense or
inspiration, which, immanent in person's different acts, binds
one act to another and confers upon their unity an original
character. Similarly, A.R.Luther interprets Scheler's person
as "an intrinsic coherence of aynamic orientation” (1972:41)
and makes an insightful analogy of'per;on with a sentence tol

justify such an interpretation:

o

'‘The meaning of a sentence, for example,
’ is the intrinsic c¢oherence of its
. individual words. Insofar as all of its
words refer one to another, a sentence - ~
is a meaningful unity. The referential
or intentional character of all the words
‘is "fixed” in the “point” that the words
together constitute and express. For
this reason a removal of one word destroys
the meaning of a sentence, or changes it
- fundamentally. A sentence, then, is a
unique system of relations in which each
word functions as a reference to other
words. As integral to a sentencée, a word
is not a word plus a relatedness to other
words. The word is the being related to
other words in meaningful expression:; the
word is a reference. ~
Being a reference or relatedness to
other words does not mean, however, that
ocne word or the mere sum of all the words
is identical with the meaning of the
sentence. The meaning of the sentence is
distinct from the words. The meaning of
a sentence is a "more than mere words.”

.

{
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On the other hand, the meaning of a
sentence is not separate or somehow
apdrt from the words themselves. The
coherence of the sentence is in the
words (53-4). o

Scheler himself dedicates to this issue few brief remarks,
which nevertheless appear to legitimize the interpretations I

have pfésented. Personal identity, he believes, does not

require a permanent being but can be reta ned_ olely in the

"qualitative direction™ of person's becomlng\’”fferent in his
acts (1973a;385).10 Exprgssiéﬂs making reference to person,
such as “form of -inity” or "it is the person himself
permeating every act with his pecﬁiiar character” len@
additioﬁal support to the above iﬁterpretéﬁions, with the
proviso that "form™ is not qﬂderstood here.in a logical or
epistemological but rather ontological senée.

) As the principle of unity of diverse intentional acts
person by,n6 means exhausts all dimensions of human existence.

Thus, parellel to the differentiation made between spirit and

life in Man's Place, in Formalism we find a strict distinction

between the personal and vital-psychical levels of man, or
between “pPerson” and “ego,” and correlatively between acts
and functions. ";;D

By functions Scheler understands seeing, hearing, tasting,
smeiling, vital feeling, etc. These arise out of man's
psychophysical level as a reaction directed toward the
environment and other men. All functions are functions of the
psycho—physiéal‘unity which constitutes the ego and necessarily

presuppose a lived body and an environment. They are also

.o

\
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;,y—““fagEs“ybich.pgcur within-phenomenal space-time sphere and are
given, along wf#h th? eqgo, as objects in inner intuition or '
perception. ; h

‘In.marked 50ntrast to functions intentignal acts are
spontaneously fnitiated and gan never be objéctified. Since
the person ig ohiy in the éxecution-Sf acts he can é fortiori
never be an objec:t;-;‘either,l-l a fact Scheler never tired of
stressing. But if person can never be objectified this
~immediately raises the question as to his knowability:
Scheler's response iS'that “the only and exc;usive kind of
givenness of the person is his execution of acts.” From this
it follows as wéll Fhét "as long as we look only'at the
.so~called experiences aﬁd;not thgir 99353 experienced, the
person remains completely trénsceﬁdent"l(386). Concerning °
other persons, they are experienced in terms of “post-
execution™ or “co-execution” of acts in togetherness; any
objectification of theﬁ is nevertheless excluded.

As for the relationship between acts and functions, it
can be twofold. First, functions can be objects of acts.
Second, they can be that “through™ which acts can be directed
towards something objectified. An essentially similar
Jjudgement can be méde with respect to aﬁ object now seen, Or
another time heard. Under no conditions, however, does the
person and his acts belong to or partake of the psycho-physical
sphere. This is consistent with, Scheler's metaphysical

position that between spirit and life there exists only a

dynamic and not a substantial bond. The occurrence of acts of
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the person is "not analogous and parallel to the functional
processes-of the nervous system, but parallel and analogous

to thé objective structure of objects and values in the

world itself™ (1958:28). Scheler summarizes the autonomy of

the person vis & vig the psychic-vital sphere byisaying that
both person and acﬁs are "psychophysicélly indififerent.” By
this he means that the personal level is Aelther gomethlng
phy51ca;, nor psychlcal, nor psycho-physical, but spiritual.
‘ ‘In ending the exposmtlon of the théoretlcal conceptlon
of person as dqfllned in Formalism (Chapter 6A), I wish to
emphasize that I have so far touched only on what Scheler
regards are strictly formal descriptions grounded in the
reflection on the unity of essentially aifferent inténtional
forms. Additional content toc the notion of person must now
be provided by considering the person in some explicitly
ethical contexts, thus allowing us to gain a more concrete
plcture of what Scheler understands by person. ’This order of
presentation would llkely be endorsed, in any case, by
Scheler himself. For he admits that ultimaﬁely it is his
ethics that found the philosophical image of the person, and
not vice versa.12
Specificélly, I will be considering three sub-themes:
i) our individuation, ii) our relation to ethical values,

and iii) tﬁgﬂgzzg;ity of the affective over the intellectual

order within the personal sphere.
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6.3 The Person In Ethical Contexts:

i. Person as Individual ii. Person as Bearer of Value

iii. Person as a Loving Being

i. Person as Individhal

~

It is at the personal level that Scheler locateé the
principle of man's” individuation. Aligning himself with those
philosophers who have considered indiv%duation as a functién
of total being (Hartmann 1968:255), he declares that the
coggffte center of spiritual or psycho-physically indifferent
acts wﬁﬁch constitute the person is %ﬁ;eady individuated
throggh"itself and in itself. Thisqgﬁaracteristic of person
is for Scheler no less important tﬁén non-objectifiability
and autonomy as compared with the vital level. It signifies
his attempt to recover the dimension of uniqueness in every
human being.

Person and individﬁalityzconstitute an essential
connection, such that "every man is anp individual and there-
fore a unique being distinct from all others to the same
degree that he is a pure person” (1973a:508). This essential
connection implies an outright rejection of the natural
assumption that a certain core typified as "humén nature” is
common to all men who in turn become individuals by virtue
of particular embodiment as well as particular inheritgd and
acquired psychological traits..

In Formalism the theme of individuation is stated as a

defense against Kant's “law-rule” of pure reason and the one-

.—-—/



sidea emphasis on universality and general validity. Fbr if
the person is def?ﬁed soleiy in terms of rational actiﬁity——
where rational acts are acts corresponding to a certain law-
’;ulness, hence being extra-individual--then the notion
“individual person” becomes in fact a contradiction in terms.
Indeed, this would be a depersonalization of person, as would
also be such views as those of Fichte or Hegel where the
_person is regarded as a mode or function of anlimpersonal
universal spirit. .

The autonomy of thé'person, i.e. its essential tran-
scendence of the psycho-physical level, implies that ;he
latter lével is excluded from human individuation. Such
exclusion also follows from the fact that it is the bodily
drivés and their structure that make up the most general
characteristics and processes within ué. From Scheler's
metaphygical perspective they are identical in an ontological
sense with the psychical or ego processes. Thus any attempt
to postulate the principle of individuation in the body, in
terms of (outer or inner) contents of experignce, or in terms.
of any space-time reference is at bottom, Scheler iﬂsists, a
céﬁFusion of individuation with “singularization™ (510}.
Frwis perspective, the theme of individuation-is restated
at lengih in Sympathy: |

Even if we abstract from tke physical and
spatio-temporal differences between persons,
and from everything which distinguishes the
possible contents of their consciousngsses,
they always continue to differ in

their intrinsic character as concrete act-
centers. And they would still do so even
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if their bodies and the entire contents
of their consciousnesses could be made.
to tally exactly. They are indeed the
only examples of the independent existences
of substances whose individuality is com-
pletely self-determined. They cannot be
distinguished, like bodies in other respects
identical in character, upon spatio-temporal,
numerical and gquantitative grounds, since as
pure act-centers they transcend time and
space; . . . they therefore can and must be
distinct in their pure character (or personal
essence) alone. Physical objects, and bodies
even, may be identical in character and yet
really distinct owing to differences of
spatio-temporal position. But the only.
ultimate distinction between persons is one
of character, i.e. the fact that they are
absolute individuals. Schopenhauer's theory
of spatio-temporal order as the sole }
principle of individuation is therefore com-
pletely fallacious (1954:65).

Scheler does not cffer any strict proofs in support of

his thesis of absolute individuality of persons. However,

his assertion that absolute individuality belongs to structure

of persons is not a tautology; it ensues from phenomenological

observation. Persons are absolute individuals because they

reveal themselves in this mode. The deeper the “penetration”

into another human being “through knowledge and understandiﬁg,

guided by personal love,” the more this other appears as

unique,

irreplacable,'and indispensible-~hence individual:

As knowledge [of the other] progresses

from the associative level of the soul to
the vital, and from thence to the existence
of the spiritual person, the impression of
the individual quality grows, increasing by
leaps and bounds as each new level is
reached, until full individuality is attained
{123).

(This progression, incidentally, reveals the Platonic flavour
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of Scheler's thought. Man is the inmost personal and there-

fore individual ‘self, the more he is reduced toward his s

bodiless being. This impression is amplified when Scheler
further declares that at this level the bxistence of persons
as separate entities is given only through their being
\different ih character or essence).

The direct relation bhetween individuality and personality
imposes limits, as to both describability of”the person and
communicability between human beings. The penetratien into
the wholly original personal nature of the other is
accompanied by an ever greater difficulty of putting this
‘knowledge into words. The person. in his ultimate uniqueness
and Individuality is not only ineffable or a-rational, but
essentially "transintelligible,”™ that is, “eternally
transcendent to all possible cognition and valuation of the
‘other”™ (1973a:569-70) and “essentially impenetrable to
understanding”™ (1954:67). He 1is encountered in an “awareness
. of the fact of absolute uniqueness, and of there being a
Sphere of absolufe personal pri?acy, but with no possibilityx
of adding to those attributes some missing content of
understanding” (67). | -

Absolute incommunicability and privacy pertain to person's
“intimate” sphere. Scheler also postulates in person a
“socilal” sphere which is correlative to peréon's membership
in different types of community.'> The latter sphere is

constituted by those acts which can be perforﬁed only'wiih

the possibility of social response and which by their very
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nature are intentionally directed towards others. It is in
the performance of such ¥ essentially social acts™ as love,
sympathy, promising, etc. that the social and the relatively

intimate spheres of person become revealed.

ii. Person as Bearer of Values

Another key feature of persons is thét'théy are bearers
of moral values. A person is always a “value-person”
(Wertperson} . "By mq;él values ("good”™ and "evil™) Scheler
understands not something that is a content of any act s
(i.e. as attached to a given object) but rather something
_that pertains to acts themselves insofar as these realize a
positive (higher) or negative ({(lower) value. As non-intended,
moral values “connect” to acts whiéh realize non-moral or
objective vélues:}4 They correspond therefore to what in the
theoretical conce?tion of person is defined by Scheler as the
qualitative direction of acts, or personal identity (1973a:28).

Since moral values depend on the pursuance of acts, and
such pursuance in general constitutes in man the sphere of
person, they can be equally well qualified as values ﬁf the
person. As allocated to the becoming and being of the
sp;ritual individualify of the person, moral values are unique,
Thus every person distinguishes himself through\his own
peculiar and irreplacable axiological character. He has an
“individual-personal value-essernce” (489).

To  say that a person {s a bearer of moral values is to

underline from an ethical perspectivé the dynamic—nature of
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personal being. A persdn is never a static or finished
entity. He exists as a-"task" or “vocation” and experiences
this as.an ought-to-be of a content, an action, a deed, or a
project through him. Such obligation is ultimately based on
the person's individual value-essence felt under its poténtial
or ideal aspects, i.e. as Vvalue intentions immanent to the
person himself. all of empiriéal life as manifested in‘one's
acté, écheler suggests, develops under the influence of the
goal of this value-ideal of the individual person (491). Only
in this dynamic context are moral values, as Scheler defines
them, intelliéible, since only on the basis of insight into
what (a person) ought to be,can acts and persons be judged as
approximating or not this preferred state of ‘being.

-

iii. Person as a Loving Being

The last theme to?be considered here in connection Qith
Scheler's conception of person is perhaps the most important.
It bears closely on the preceding discussion and concerns his
preoccupation with our emotions generally, and his granting
to them a special significance specifically.

fhe insistence on a priority of the emotional over other
dimensions éf human existence is the striking feature of
Scheler's philosophy as a whole--a feature his philosophy 1is -
undoubtedly most noted for. Whatever modifications it may
have undergone, Scheler's philosophy of man remainéd based on

a fundamental tenet according to which man is primarily not a
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thinking or willing being but a loving being, an ens amans.
“If this is not uﬁderstood,".notes Frings, "Scheler's phil-
osophy as a whole is not understood™ (1965:68). In light of
what has algééay been said, neither a priority of the
emotional order within the persénal sphere, nor the just
professed significance of such priority for all of Scheler's

thought, should be all that surprising. While in Man's Place

we see a fundamental differentiation between the vital and

-

spiritual spheres with particular emphgsis on the radical
autonomy of spirit, in Pormalism, as I noted earlier, Scheler
begins his theofy of person with a critique of Kant's

JQ(

Vernuftperson. This twofold insistence, affirming an original

sphere of spiritual non-psycho-physical acts and opposing the
notion of Kant's rational—person,'is indeed directly related
to Scheler's thinking on emotional activity. For thrijgg;this
insistence he combats the classical prejudice which upholds a
division between “reason” and JSensibility," and according to
which only rationality pertains to the spiritual While anything
in the mind that does not follow the laws of formal logic or
is a-rational, (i.é., intuition, feeling, striving, loving,
hating, etc.), is regarded as dependent on human physiological
organization. This division is completely inadequate, Scheler
believes, in conveying the structure of the spiritual.

The exposition on the theoretical conception of person
has shown why it is impossible to characterize the latter by

one predominating activity, be it rational or any other. Thus

Scheler insists that in the autonomous personal sphere there
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are, along with and equally original as rational acts, acts “*
of “pure intuiting and feeling, pure loving and hating, pure
striving and willing which are as independent of the psycho-
physical organization of man as are pure thought, and which
at the same time possess their own originai laws that cannot
be reduced to laws of empirical psychic life” (1973a':254) .
Not limited to rational activity only; personal being,
therefore, realizes itself necessarily through a variety‘and
multiplicity of intentional acts. What however serves as tﬂe

T <
basis for the ;séértion ofﬁprimacy of certain aéts, namely
emotional, ovex others?

First, Scheler's phenomenological investigations-into
ethics lead him to conclddg that in all éognition before we
knéw any object iq,a tpéoretical'or neutral_mode we apprehend
it in its value aspecﬁ, and do so through an emotional
:iqtuiéion: ‘ Ql‘

W

All primordial comportment toward the
Wﬁrla::fETETT_vis a vis not only the
ohiter but also the inner world, vis a
vis not only others but also our own
ego—-~although not precisely “repre- .
sentational” one of perceiving
(Wahrnehmung) is nevertheless . .
primordial emotional comportment of
Value-ception (Wertnehmung) {197).

a

Second, and more fundamental for the issue faised hereti
is Scheler's understanding of knowledge and love in their
most formal sense, and the relationship he envisages between

the two:

Knowledge is an existential relationship,
and one which presupposes the ontological
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forms of whole and part. It is the
relation of participation (Teilhabe)of
an existing being in the essence (Sosein)
of another existent entity by which no
change is brought about in the latter.
What is “known”™ becomes a “part” of the
“"knower,” but without moving in any way
from its place or being otherwise trans-
formed. This ontological relationship

"~ is not spatial, causal or temporal re-
lationship. “Mens” or "mind” we call
the X or the sum and suybstance of the
acts in the “knowing”. being by dint of
which such a part ation is possible;
by which a thing, rather the essence
{Sosein)~--and only the essence--of an
etlstlng thing becomes an “ens intention-
ale” in contradistinction to a mere
existence (Dasein) ("ens reale”) which
always and necessarily remains outside
and beyond the relationship of knowing.
The root of this X, the direction-giving
moment for the realization of acts which
lead to some form of participation {(Teilhabe),
can only be that self-transcending interest
(Teilnahme) in it which, in its most formal
sense, we call "love.” Knowledge is there,
and only there, where the essence (Sosein)
is, in strict identity both extra mentem,
i.e., in re, and at the same time also in
mente-—as ens intentionale or as “object”
(Deeken 1974:185-6).

© knowledge, no having any part in being is possible
tn n, without thE\kQSWlng subject’'s going out of himself to
pértlclpate in being. Love as effecting this process is an
"emotion” in the most';iéeral sense of the word. It is a
motion or tendency which leads us out of and beyond ourselves.
Séheler thus expressly ti;s in with a tradition extending back
into antiquity, from Plato through Augustine, which ascribes
a supremely significant role to love in the development of

knowledge. The act of love is basic to. all other acts in the

sense that as "pure taking interest in,” it is the presupposition
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for any taking notice of, or becoming aware of, observing,

imagining, thinking, willing, etc.; and this is to be taken

b

‘as valid in a transcendental sense. Love is what awakens

_both knowledge and volition, and is indeed “"the mother of

spirit gpd reason itself” (Scheler 1973b:110). Scheler

creatively summarizes this situation: T“Everywhere the 'amateur'

© precedes the 'savant.'”

Herein lies then the ‘meaning of the priority of ‘the
affective order. Love és the prierdial spiritual act circum-
scrib;s the reality in which we are cognitively active. The
measure of man's love determines the depth and the scope of

his knowledge, the possible range of his contact with the world.

‘And when Scheler submits that the affective order possesses its

own orxriginal lawfulness and autonomy he naturally invokes

Pascal's notion of an “ordre du coeur” or “logigue du coeur.”

The' expression “le coeur a ses raisons” must be ggken;as
meaning not that the "heart,f-(i.e. the entire range of human
afféctivity,) has.anything whiFh is equi&alent to reason in

its rank and meaning, bu£ that it‘possesses a strict lawfulness
in its own domain that is not borrowed from the formal logic
of intellectual unéerstanding. The heart possesses a definite
structure and is not “the seat of confused states, of unclear
and indefiﬂite agitations or some other strong forces tossing
man hither and thither in accord with‘causal laws™ (117).

Scheler calls this structure "Ordo Amoris,” the order of love.

_In the service of ijectivistic ethics Ordo Amoris refers

to the correct order of thé hierarchy qf values intended in
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ordered love, i.e. love not-pé&meated and‘altered by spite or
resentment. Existentially, it is a ranking of values which
each individual éarries with him as if it: was an encasing
shell, perceiving the world through its windows. 1In effect

it is the structpre of mahfs most basic activity as spirit,
determining all other personal activities. The theme of Ordo
Amoris converges then with what in other contexﬁs Scheler
expresses underlthé hotions of persdnal—in&ividual value-essence
and the qualitative direction of our becoming différent in acts.
Existentially, the order of love points *to the ;%Entity of each
individual; it is “the simplest structure .of the most funda-
mental goals of the goal—dirgcted core ofwth person, the basic
ethical formula,rso to speak, by which he exists and liveé
morally”™ (99). In one of his most profound statements Scheler

summarizes the issue of knowing who the other is:

Whoever has the Ordo Amoris of a man has
the man himself. He has for the man as

a moral subject what the crystallization
formula is for a crystal. He sees through
him as far as one possibly can. He sees
before him the constantly simple and basic
lines of his heart (GEmut) running beneath
all his empirical many-sidedness and
complexity. And heart deserves to be called
the core of mdn as a spiritual being much
more than knowing and willing do. He has

a spiritual model of the primary source
which secretly nourishes everthing emanating
from this man. Even more, he possesses the
primary determinant of what always appears
to surround and enclose the mapg: in space,
his moral environment; in time, his fate,
that is, the quintessence (Inbegriff)} of
possibilities belonging to him and to him
alone. Nothing in nature which is independent
of man can confront him and have an effect on
him even as a stimulus, of whatever kind or
degree, without the cooperation of his Ordo
Amoris (100).
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6.4 Scheler's Conception of Man: Summary and Appraisal

-

The analysis of Man's Place revealed that man owes his

distinction from all other living beings to a superior and
auﬁonomous metaphysical principle called “spirit,” and pfesent
in him as “person.” Sp;rit as objectivity, i.e. as the
principle of transforma£ion of pockets of resistance to man's
vital drives into “objects,” performs its function through
“ideation,” a notion akin to that of Husserl's “categorial
intuition.” ' s '

The theoretical exposition of person (Formalism; Ch..é Af,
formulated in the context of an attempt to readmit the human
affective dimension into ethics, completes this image of man
by showing that person dces not limi£ himself solely to
rational activity but realizes himself necessarily in a

P
multiplicity and variety of essentially,different intentional

acts. Person can thus be defined in virtue of discovery that
intentionality and cognitivity are attributéble to an intuition
other than a rational one--(this being also the all-important
premise of Scheler's ethics). As actualized énly in the
executioﬁ of intentional acts which themselves cannot be
objectified, personal reality remains always essentially dynmamic
and non—objectifiable. Person is no “object” and no thing.
His givenness as person remains limited to a “co-presence’ with
him, a participation in the pérformance of his activity. His
identity lies neither in the types of acts pérformed nor in
their content but in fheir “qualitative direction.”

When examined inlethical contexts (Formalism, Ch. 6 B)
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the person reveals himéelf as sqpremely individual apd a
bearer of moral values, that is, values which pertain to
personal activity itself rather than content of any particular
acﬁ. The qualitative direction of acts becomes designated
here as a “personal-individual value essence,’ a peculiar and
irreplacable axiological character. Under the influence of
this peculiar axiological bent, or more precisely under its
potential orFLdeal aspects, eaéh person exists as a “task” or
“vocation” in a self-experience of an ought-to-be of a content,
action, deed,’or state of being.

With the theme of man as a loving Seing.Scheler announces
that the person actualizes himself most concretely and pro-
foundly in and through his emotional activity. The under-
standing of knowledge as an ontological relationship suggests
that the tendency to go outside of oneself in order to
participate in anothef being--this constituting a definition
of loyve in its moét formal sense, i.e. as “pure taking interest
in"--is indeed the érecondition for the disclosure_of the
_.intelligibility of the world, since it grounds all cognitionally
relevant -activity. Phenomenological investigations into ethics
confirm this by noting values as the authentic objects of &an
emotional intuition, and that the grasp of something in its
value dimension is the precondition for the appearance of any
of its “theoretical” aspects.

An equally significant result of these investigations is
the discovery of the human emotional activity as possessiné a

definite sense or stru'ct{lrc—‘}5 with its own laws analogous to
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those of (intellectual) ‘understanding. Scheler calls this
structure Qrdo Amdris, the order of love. It indicates
concretely the contours of our emotional life. A grasp of
thié “most hidden of all phenomena” would reveal one's
identity,‘i.e. who he is. The order of love, understood
existentially, is synonymous therefore with the qualitative
direction of personal activity, the personal-individual
value-essence or orientation of intrinsic coherence.

The most serious, indeed frequently raised objection
against Scheler's anthropology is that it neglécts the unity
of man (see Strasser 1957, Ranly 1966, and Owens 1970). This,
I think, is a valid claim. Although his dualism is unigue
and original, the bifurcation of man into a spiritual sphere
on one hand and a vital or psycho-physical one on the other 1is
just asg radical as that effected by Descartes. The dual
principles in man of life and spirit tend to destroy the very

unity that Scheler implicitly sought in his criticism of other

forms of dualism. It appears that Scheler somewhat arbitrarily.

extracted the personal level from the totality of our conscious
life, severing from the latter its acting (intentional) aspect.
One would think that not only is the “life” of the perscnal
sphere dependent on the functions of the organism and psychic
mechanisms, but that the manner of this "life” is likewise
conditioned by normal as well as pathological states and
processes of the psycho-physical level. Once personality is
torn out of the body and consciousness it becomes impossible

to successfully again bridge this gap.’ The strictly dynamic



112

union between person as spirit and the psycho-physical ego
is certainly wanting. Tt hardly explains how the person as
spiritual, by way of being embodied, can act upon the world
surrounding ‘him and existing with him. ©Nor is it imperative
on Scheler's own premises that even in immediate face-to-face
encounters a perceived human body be taken as a body of that
individual person (Strasser 1954:46).

hndeniably there are meaning structures as well as
intentional activity that appear qualitatively different from
what Scheler regards as functions and their content and are
unlike anything found in the realm of physical causaliéy.
Unguestionable, as well, is the fact that with genuiﬁe maturity
we become less impulsive (reactive) and more spontaneous
(creative), that is, less controlled by organic processes and
psychic mechanisms of the type so well descfibed by contemporary
psychoanalysis. (Compared to Freud's conception of an infant
as a “polymorphous pervert”™ bent on continuous drive grati-
ficatién, a mature adult is indeed a great “ascete.”) And
certainly legitimate is Scheler's guestion whether such
"spiritual” activity can adequately be accounted for by the
processes of sublimation, as naturalistic reductionist theories
attempt to do. |

Still, my own position is to remain agnosﬁic as to the
actual existence within man of an autonomous spiritual act-
center. Mere coherence of intentional activity {see Appendix)’

is certainly insufficient to posit a metaphysical strgtum

“"behind” it; indeed, by what kind of truth would such an

N

.
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act-center be accessible? When Scheler‘suggests that the
existence 6f this act-center‘is solely affirmed by the‘
difference of character found among us, is he not going against
his own thinking insofar as the existence of anything is given,
according to him, in resistance to our volunta,tive'._powers?l6
The non—substaﬁtive beond between lived-body and the spiritual
person makes it impossible to assume the latter upon encounte&—
ing the former and Scheler is left affirming a rather paré—
doxical notion of something that is without éxisting. To
posit in man the existence of a spiritual act-center must then
be taken on faith, or as a matter of principle. This, it seems
to me, is ultimately Scheler's way out. For without an
autonomous spiritual factor iﬁ man his personalism would
collapse'for lack of metaphysical underpinnings.

Even if a'spiritual act-center does exist, there remains
something problematic about assuming its responsibility for
man's individuatiop. Certainly insight into someone makes
‘them appear all the more unigue and different from others.

But at the level of metaphysics the attribution of absolute
individuality to spirit is derived negatively. That is, if
men do appear unique, Scheler must predicate absolute
individuality of the spiritual or personal sphere since he
believes all 1life to be metaphysicalf& one. Yet this last
assumption is highly questionable. The insight that all
physical or material bodies are identical in essence and are
differentiated strictly by their“position in a given spatio-

temporal setting pertains more to contemporary physics, and
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specifically to the reducibility of all physical things to
energy, rather than to phenomenoclogy. From a strictly
descriptive perspective the self-identity and wholeness
exhibited especially by living organisms point more to their
independence from one another than to their partaking of some
common “life-stuff.” On the plane of metaphysics the equation
of person and individuality would seem then to lack adequate
positive foundation.17
On the other hand, without the metaphysical leap the
descriptions of person that Scheler provides are some of the
_richest and most original of their kind to be found in all of
phenomenological literature. The theoretical conception of
person attempts to explicate as-adequately as possible that
experience in which the other appears not as one object or
thing among others but as a being-for-himself who manifests
himself dynamically in an infinity of modes and whose actigities
(given in innumerable meanings of human expression) appear to
be initated and executed from within him but nevertheless from
“outside” the limitations of physical spaée and time, since
they are essentially phenomena of intentionality. Each
individual is encountered as a creative source or initiative,
a presence that is “there”--and this entails_aspects of
lfregdom, richness, openness--which is lived, felt, an% ex—
perienced concretely and is neither a mere unifier of sense
perception nor a product of some deduction that argues
prereflectively from an activiﬁy to a necessity of an actor

behind it. Reduced to a phenomenological essence this is
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“"the being of unity of esséntially different acts.

An impeortant featu;ﬁ of this encounter is that the
impression of the other as a source or initiating center of
diverse acts persists throughout even a single activity of
his, and this over and above the impression of his being an
actor of that particular activity. The former impression, as
a klnd of implicit background is not spent in the ewperlenée
(or apprehension) of that single activity, even though the
whole individual appears concretely involved in it. Thus he
appears as an active totality or whole that is never, however,
exhaustively given through any one perspective or expression.
Tt is in this sense that the person who is “wholly contained
in and 'varied' by each act is never exhausted nor 'changed’
like a thing in any of éhese acts.” It is also in this sense
that the apprehension_qg;a.single act carries with it a
reference to the esséﬂdé"of person (as the being of unity of
diverse intentional aéts).

As for Scheler's suggestion that man is his most personal
self the more he is reduced towards his bodiless being, this is
simply a formalization of a phenomenologically observable fact
that the more we focus on the pure meaning intention given in
a partlcular expression, the more peripheral to our attention
becomes the physmologlcal organization that conveys that
expression. | |

Scheler deserves credit for not haviné falleﬁ victim to
a spatializing and reifying tendencies of consciousness and
to have insisted, inlspite of conceptual difficulties; on the

non-objectifiable, intentional, dynamic, open-ended and

\
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unfinished structure of human reality.18 Trangcendence, as

‘Scheler inéistea in an early essay "On the Idea of Man™ {1978),
is not optional for man; it is intrinsic .o him. The somewhat
baffling relationship between person as existing only in acts
and at the §ame‘time as “"founding” them is testimony to the
tension of refusing to hyppsthasize the person, while recog-
nizing on the other hand. the cohtinuous presence of the
identical human being: And in a dynamic context, can one.
indeed say anything more about personal identity than the
“qualitative direction™ (of transcendence) that Scheler
ascribes to it?

Perhaps these ideas, along with Epose of man as a “task”
or “vocation,” de not strike one as p;rticularily origiﬂal.
This, I submit, is true only because they.found their wide-
spread dissemination through the mguch morelpopular than
phenomenoclogy movements of éontemporary existentialism and
personalism. Though it remains true to this day that Scheler
is far less known (and appreciated) than those upon whom he
exerted considerable influence, in many ways he was at the
forefront of both of the latter philosophical ;urrents. ‘In
view of.what Scheler says about personal real;ty not surprising,
for eiample, is the existentialist's difficultyngf providing
content for the notion of authenticity.

Scheler is also certainly right to insist on each person's
uniqueness and individuality. Though we may typify ourselves

and others, the sense of inadequacy and illusiveness remains

an ever-present element of such efforts when they refer to
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individuals. For somehow seldom, if ever, do we have thé
same feelings or reach exactly same conclusions about any
two human beings--this.likely being in proportion to the
length of our knowing, and ceftainly in relation to insight
we possess into each. Ultimately every man as a multi-
dimensional.dynamic and individual entity is beyond speech
or "ineffable."19 In this context Scheler's distinction
between social and intimate spherés of personality seems

‘particularily appropriate. For there remains an oblique

part of oneself, incommunicable, unintelligible, and in-

accessible even to oneself.

Finally, to have perceived in human affectivity not
only a structure but also an immediate and spontaneous
cognitive relatedness to the world is the most significant of
Scheler's contributions to contemporary thought. This aspect
of Scheler's thought will be examined in greater detail in the
following section as‘part of a response to the guestion which,
considering the aims of this essayy I must now pose. 'Hdw:do
we come to apprehend the essence of man as no thing or finished
product, but as a dynamic being characterized by a multi-
dimensional openness which at the same time is lived in a
unique way? Who is the other? What is his qualitative
direction? Scheler believes this essence’'s most concrete
manifestation to persist in the realm of feelings and values.
Thus, his answer to the above question 1s that in order to
grasp the peculiar character of the other we must 1) love

him, and 2) love with him what he loves (1954:168). I shall

AUt
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first address myself to the second condition.

The non-objectifiable nature of man as persbn suggests)
that his givenness as person lies solely in a co-presence with
him. The revelation of his unighe essence is therefore
conditional upon the “co-performance” (on our part) of th%
other's core activity. Now the other's intentional act;féxe
non-objectifiable, but Scheler, it was mentioned, in insisting
on the autonomy of the personal sphere asserts its activity as
parallel to the objective structure of the world and not to
the psycho~physical processes. Intentional co-performance
must presuppose then an objective meaningful referent on which
it could be bgsed. &i,must also presuppose some manifestation
of the other's grasp of this referent.

In Part 3 of this section I noted that for Scheler the

Ordeo Amoris. (as a structure of human emotional life) is

reflected chjectively as a fanking of values governing qéch

man's comportment. And in Section 5 we saw that Scheler
insists on an intimate connectiocon between expre;sion and
experience. These key ildeas, examined in the context of the
general relationship Eetween feelings and values will clarify,
I believe, the possibility of the type of co-performance of
acts he has in mind.

_We will then be in a position to see how the totality of
man as a dynamic being for whom values consgitute the most
concrete content of experience can be adequately approached
and apprehended in one specific emotional act only: the act

of love.



Section 7

Values and the Cognitivity of Emotions

Surveying critically the treatment of affectivity in the
history of philosophy, Scheler identifies (1973a:262-4) two
_ main periods dominated by tWo distinct perspectives. Accord-
ing to him, the belief thatwgmoinns can be intentional
continued right up to the end ®f the eighteenth century; it
constitutes the first pericd. However, during this period
the accepted intentionality of the emotions was regarded
merely as a confused prelude to the clear intentionality of
the intellect. Modern rationalists like Leibniz, for example,
held intentional feelings to be a type of vague conceiving or
thinking, whose objects are in need of clarification by the
E&ntellect so that their ultimate “foundation™ in evident
rationai relations can be appreciated. From this perspective
intentional feelings are not considéred as ultimate and
primary activities of the mind. Correlatively, in the
objective sphe@% there is nothing irreducible about the
assumed objects of affective intuition, the phenomena of
value. The latter are seen merely as derivative qualities
of (rationally apprehended) being.

The_secona:period began with Kant. In early nineteenth

century the irreducibility of the emotional life to the
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intellectual order was éradually recognized. However, the
intellectualist attitudes of the preceéding é;ntury remained
dominant. ?Although irreducible, the emotions were no longer
considered even as a confused cognition. The possibility of
an affective intuition was rejected altogether because emotions
were denied intentionality. fhey were regarded strictly as
chaotic states lacking any cognitive function.

Against this rather roughly sketched historical back~
ground Scheler elaborates his own position. The pre-Kantian
conception of affectivity is correct, he thinks, inéofér as
it recognizes that there are in addition to feeling states
intentional "feelings of,” that is, émotional functions and
aéts in which something is objecti%ely given. But thié
conception is misguided in its attempt to ;zduce this in-
tentionality to that of the intellect. The Kantian and
post-Kantian conception on the other hand correctly recogniées
the irreducible character of affectivity, but falsely denies
"it any intentional character, thus leaving its investigation
solely to causal explanations of experimental psychology.

Now Scheler bhelieves that in our apprehension of-the
world we come across definite content whicﬁi in spite of the
fact that it may lack direct signification in the mind, lacks
neither integrity nor objectivity. Accépting the general
premise of phenomenology that objective essences appear in
éhe coincidenge of what is "meant” (signified) and what is

“"given” (effected) (51), he must point to an activity in

which, this content appears. If the intellectual intenticnal



121

Y

act is characterized by a confenthof signification; then the
objective structures which cannot be immédiately outlined by
acts of signification and which therefore do not partake of
the rational or logical realm, are,Scheler‘sugéests, félt
emotionally ra;hér than grasped raf%onally, thropghbthe senses,
or in internal‘percgption. That a state of affairs is just or
unjust, or that something is beautiful, charming, or lovely
is experiencéd through feeling as an essential aépect of the
experienced thing; and this as "forcefully” as, for example;
the triangularity of the triangular thing perceived. Applyving
ong of the fundamental principles of phenomenology and intended
dgainst any type of ontologism, namely, that there is an inter-
_connection between an essence of an object and the essence of
an act grasping‘lt, he asserts: “It belongs essentially to
theSe qualities to be given originally only in a 'feeling of
something'™ (243). |

Scheler holds, tﬁerefore, for an irreducible emotive
jintentiéna}ity with an irreducible objective correlate, value.
In feeling éomething is given and comes to "apbearance."
Feeling-has the same intentional relation to its value-
correlate.és "representing"rhas to an ”object" of a‘strict
perceptual act (258). With ndrmediation through an objectiviz-
ing act of the imaginatién or judgement, values aré given to
intenfional feeling as immediately as colours are to seeing
or sounds to hearing.

To bring into sharper focus what he understands by

“intentional feelings of something™ Scheler contrasts them with
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other asﬁects of the emotional sphere. For the latter is not
exhausted by intentional feelingé. In addition, but also in

strict distinction, there are alsoc feeling states. That there

indeed are intentional feelings and that a valid distinction
between these two modes of the affective order can be main-
tained is perhaps best illustrated by caées in\which a feeling
is foﬁnd to be an object of another feeling. A sensual painh
may, for examplg, be “suffered,” “endured,” “tolerated,” or even
“énjoyed." By itself a feeling state does not indicate the
mode in whicﬁ—it is felt or lived. This mode is revealed in

feeling. Hence the most general distinction

------

between““eellng states and intentional feeling is that the
former belong to contents and appearances, the latter to
“functions” of reception(256). What déss this mean?

’Whereas all feeling states are inactive, i.e. non-
intentional, and are relatea to objects indirectly through a
content of seﬁsation, imagination, of perception given in
supplementary relatignal acts, intentional feeling is active
reception (of value) in which Ehere is no mediation through
an objectivizing act of perception or lmaglnatlon Here
something is apprehended immediately but only in terms of its
value dimension; the fregquent lack of definite pictorial
content in intentional feeling suggests that its objectivizing
function does not require the mediation of representation. o
Intentional feeling is thereforé an Tactivity” in which

something is lived and experienced; it is "an original re-

latedness or directedness toward something objective, . . . a
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_ bunctual movement . . . in which something is given to me and
in which it comes to 'appearance'™ (257-8). As a méaningful
occurrence intentional feeiing is éléarly subject to' "fulfill-
ment” or ”noq~fu1fillmeﬁt." It is both active (intentional)
and cognitive (receptive), i.e. functional in objective
abprehension, in contrast to re-active,‘hence non-cognitive,
feeling-states. The asdription'of receptivity to intentional
feeling and its equivalence to cognitivity must be understood
here in the context of Scheler's epistemological realism
according to which objective essences are discovered rather
than created by the mind. For Scheler, ~ 'understanding,'
contrary to Kant, does nothing, makes nothing, forms nothing™ -
(Kelly 1977:76).

That values are given in intentional feeling by no means
implies that they are produced by feelings and still less that
they aré identical witﬁ feelings. A value "is” no feeling-
state just as colour “is” no visual sensation. Nor can a
value be a relation to or between feeling states since the
* phenomenclogical givenness of value and the value difference
of the object concernedlgreCede in principle the experience
: 0f feeling-states which the objects effect and are the
foundation of these states and their completion™ (Scheler
1973a:246). As an ethician Scheler distances himself as far
as possible from axiological relativism, and as a phenomeno-
logist he stands far removed from psychologism. To say that
feelings are intentional is to désért their spontaneous

directedness toward a content which is heterogenious to them
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and to insist at the same time_ on the objectivity and in-

dependence of this content. For it is a phenomenological
fact, Scheler emphasizes, that in feeling a value, the value

is given as distinct from its being felt (244). vValues, then,

are original, ultimate, and irreducible phenomena.

Whenever Scheler insists .on the priority of the emotional
order in our relatedness to the world he does so not only on
the basis oflthe formal relationship that obtains between

love as "pure interest” and knowledge as an act of “partici-

pation in being”--the former being the precondition of the
lattef——but also on the basis of concrete phenomenoclogical
description of the content of immanent intentionality, the
primary experience of consciousness. It is on the basis of
such descrlptlon that he formulates the followmng essential
connection between value-apprehension and cognition of

entities:

" -
In the objective sphere value-qualities
and value-units are received as data before
anything belonging to the value-~free sector
of the object, so that no information at all
of an utterly value-free nature can become
the original content of a perception, memory,

. Or expectation--subsequently an object of
thought and judgement--unless we have been
given beforehand, in some way, the value-
quality of the entity or its value-relation
to some other thing (equallty, difference,
etc.) {1960:85-6).

From the perspective of this essential connection values
are the first messengers, so to speak, of the nature of all
objects, and feeling as value-apprehension indicates a type

of original, preconceptual seeing--the most immediate and
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direct involvement with reality. Eviéence for the priority

of givenﬁess of values can be found,'for example, when someone
we encounter‘strikes us at first sight as sympathetic, friendly,
repulsive, or resentful without any possibility of knowing the
reasons for why we feel this way. Or we may enter a room for
the first time and experience 1t emotiénalf§ as inviting,
homely, warm, Or unfriendly without being immediately aware of
that which makes such values present to us or which specifi-
cally are the carriers of such value-gualities.

Now Scheler insists on both the priority of values and
their irreducibility. The latter feature of values is
supported not only by the frequent lack of pictorial content
in value experience but also by the fundamental transcendence
of values given in imaginary variation (the “eidetic” reduction)s
The priority of values and their ordered relations, 1i.e. thei{\
being lower or higher which dwells in the nature of the values
themselves, is independent of things and their relations.
Valueé are irreducible bhecause a stable a priori order of
values does not involve or imply a stable a priori order of
value bearers, i.e. valuable things, actions, goals, states
of affairs, etc. As “redness”™ and its relation té other
colours can “inhere” in many different red objects so values,
as true objective essences, dp not change with changing objects
nor in the latter's absence. The value of friendship, for
example, is not diminished or exhausted by a failed personal

relationship.

Care however must be exercised as to the precise meaning
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of the priority of emotional-axiological experience over
thinking, perceiving, etc., and the integrity and inde-
pendence of values. The integrity and independence of values
from things, facts, etc.,~mﬁst not be interpreted platonically,
as if values existed apart from things as separate forms or
ideas.or as prior to experience. In the preface to the third
‘edition of Formalism Scheler most emphatically guards against
such an interpretation: "I reject in'principle and at the
very threshold of philosophy, a heavenly realm of idéas and
values that is 'independent' of the essence and execution of
living spiritual acts”™ (1973a:xxx). Elsewhere, he clarifies
that the pricrity of value-apprehension refers solely to the
constitutive order of acts in which reality is cognized
without by any means implying that there is an intrinsic
priority of value over being. (1960:88). 1In the order of
reality values and things form an insoluble connection.
Values are actualized in and through something valuable--a
value carrier. It is not as if value, pure and simple was
given in feeling; rather, values appear in “special nuances
which beleong to the structure as a unified whole of the ggod
in which they inhere . . . without [however] losing their
qualitative identity”™ (Luther 1972:73). The independence of
values exhibits itself only phenomenologically, that is, as
irreducible objective content of immanent consciousness.
Values are certainly ﬁot to be fpund on the empirical level
of reality, given as things or objects to be encountered lying

before one. Scheler's perhaps most adequate and clear



127

formulation of these issues is stated in the context of our

meeting others:
Although in the ontological order the
existence of a person, while contempo-
raneous with his character as an in-
dividual, is necessarily prior to his
value in the order for us, the value of
the person is actually given prior to
his character, though not . . . prior
to the givenness of his existence. It
is intrinsical®¥ impossible for the
value of personality to be given in adv-
ance of its existence (and not merely
its character), .for there can be no

such thing as value apart from existence,
either in appearance or reality (1954:228).l

o

It is at once evident here, that in contrastipg emotional
and rational apprehension (of "value” vs., “character”™) Scheler
is talking about two distinct but not separate “moments” of
the (total) cognitive act Or process, and not about an
apprehension of two different objects. (The unity éf these
moments is guaranteed by their common reference to the
identical existent.) And yet, as lucid and direct as these
claims of his are, several questions still linger. Even if
one grants the priority of emotional attitudes over other
moments of cognition--a plausible thesis, I believeg—is there
not, as Chang (1971:247} suggests,‘an interaction within man-
of affectivity and rationality that makes Scheler's dichotomy
(of reason and affect) simply too great?

An adequate response to this issue entails, I think, the
following. It must be remembered that Scheler was among the
first of contemporary thinkers to react against philosophy's

dogmatic suppression of the .significance of affectivity for
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knowledge; his was a radical break with a long and influential
tradition. In these circumstances one must allow for a
certain exaggeratién in Scheler's pleading of_his cause--a
cause he considered extrememly important. It was only natural
for him to reassert as forcefully as possible what had been .in
such long neglect. Even so, Scheler would have perhaps
benefited from reexgmining Husserl's methodology for its
considerations of horizon, géadations of evidence; adequacy,
and certitude (Sweeney 1980:31), or from looking at éome of
the intellectual presuppositions from which certain feelings
and desires borrow their objects as this iséddne by Meinong
(1972,Sec.10)-3 : -

With thesé sugges£ions I do not mean to give up oOr even
dbwpﬁiay Scheler's crucially important point about the
irreducible character of value-apprehension through emotion
and its role in cognition. I think he is on solid ground here,
and it is indeed heartening éo see that an ever-increasing
number of thinkers are recognizing the informative (as opposed
to the merely functional) character of emotions, as at least
one recent anthology indicates (A.Rorty 1980). But I do
believe that a greater concern for the interplay between
affectivity and rationality would have lessened Scheler's
reliance on intuitionism, reduced the number of some infamous
“phenomenclogical quarrels,” and minimized the danger of
interpreting values as some hyposthasized floating Platonic
forms. All this, no doubt, Qould have been sﬁrategically-

more sound and beneficial.
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A number of serious incongruities on Scheler's part are
involved in another important issue connected with his theory
of value-apprehension. The issue is that of the ontological
status of values as essences. While.on one hand Scheler
steadfastly maintains the impossibility of apprehending essences
without the corresponding acts of mind, on the other hand the
rhetoric against Kant (“Understanding adds nothing”} seems to
get the better of his judgement and he postulates that essences
do in fact exist outside the mind. Yet nowhere does he:provide
a theory, such as Meinong's (1972} for example, accounting for
tpere being values at once given in and thrdﬁgh emotion but at
the same time also ontologically -independent of it. And
strikingly ﬁe does not apply to essences his own criteria for
the gxtra—mental existence of anything, namely, that of
_resistance to vital drives--he cannot, of course, becausg
essences cannot resist--so that Kelly (1977:77) concludes that
Scheler's metaphysical reqlism is in fundamental conflict with
his theory of knowledge.

| With these remarks on emo@ional valﬁe—apprghension in place,
we can go on to note the different kinds of Qalues that Scheler's
believes are correlative to different types of intentional
feeling. He identifies four basic value categqries.,

The first category is constituted by the axiologicai
series ranging from the pleasant or.aéreeable to the unpleasant
or disagreeable. These values are given in functfbgﬁ;of
sensorial feelings. ‘

Values given in vital feelings and constituting the
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axiological series from the noble to the vulgar pertain to

the second category. It was pointed out earlier that for
Scheler “"life” is an authentic irredgcible sphere of reality.
The values in question here correspond to states of health,
sickness, vital vigour and regression, youth and old age.

The third category comprises spiritual values. Values
-falling within this agiological series include the aesthetic
values of the beautiful and ﬁhe ugly, the values of right and
wrong, just and unjust, as well as the values of pure knowlédge,
(i:e. knbwledge'for its own sake). These values are given in
functions of spiritual feelings which are different from and
irreducible to the vital level.

_ Under the fourth category Scheler lists values of the
holy and the unholy or the profane. Their condition of
givenness is such that they appear only in objects that are
intended as “absolute” objects, i.e. as objects of the
absolute sphere of reality. Although Scheler corfelates with
these values such feeling states as supreme bliss or happiness
apd despair, he makes it quite clear that the act which
drigiﬁally grounds the.;§§§éﬁénsibp df.valﬁeé of tﬁié series.is a
“special kind of love which precedes and determines all
picterial representatiéés and éonceptions of holy objects”
(1973a:109). What is significant about this is that in
Scheler's ethical system these values ultimately pertain‘to' ' i:
the being or actuality'of the person of God. The values of
the fourth modality are therefore personal values and precisely'

' as such, i.e. as personal, Scheler insists, they can be given
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only in love. This is an éssential connection obtaining "no
matter what content of or what 'conception' of personhcod is
implied™ (109). Tt is this essential connection, abstracted
however from a religious context, which constitutes the subject
matter of the following section. ,

By virtue of the fact that they cannot form the content
o? an intending act, moral values of “good” and "evil” are

excluded bx.Scheler from the above classification of value

modalities. These values pertain only to the actunalization of

objective values. Thus “good” are acts which realize the
higher value, and “evil” are the acts that realize the lower
one. But the existence of moral values as they are defined
here necessitapes the explication of the finer differeﬁtiation
that Scheler proposes with fespect to the levéls of the
intentional emotive life. This clarification will indicate
more fully how the person acéualizes himself most concretely
in the world. ‘

Good and evil acts as realizing higher or lower values
ﬁresuppose the latter to be arfanged in some type of hierarchy.
Indeed, it is Scheler's contention that there is an a priori
arrangement in which vital values are higher than the sensible
ones, spiritual values higher than vital values, and values of
the holy still higher than those of the spiritual dé£egor§.
{This particular order of values does not of course deny the
possibility of other individual value hierarchies. It simply
provides the normative background needed by a non-relativist

ethic to judge these value hierarchies as well as the
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.
aberrations within emotional l1ife.) While the relatedness of

values to each other is intrinsic to and grounded in the
essence of the values themselves, the_particﬁlaf act in which
a given value is apprehended as higher or lower than another
(and in which we generally comprehend the rank of values) is
what Scheler calls “preferring” and "pla?’mg after.” Whereas
intentional functions of feeling or immediate value perceptions
give only iéolated valués, preference is distinguished by its.
“comparative” or referential character. For this reason it
constitutes a higher stage of emotional intentionality.

Scheler insists that preference is an irreducible activity;
only in (not before or after) acts of preference does the
superiority of values reveal itself and not in any sort of
reflection or rational consideration. Hé cautions however that
this act is passive (receptive),4 that is, it belongs to the
sphere of value-cognition and is not to be confused with sueh
connative acts as choosing. Choosing is subsequent to
preferring éince, strictly speaking, it refers only to courses
of action taken or not with respect to what is preferred.
Preference excludes all choosing, striving, or willing. As
an immediate and direct perception of (higher) value it is
“intentional in a strict sense, 'direcfed' and sense-giving”
(1973a:260). ¢

Over and above preferénce, the acts of loving and hating
constitute in Scheler's scheme the highest level of our in-
tentional emotive life. This level stanas farthest removed

= . L ]
from all (non-cognitive) feeling-states. Love and hate are



133

also to be distinguished from any re-active responses (e.q.

revenge}. For they are purely spontaneous acts in which the

value-realm accessible. to feeling functions and preferencg)

is either extended or narrowed (261). The extending function

of love implies that it is an act thét does not fdllow value-
feeling and preferring bﬁt is ahead of them as a "piéneer and
guide.” It is an act which plays a disclosing role in value
comprehension.

The structure of our affective intentional life may thus
bé briefly outlined: functions of feeling which apprehend
isolated.values; acts of preference which grasp the relatedness
of values to each other and their general order; acts of love
and hatred which delineate the realm of values accessible to us.

In the context of person's most concrete and profound
actualization ds occurring in and through emotional acts of
feeling functions, preference, and love, values as authentic |
'objeétive (hence referential to subjects or persons) correlates

cannot be understood statically. This is to say that the
fulfillment of the self-opening or intention of person by
value signifies an enrichment on the side of;;he person. This
enrichment is in coincidence with the actualiéétion of what

B

objectively appears, i.e. value. The person becomes Qho he is
through the appropriation of this or tE&%~9&rticular value.
Value is liveé relation, concrete eﬁperience. Values fulfill
the emotional acts which he as the source and center of acts

initiates and creatively executes, indicating at the same time

i

something of his essentially unique structure as person.
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The non-objectifiabiiity of the person implies that the
apprehension of this unique structure is conditional upan a’

co-presence with the other, a "joining in the performance of

"his acts, either cognitively, by 'understanding' and vicarious

're-living', or morally, by 'following in his footsteps'
(1954:167). Thus we understand partially who the other is
when we value, prefer, and love what he values,‘prefers, and
loves. What reveals itself through this co-performance is a
specific level of his personal reality under the aspect of its
value-being.

A further clarification is needed he;e with regpect to
the notion of co-performance. For explicated must be hot only
its objective reférent, {in this case value), but also that:
which reveals the other's meaningful experiences ﬁhat are
subject to actual or possible c0wpérformance. In what do we
grasp his meaning—intentioqs? Earlier (Section 5) I noted
that Scheler insists that what is first given in our
experiences of another is never merely a physic@l body but
a life which expresses (presses out of) itself. The intimate
link between experlence and expresshﬁ?ﬁa sortof a "universal
grammar’” thh is the sole basis of perce1v1ng the inadegquacy
of a person's gesture to his experience or the contradiction
between an expression anq what was meant to beléxpressed——
ensures that the experiences of the other are-"éiven" to us
in expressive phenomena, that is, not by inference but

‘directly as a sort of primary “perception.” Insight into

another is possible therefore only insofar as his body is
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treated as a field of expression of his experiences. However,
éhe degree of'depth of this inSight depends on our posture
taken toward that “perceived” experience. In this context
Scheler acknowledges four basic types of orientation or‘
directedness.

~ The first type correspdnds to simple awareness of the
other's feeling-states. Propositionally this couid be expreséed
‘in such statements as “X hag'pain" or "X suffers péind" or
;X is joyful.”

4

The second type refers té an “appreciation” bf the éther's
feelings. Over and agove mere awareness or judgement that the
other experiences a certain feeling we can grasp the quality
of that feeling, “visualize™ it and state, so to speak, the
“reasons” for it, without the feeling itself shifting over to
ourselves.or a similar feeliné staté being p$oduced in -our-
se}ves. Such appreéiation remains in the sphere of %?servation
"and recbgnition. ¢

Under tﬁe third type Scheler considers “reactive”™
syhpathy or "fellow—feeling.". Fellow-feeling is an emotional-
response (hence “reactive™) to-an emo£ional state experienced
byianother perscfi.- Upon becoming aware of his suffering, for
exanmple, we may commiserate with him. Two phenomenologically
distinct facts are present in fhis case: his suffering and.
our commiseration. This form of sympaEﬁ& is not however a
meré causal reaction to another's joy or suffering, as various
genetic theories of sympathy would maintain. ‘Fof all symbaghy,

Scheler insists, is intentional.5 Fellow-feeling, though.a
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response, is still an initiated act whose execution concretizes
a sharing of the emotianal qguality lived by the other.
Sympatﬂy means the other's joy or sorrow and means it as an
emotional function, that is, as value actualization.' The

emotions, perceived as lived by the other,are grasped for this

reason at once as significant, such significance pertaining to

his value-fulfillment.

r"immediate sympaEhy" or “community of féeling" constitutes
the.fourth“type of orientation towards experiences of another.
The éxampie which Scheler prdvides to outline this particular K
directeéness is that of a father and a mother standindg béside
the dead bedy of a beloved child. This mutual experience is
not %uch that-one feéls sorrow, the othe? feels sorrow, and
over and above this each recognizes fhat they both feel sorrow.
Rather it is a feeling-in-common "in a sense that they both
feel and experience in'common.the self-same value situation
és well as the same intensity of emotion with respéct to it.
Here sorrow as value content and sorrowing as quality of
emotional orientation_éppeér pﬁenomenologically as one, such ~
being the degree of interpenetration of the representative
‘and the sympathetic functions. The sorrow of one in no sense
becomes objective or "external” with respect to the other's
emotional-prientatioﬂf-as is the case in “reactigilfsympathy.
It is perceived and . .understood in and Ehrough immediate
experiencing of the “same” loss (1954:13).

This fourth type and its clarifying example reveal for

Scheler the depth and core of sympathy phenomena. Sympathy
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in its.deepest meaning ié‘an opennéss towards another and

an actualization of a shared life as simultaneously lived,
an actualization of geing together in some way that is also
a value perception, ﬁhat is, a function in and through which
the other appears inm his value dimension.

In the general éontext of the theme of value apprehension
through feeling it’shoﬁld be readily apparent why in;ight'
int& value-being of another persbn is at minimum in the first
of the above-cutlined modes of co-existence, progreésing
through to reach greatest depth in immediate sympathy; What
simple awareness and appreciation of another's feeling have

'in common is that both belong to a cognition that is rational.

In these cases we are concerned with a type of immediate and

) X _
direct knowledge which grasps experience as a (neutral) object

or is expressed in a concept or idea. All the essential
connections of relatedness of the expressed experience to

values may beLnOtea; but insight is limited because the values
in question are not concretely felt. One can perceive ’
immediately that the other suffers or is joyful without in
ény way participating in these emotions, just as one can fully
appreciate (in the sense of appreciation indicated above) these
states in another while remaining entirely indiffefent towards
him.

Sympathy alters this situation .and brings with it radically
greaterlpossibilities for insight into the value dimension of

another human being. Since valugﬁggga/iived relation, the

depth of such insight increases as we get experientially closer
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to the value-meaning that “generates™ the particular emotional
stéte of the other, a condition exactly implied in, indeed,
"founding” sympathy, and certainly “regulating™ its depth.
Hence where I am actualized in relation to another in terms
-of similar value, as in immediate sympathy --in spite of the
fact that the other appears in his separatnesé as well as his
integfai individuality and difference from meG——insight into
'his actual value-beihg is greatest precisely because that
value content “runs” through me and is jimmediately felt and
lived by me:(60).

By virtue of the depth of its insight there is little
doﬁbt that immediate sympathy is what Scheler primarily
(though not excluéively) has in mind when, concerned about
the other's givenness as person, he speaks of co-performance
of intenticnal acts. Or at least.lmmediate syﬁpathy is the
"purest” type of co-performance. But however insightful such
co—perforﬁ;nce may be, it neviiﬁheless presents definite
constraints as to how much of the’other‘s essentlial structure
as person caﬁ be given in it. For co-performance is
essentially directed to what actually is, which is to say in
a dynamic context, that which already has been. Put
differently, co-performance can only confirm a past antici-’
pation or fulfillgn_immediate intention but offers little
insight into the immqneﬁﬁ future direction of another person
as a dynamic movement in a realm of openness. Co-performance
grasps only a specific, hence limited, aspect or‘level of

value-being of person as dynamic presence; it is. not directed
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towards the whole of this presence, that is, in all of its
temporal dimensions. To be sure we can and often do foresee
or predict someone's actions on the basis of their personal
history aé revealed in a series of value concretizations.
Such insight, useful as it may be, rémains nevertheless
totally inadequate in comparison with what essentially
characterizes pérsonal reality: creativity, transcendence,
openness, freedom,and orientation toward future. Personal
essence cannot be a -matter of deduction or'extrapolation
from past or even present course .of action. Moreover, if
as Scheler suggests no person ever exhausts himself through
any single act or expression, then his actual frame of in-
tentions remains largely transcendené to our understanding
v
even in co-performance. Certainly;/in time, our knowledge
. of it expands quantitatively, so to speak, nevertheless
remaining at any given time insignificant in view of the
immense depth, potential, and richness signified by each
persen.

The principal aim of this section has been to indicate
the possibility of co-performance of fundamental personal
activity. This entailed the clarificétion of the relationship
between affectivity, the objectivity of values; and the
apprehension of person's relatedness to values through
different kinds of orientation towards experience as revealed
through expression. Having stated the (ontological) limits
to the understanding of person as provided by co-performance

at any emoticnal level, I shall now examine the claim that
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personal essence can be adequately grasped only when the-
co-performance of the other's acts occurs in the con£ext
of loving him.

Scheler's:notion of love and how it relates specifically
té the apprehension of personality is thus the subject matter

of the following and final section of the essay.



-

Section 8

ILove and the Apprehension of Personality
-

When Scheler makes a three-fold distinction of the levels
of the intentional emotive life he also believes that each of
these levels has a different significance for our apprehension
of reality. Whéreas emotional functions and preference belong

to the sphere of value-apprehension, love, Scheler emphasizes,

-

cannot be considered as an act of apprehension at all. For
love is not directed intentionally toward value but refers to
objects inasmuch and insofar as these possess value; it is
never values we love but always something that possesses value

(1954:148). Love invariably relates to concrete existents

(162-3).

It appears then that love is not cognitive per se,
especially since Scheler holds that knowledge and cognition
can be of essences only. Yet love must possess a cognitive ’
éspect; its transcendenﬁal role as the “mother of spirit and
reason itself” clearly implies that. This cognitive aspect
is grasped adequatdely only when the nature of love as a

creative movement (of the human spirit} is correctly under-

stood. The analysis of love from this perspective will lead
directly to a claim of Scheler's I am attempting to make

intelligible here, namely, that "the essence of individuality
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of a person is only revealed in its purity by love or by
virtue of the insight it provides™ (160).

Stating some basic tenets of a phenomenology of love,
Séheler cautions that love is never'merely a sort of an
affirmative emotionai "staring” or gaping at a value object
given completely before one. What characterizes love, and
indeed sets it apart from all other emotional‘acts.such as
sympathy and value-receiving feeling functions, is, above all,

spontaneity and its general character as a tendency:

Love is that movement of intention whereby,
from a given value A in an object, its
higher value is visualized. Moreover, it
is just this vision of a higher value that
is of the essence of love. In its ultimate
nature, therefore, love is not Jjust a

"reaction” to a value already felt . . . nor
vet an attitude to a pair of previously
given values, such as “preference.” . . .

Those who'treat love as a merely consequential
“reaction” to a value already felt, have
failed to recognize its nature as a movement
(153-4).

- But “higher value” as that toward which love is specifi-
cally directed is, given its context, a somewhat ambiguous
notion and in need of clarification. For it is evident that
love's directedness toward higher value contradicts what was

~
initially insisted on, namely, that the real object of value

is never simply any value itself but:the bearer of value. ’
To begin with, the ﬁigher values which are of concern to

love are never given beforehand; they appear or disclose

themselves only in the course or at the end, so to speak, of

the intentional movement of love. The distinctiveness of

this phenomenon is not prejudiced by the fact that this
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disclosure is made possible on the basis of values already
given. For there is no question here of any sort of extra-
polation of the new values from the already given ones;
whatever connections may exist between the‘present given value
and the future higher one'gre certainly not of a logical
nature. The latter are "implicit™ in the former only as an
“appeointed goal” or an “"objective ideal challenge™ to greater‘
value fulfillment of the object. They are “not yet given as
positive qLalities beiﬁg envisaged concurrently as potential
ingredients of a corporate structural pattern” (154).

These peculiarities of love clearly indicate that higher
values "pure and simple” cannot be intended by love. Such an
intention would demand the givenness and apprehension of highér
values as higher, a “function,” I noted, Scheler leaves to
acts of preference. Moreover, nothing new would appear here,
invalidating the claim that love expands‘our cognitive horizons.

Among the various of Scheler's descriptions of the

phenomenon of love there is an assertion that the intenticnality

of love is an “orientation toward an enhancement of wvalue™ (158).

This seems to be a far better and more fortunate formulation of
what he has in mind. It signifies that love intends the being,
superior of something in terms of its iﬁtrinsic value dimension,
withogt suggesting in any way what values specifically are

involved. The -directedness of love is then not sd much towards

higher values as towards their realization. Scheler gives

additional weight to this interpretation by pointing to love's

fundamental “indifference” as compared with a prospective

.
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attitude in which higher wvalues are actively searched for,

or a pedagogical attitude which attempts to actualize

abstract higher wvalue which an object has not yet attained:

The movement (of love) is as yet
completely unconcerned as to whether
this higher wvalue is already ip ex-
istence {(having been merely unperceived
or undiscovered hitherto, for instance),
or whether it does not yet exist and
merely “ought” to do so (in an ideal,
individual sense, not as a general
obligation). This indifference with
regard to either possibility is a
characteristic feature of love (156-7).

To say that love is indifferent in thg sense indicated
above, is but another way of stating that the higher value
in question here appears only in the movement ;f love. To
actively search for higher value or attempt to actualize a
potential but abstract wvalue can occur only where the higher
value is extrinsically derived. Whereas, in authentic 1love

[

the opposite is the case. Higher wvalue, as intrinsic to the

object, appears by itself as it were——Schelermuses in this
context the expression “flashes out”™ (Aufblitzen)--and can
therefore be neither sought nor abstractly aétributed to an
object as part of a (logical) connection to be actualized.
Whatever “oughtness”™ appears with respect to the object, it
must “announce” itself from the side of the object and
cannot be part of a judgement outside the concrete act of
love nor subject to our inﬁfﬁsion in deed or thought.

From a cognitive standpoint it would be justified then

to consider love as a sort of an opening which intends “more”

e
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with respect to an object than is immediately or actually
given\g£~it in value-apprehending emotional acts. Love
transcends what is‘empirically given in the sense of‘
"visualizing” or anticipating the objects's state of greater
~fullness of being what it is in its value dimension.l To
indicate this “more” Scheler usee such terms as “whole™ or

“"gestalt” (Gestaltstruktur) 2, or "idealized paradigm of

value.” Since it pertains to a higher level of value—beéﬁg
of the entire object rather than eny‘bafticula;/ﬁigher value,
Fhe whole or gestalt is certainly inclusive of what
empirically is or has aiready been disclosed in intentional
feeling. At the same time the anticipatory "more” of love

is intended on the basis of what empirically is; the whole

or gestalt is rooted and immanent in the empirically given
itself. There.is.then no Kantian phenomenon-noumenon
distinction here. The relationship between what actually or
empirically ie‘and the gestalt, i.e. the ideal er potential
Eeing etate, is dialectical. Although the gestalt as gestalt
is not given exhaustively with the factual,it is not given
aparf from the factJEl. The whole, or gestalt is present in B
what is empirically given, albeit as a fullness vet to be
-actualized and con?&rmed in feeling (154).

The gestalt as "an embodiment of the [object's] 'true' -
nature and 'real' value” (154) is what love presupposes.. As
it is not given empirically but nevertheless refers to the
identical object before us, it can be 'said that what iJ;

“there,” given empirically, is either perhaps not exhaustively

i
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perceivéd or simply not exhaustively present. The first
possibility points to limitations in our cognition and is a
matter of speculation only, since nothing of these limitations
.belongs as part of the content of what appears in love. But
the second possibility, since it addresses iiself to the
ontological exigencies of the object itself, is far more
fundameﬂtal.3 It indicstes——according to the essential
connection between the essence of an object'and the essence
of the act which apprehends it——that‘the empirically given
hasgfs_yet unrealized potentialities and possibilities which
are rooted in the fundamentally unfinished and incomplete
structure of its reality.

We are here at the heart of our problematic. For what

could the unfinished and incomplete reality par excellence

faced by love be other than personal reality? The person,
precisely as person, is ﬁo'object, no finished® thing, but a
unity of transcending dynamic srientation'actualizing itself
in a realm of openness and possibility. He is a concrete
existence which moves from the past, through the present, and
into the future. He is the gestalt. Convsrsely, love as a
(continuous) movement in the direction of fullness of being
is the only act which “coincides,” as it were, with the
unfinished future-oriented lived directedness of the person
in the direction of fulfillment through performance of acts.
This is wﬁat brings Scheler to assert: "Being sn 'object' of
love represents, as it were, the only objective status wherein

personality has existence and can therefore be manifested”™ (167) .
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Love as ement'apprehends the other in his dimension
of being-on ’:§5§\tqwards fuller reaiization. in'addfessing
itself to the totality of his bging, both actual‘and'potential,
it grasps the “ideal™ aspect of hi;.personality as the basic
value—inténtion immanent to him or the inner dynamism that is
operative in his-very bging.and experienced’by him as "task”
or "vocatibn." Through its "bi-polar”™ orientation in which
its object's actual and ideal.aspects merge love turns genuinely
to the empirical individual in his unigueness, but envigéges at
the same time the highest possibilities which are already
present in him as an essential tendency or movement striving
towards actuality. The dialectical relatioqship that_exists.
between what the person actually is and his'potentigl or ideal
dimension indicétes that love does not turn to some abstract
ideal phantom. Indeed iove's essential indifference whether
particular higher values exist (but are not perceivea), or
whether they ought to exist, ensures_that in all authentic
manifestation of the phenoménon we turn to the empirical
person as he is. ‘

In examining the sense in which the movement of ;
bersonality is "visible” in the movement of love, the dis-
cussion has so far focused on the dynamic aspect of love and
the pertinence of Ehis aspect for the apprehension of
persconality, given ;he latter's ontological exigencies. Now
Scheler also claims that love not only intendf higher-value-
being but that it is also .creative of value, a fact initially

noted in Scheler's understanding of love as creative movement.

Ve

L%
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His basic acceptance of épistemblogical realisﬁ’suggests
that the notioq of creativity has its own peculiar meaning
here, since values, he maintains, are never created but
only discovered. What then is this sense of creativity,
and how in‘turn doés it pertain to the apprehension of
personal realitj? ) |
To clarify this issu&’we note that Scheler refers to
love also as a,"unique attitude towards objects of value"”
(148), indeed, "the most personai of attitudes but a

thoroughly objective one none the less™ (167).. This de-

scription is best understood in light of some of the basic

- tenets of Scheler's anthropology. In the context of that

anthropology Scheler stated that “spirit is objectivity,”
meaning that the;distinctive fegg;jé\of man as spiritual

being is his capacity to objectify the pockets of resisﬁance
given to his wvital drives. Objectification, hence objectivity,
are possible té the extent to which the energies of these
drives are sublimated. Insofar then as love is the most
personal {(hence spiritual) of attitudes, precisely in it as
personal are these drives least operative and the (subjective)
conditions'for objectivity greatest.

.fhis of course is not to suggest that ersonality can,
appear in love as an object, i.e. ag a thing. Rather, noting
the main point of this discussion on objectivity, (i.e. to
delineate -the subjective conditions necessary for objectivity),
the objectivity of love refers in this context to a freeing

of ourselves from bondage to our own interests, wishes, and
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ideas. It implfes a certain "plasticity of constitutive
structures éf awareness” (Bfankenburé 1972:355'with the a
prioric character of our cognitive faculty loosing some of
its apathy and rigidity, so that whatever we encounter we
will do so "not mer:ly in terms of its possibility of being
dominated but in'terms of that through which it becomes’
capgblé of demonstrating ever more clearly what it is or is
able to become” (35){p Through its ant£cipatory and imgginative
function which sets up the "idealiZed_paradigm of value” iove
faciiitétés the appearance of-new phenomena ‘inséfar as .it
"provides the infinite intendings or meanings with which what
is “"given” ctan coincide. For phenomena, all phenomenclogists
agree,ibecbmé manifest precisely in this coincidence. Here
“every form of unilaterally constituting intentionaiity is
replaced with an infinite prdéess of the f@ciprocal con-
stitution of object and consciousness” (34). 1In a very real
sense love “sees” morésbecause'it “asks” more and thus
sensitiz#s or opens the mind to ever greater range of reality's
response.

To emphasize the autonomy of love, i.e. its purely
spiritual (iﬁtentional) nature, and hence its capacity for
objectivity, Scheler goes so far as to suggest that love
; ~follows “an opposife law tolthat of effort™ (1954:141). 1In
conjunction with Scheler's point that in this effortless
activity the higher wvalues “flash out” or emanate from the

beloved object itself, the statement underscores Scheler's
- e ) .

basic epistemological realism and safeguards the sense in
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which he holds lové to be a dynamic movement’ creative of
values. The creat1V1ty of love does not imply that love
itself creates new values or their rank. Rather, as ,,we have:
Jjust sean, love creates_the conditions for their presence
OX appearance in consciousness, be that fqr acts of feeling,
preference, volition, etc. Love, as theler puts it, is

“creative of ‘'existence' relative to these spheres [of ex-

‘periencej" (154) .

The relevance of this type of creativity for the appre-

"hension of personal reality is self-explanatory. :In its

Ccreative aspect love coincides with the other as a source of
inexhaustable'richness, diversity, openness, transcendence,
creative transformation, etc. %%ese characteristics demand

utmost cognitive flexibility, openness, receptivity, and

- minimum intrusion on our part. Only on the basis of the

latter conditions can thé\hniqueness and individuality of the
other reveal-itself in its full naance. Love can grasp the
perscn as person because its “flexibility” signifies a readi-
ness for infinite possibilities; the "idealized paradigm of
value,” the “more” intended with respect to personality is
essentially an open-ended realm whose fulfillment is awaited

but never sought. It remains strictly up to the other person

'-to reveal himself.. <

~But love is creative, Scheler suggests, in yet another
sense. The creativity of love, which in the cognitive sphere
is manifested by flexibility of categoriegi‘}magination, open-

ness towards novelty, “freedom” from own ideas, wishes,
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w'Isrejudices, etc., acquires a somewhat.different and indeed
more profound significance when the discussion of love is
A
. not set exclusively in an epistemological context. Viewed

in a concrete intersubjective situation, the peculiar

capacities of-love constitute an existential attitude which

is literally an invitation to another persan to break out of
the incomplete and limited structure of his actual being and
to move towafﬁ§{£is "ideal” level, that is, towards a fuller
and deeper actualization in the realm of (his) value-being.
Here the fundamental indiffefence of love which precludes

any predetermined or advance? indication of what might appear
in love's movement lets the other person be as he is, and
encourages him to become who he is as he is in the totality
of his ;ntrinsic value-being. It expresses itself in a simple
plea to the other: “Become who Thou art.” Love as an
existential attitude is creative in the sense of being the
most conducive of attitudes foéi?he continuous promotion and
unfolding of the other in his very essence as person.

Should the other accept our invitation, the boundaries or
forms of many of hiS‘gelatiqnships with reality will obviously
be broken or transcended so that his interaction with reality
will reestablish itself with ever greater depth-and extension,
affirming anew the creativity of love. Synthesizing the
insights into the dynamic and creative (cogniéive and ex-

istential) character of love Scheler gives this definitive

description: - t

-

Love is that movement in which every

concrete individual who is a bearer of
[]
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values successfully achieves the . A
highest possible value§ for that

subject according to his ideal

vocation. Again, love is that

movement in which the individual

attains the ideal value-essence

compatible with his nature {161).

Let me recapitulate briefly. The limitation on the
givenness of personality noted in connection with sympathetic
co-performance of acts stemmed from the fact that such co-
performance can grasp only a specific (hence limited) a§pect
of persconal reality. Directing itself towards past or even
present action it reveals the already actualized, but intuits
nothing of the person's being-on-the-way or his immanent
potentialities. And whatever gualitative direction someone
may have exhibited through his past action, the creative and
transcend%pg characteristics of person categor;cally preclude
any projection of that direction into the future. :

Wwhere love is concerned, its intentionality as a creative
movement is directed gpwards the ful\lnesslof the person as a
dynamic transcending Seing. The movement of love “coincides”
with the movement of personality, “envisaging” the “end”
result or “final®” state, pointing to the person's “absolute”
limits of fulfillment as person. Love is eminently creative
precisely because it addresses itself to the.totality of the
peréon as a dynamic source of richness. Cognitively, this
suggests a maximization of fange and depth of insight with
respect to what pdtentially may appea£ to censciousness.

Here and only here can we intuit the essence of an

individual human being, his peculiar axiological character.
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The fullness, or gestalt, or "ideal” being, as immanent to
the person himself, indicates that towards which he moves

in his actualization througﬂ&acts. Here appears that quéli—
tat;ve direction of acts of a future-oriented being who .
actuélizes himself - in a realm*of infinife possibilities.

The intuition of this dgggction is subsequently “verified™
tprough co-performance in an emotional intuition of value,
that is, whenever what love “"envisages”™ through its antici-
‘patory—imaginative function coincides with what evenfﬁally
appears in feeling as actual. Owing to personal trancendence
this of course must'be a continuous pfoceés which cannot be
hyposthasized. Personal essence is reyealed concretely in
the in-principle infinite and never-ending series of dia-
lectical exchanges between what is anticipated (“ideal”) é:d
what i§ confirmed in co—perfpfmanbe and feeling functions as
actualized, between what is intended on the basis of this new
confirmed aétuality and what is subsequently confirmed, and
SO on.

Though not constitutive per se in the apprehension of
personal essence, love as an existential stance’or invitation
creates the most conducive atmosphere for the other to reveal
himself in his full nuance as person anfi ensures the

possibility of confirmation of what has alreaay been antici~

pated as well as of ever new anticipations and confirmations.



Conclusion

Scheler's ideas on knowing the peculiar character of
each individual person are most valuable for their extended
challenge to the alleged objectivity of the so-called
“detached™ observe;! It is love and not a;j}pathy or lack

of emotional involvement that leads to gregter insight into

——

——

reality in general and into-pérsonal reality in particular.
The detached observer insists on the lack of 6bjectivity in
the lover precisely because he himself "fails to recognize
the particular individual values present in the object, but
discernible only to the sharper eye of love. The blindness,
then, is all on the side of ‘the 'detached observer'™ (Scheler
1954:160) . ” /

Sﬁill,'to suggest that Scheler is basically correct in
his estimation that the peculiar character of each individual
person caﬁ be adequately grasped only through love--a view I

personally want to upheld here--s philosophically difficult

to sustain. There are several aspects of this problem.

Is
-

To begin with, it is evident that any one of the out-
staﬁding features of perSOnélity, and certainly all of them S_\
in ‘concert, ensure that the essence of a person forever eludes
any rational analysis and make it impossible for that essence
to be expregsed in conceptual terms. For example, in his

uniqueness and individualiﬁy, each person is ineffable, indeed
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ultimately "transintelligible™ or beyond full intelligibility.
Personal essence as an individual essence does not meet the
requirement of universality necessary for concepts and
usually associated with rationality. Conversely, conceptual

thought must fall short of the singular. Second, the person

i

actualizes himself most concrétely in the realm of feeling
and value. In this context personal essence refers to a
unique axiological character; it partakes of'thé realm of
values and as such is accessible only through an emotional
intuition to wﬁich, Scheler insists, the intellect is com-
pletely blind. Finally, the person is a dynamic transcending
kbeing. From thi§ perspective personal essence cannot be

approached statically; it can never be pinned down as an

”object,“ finished thing, complete structure, etc.l It

reveals itself in person's continuous activity as person and
our continuous love and sympathy for him, and does so with a

¢larity far different from the ciarity of reason:

Although the structure love-person 1is
profoundly “clear”™ in its cognitive,
dimension, that is, what is pefbeived or
disclosed in and through love is absolute-
ly grounded and irrefutable, the structure
is profoundly “unclear™ in its active
dimension, that is, what is lived in,and
"through,loving is towards unrealized
creative possibilities. The structure of
persons in love can only be open and
radically dynamic . . . . Where persons in
love are concerned there are no objects,
no things, no this or that; there is only
unique and intense penetration (Luther 1974:162).

But the conceptual difficulties are not limited oniy to
e

the description of what appears in the experience of love;
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they also extend to the grasp of the experience itself. If,
as Scheler claims, nothing opens man up more powerfully and

in a positive sense for the world than love, th;n it is also
that force which most powerfully shatters the bounds of the
self. That consequently the person can see more on continually
fresh "levels”™ of objectivity points to an intensification or
“recoiling” of his subjectivity‘necessary to positively resolve
the initial "disintegration.” The fluidity as well as the
highly personal (subjective), hence unique, character of these
processes present, obvious obstacles fdr attempts to frame them
conceptually.

What legitimately reflects these conceptual difficulties
{and the problems of communicability and iﬁtérsubjective
sharing implied with’them) is of course the fact thatﬁ
throughout centuries, attempts to record and clarify the
experiences of love and their evidence have been made in art,

particular.-ly thrdugh poetry rather than in philosophy. This

-situation is indeed consistent with what Scheler insists on

at the first mention of the idea of personal identity as a
“"qualitative direction of acts,” namely, that it is the “most
hidden of all phenomena™ which can be pointed at “only by way
of images” (1973a:8%§). And Binswanger, a élose follower of
Scheler in some respects, commenting on the sort of knowledge
furnished by love, writes: “This knowledge is image-laden

. for love neither 'thinks' logically-discursively, nor
me;aéhysicéliy—éubstantially, but imaginatively-speculatively”

(Blankenburg 1972:35).
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Binswanger's comment is valuable for its appreciation

of yet another difficulty which affects how personal essence

is apprehended through love. He clearly understands the

implications of that essence's being given incompletely and

indirectly. The dynamic and creative aspects of personal

reality imply that this reality can never in principle be

-given exhaustively. Its discovery is a matter of a process

of the other's continuous actualization as person and our
continuous loving him, for he is never given to us as a
complete structure. And since our undersﬁanding of him is
conditional uponla being-with-him in similar modes, it is in
some sense élways mediated by the sighificance this co-
performance has for us. Both then the incompleteness with
which the other as person is given as well as the indirected-

ness of this givenness, suggest that who he is (his personal

essence) is ultimately 3 matter of interpretation by each of
us who meet him.

Which brings me directly to the most problematic issue
facing Schelexr's théory: the issue:of its verification. As

Scheler contends, it is only in and through love that we can

grasp the essence of another: person. The peculiar direction
that the other takes as person can oniy be determined “inside”
the movement of love. There are no extrinsic determinations
here, no predictions as to what the meaningful direction

taken by the other might be. Love "affords an evidence df its
own" (1954:150). To appreciate the significance af this

contention for the problem of verification needs a restating
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”

of some axiocmatic features of‘the lovel%erSOn co-relation.

The person perceived in love is the person as a dynamic
and creative source of possibilities. The manner of this
apprehension is characterized by flexibility and openness.
The nature of the "objec}" grasped suggests, therefore, that
there can be no criteria for what can appear, while the
understanding process itself, (i.e. love), is constituted
precisely in overcoming or “abolishing” any such criteria as
constitutive of cognition. This amounts to saying that what
appears in the intuition of love can be verified only by that

&

intuition. Moreover,whaf appears 1s unigque and ineffable and
it appears in the most per;onal, hence unique, of modes or
attitudes.. There is no checking here with someone else as

to the correctness or “"truth” of our apprehension. Both the

experience itsélf and the content of what is apprehended are

original and incommunicable. Which is to say, that if the

personal essence of another can at all “reappear,” it will
do 30'onlywin the loving praxis of the very person to whom it
was initially given. Scheler's theory can certainly be tested
then by experience, (as all theories must be), but evidence
for its wvalidity is not objective.in the sense as “there fof
everyone” but remains private. If vélid, the theory is
literally "true—fé}—an-individual—person." For personal essence
may indeed be the paradigm case of "different things to
different people.”

Should this be looked at as arbitrary and an odd way out, I

can perhaps counter with a pragmatic argument. In the last
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decadé, an increasing . number of psychothefapists,-especially
of the humanistic and existential schools, have concluded on
the basis of their practice that the results of therapy
improve considerably Qhenever the therapist assumes an un-
conditionalrpositive regard toward the patient. (Some, e&g.
C. Rogers, have even insisted that such positive regard is
the condition of the therapeutic process itself.) Scheler's
theory would seem then to be supported by this fact, if we
grant that what constitutes the core of therapy is the gaining
(gnd conveying in a dialogical exchange) of the knowledge of

who the patient is (his "qualitative direction&%: so that on

+ ..

its basis he can introduce concrete existential changes b
taking a different stance toward himself and the world.
Finally, is it not the case that, it is precisely when we
are loved that we feel ourselﬁes best understood, confirmed
so to speak in our activities? From Scheler's perspective
this is not by accident. If each of us as person is in the
execution of essentially different acts in a realm of opemness,
then precisely in love aé an attitude grasping and promoting
this actualization is one “confirmed” in one's very being a
person and'éncourage?" to go on being a person. The ex-
periences of being well understood are thus alsoc experiences
of being fundamentally accepted and at the sdme time of being
profoundly relaxed and "ceAtered." Indeed, they are experiences
in which we feel most certain of the existenée in us of those
dimensions characteristic to our being persons--transcendence,

freedom, creativity, love, etc. Here the certitude of being
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is the certitude_of beiEg known. In this perspective, the
rationalist's "I think therefore I am”™ and its exisgentialist
equivalent "I am therefore I think” are both inverted in an
altogéther radically different dialogical thesis: "I am loved

therefore I am.”

)



CRITICAL SUMMARY

Tf we adhere to Aristotle's contention that whatever is

’ given in experience must be qualified, i.e. it must be given
as something, then at the heart of Scheler's thinking on
knowing others appears-a certain contradiction: The fact
that other persons exist, he claims, is given to us non-
inferentially and immediately through their expression, and
vet he also claims that their essence or identity as persons
can be apprehended only indirectly. )

I believe that Scheler is entirely correct in adhering
to the first éf these conclusions, and correct also with
respect to the second assessment inéofar as he considers
personal essence as a peculiar qualitative direction taken"
by each human béing. That gualitative direction is certainly
a hidden phenomenon, given indirecély, incompletely, through
a continuous process, and adequately only in love. Where /f
the difficulty occurs--and what indeed gives rise t a\contra-
diction of an existence given without an essence-—is in
Scheler's assuming this qualitatiﬁe direction to be the sole

(K—;}incipal factor responsible for individuation, and in fusing
it together with intentionality and capacity for objectifi-
cation in an autonomoﬁs sphe;e cut off completely from the

perceptual realm. In the attempt to recover and guarantee

each man's uniqueness through the theme of personality as

"
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individuated in itself certé}n features constitutive of
persons in general are‘mfé; synonymous with who they are”aé
ip@ividuals. From Scheler's perspective the latter tack is
understandable. The hi%per personal sphere must individuate
‘since the bodily drives:%nd their structdfg make up the most
general processes within man, and since ultimately all_life
is metaghysically one. At the same time the personal sphere

must ingorporate the principle of our differentiation from

the aninpal, and it must he autonomous because one of the

.main thrusts of Scheler's ethics is to make the l%f;er's

content irreducible to the sense sphere,

But, it must be asked,wdo we not in our immediate
apprehension that others exist grasp thém also as inéividuals?
And certainly evident is their distinctiveness from members

8
of other species, since the innumerable meanings of human

expression, such as joy, anger, hate, love, resentment, etc.,

»

are essentially phenomena of intentionality. That the.other
has an “objective world™ correlative to his being a person
is articulated through his expression. To grasp these
essential attributes of personhood requires neither love nor
profound insight.

There is no difficulty in'assertihg that embodiment can
to some extent individualize the person if one does not take
the dubious step of positing all life to be metaphysically
one anﬂ“if—one does not sunder the unity of the human being,
as Scheler does through his radical split between person |

[y

{spirit) and lived-body (vital consciousness or ege). Indeed,

')

N
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all we can justifiably say, is that the uniqueness of each

¥

man appears on a continuum in which he is initially indi-
Viduated through his body, and that subsequently in a process

>

of gradual nnfolding of his personality and our discernment
,of lt this basis for indiViduation becomes insignificant.
The particularity of corporeal features hecomes displaced by
a far more Wrofound type of individuality & the basis of his
distinction from others. ‘What remains transcendent to our
immediate‘apprehension of others is this deep sense Of their
. uniqueness as yell as the significencé that their "world” has

. i - ‘
for them. Should however this level of individﬁality be con-

Sidered as, the sole factor respOnSible for human indiViduation
and the full grasp of the significance for others of their.
"world" made a condition of recognizing that they are persons,
then the contradi%tion initially noted in -this summary becomgs
impossible to resolve. |

¢ The understanding of who the other is; is an .emotional
'understanding in the&sense thatlit‘is an understanding rendered

”//]* . impossible without sctive participation of the humén affect.

‘ ,43 Only love on the basis of a felt vhlue:canl?viSualize" the
gestalt of personality, and since the “coritent” of this-gestslt
is value being, only feeling functions can confirm the direction
offered by this ViSioma', It was also noted in the conciu51on

-

to Part One that it is the affective states which'éffect the

greatest modification of the lived«body and hence constitute -

at the perceptual level, the primofdial evidence in'the immediate

apprehension- of others through expression. For these reasons
. .
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I believe we can successfully qualifi Scheier's clarification
of knowledge of others as an “affective epistemology.”
An objectioﬁ'may %e raised here concerning the appropri-,
ateness of applying the term “epistemclogy”™ to theler's
effort.. The private'or‘nonrsharable n;fure of the evidence

offered by love and the conceptuall@ifficultieé.inherent.in

" recording it present formidable obstacles to the prevalent

cannons of what constitutes knowledge:-objectifiability and
transmittability. Yet the cerfitude‘céncerning what is seen
.of the other through love-is abéolute, and to-disregard it
because of a potentially restrictive concept of knowledge is
to take risks of far gfeater magnitude than those posed by
lack of intersubjective verification. For if Scheler is
correct, then the ultimate or essential statls.of persons
¢annot be truly discovered and elaborated without an affective
knowing, (hence ebﬁstemology}, of the type he proposes.

In a more gene%al context, the main impact of these views
of Scheler is to force us to take seriously the digtinqtion
between underspanding and.information. In light of these
views it becomes peffectiy clear, for example, why the so-called
"éommunicatipn éxplos;ontqfhésed largely on thg progressive
rationalization of c0mmuniéative media and a decreasing use
of owur sympathetic functions—--has not, in many instéﬁces,

enhanced our knowledge of others but may have often in fact

prbduced the réverse effect of exacegbaﬁing the problems of

-

alienation and misunderstanding. . .



APPENDIX

: . 5 . .
- The Phemsmenological Givenness of “"Minds”

A.phenomenally sound mind is given when we éttempt‘to

) ﬁ\aJxﬁ"dnderstand" thé expressions of man without furthérlado, in
¥

contrast to our seeking‘to explain them “causally.” In this

"understanding,” the fact that psychic processes take pléﬁe
in the other'person, procésses which have caﬁses and whose *
life-expressions are “effects,” is never present as a state
of affairs. What is essential for_"uﬁderstanding? is that

out of the spiritual center of the other, which is cogiven

in intuition, we experiehce the acts of the person (speech,
‘expressions, deeds) with respect to us and the environment
as intentienally directed toﬁérd soﬁething, and tﬁat we re-

execute such acts, Té., that we "rejudge” his spoken propo-

sitions anq the coyresponding judgments, "refee}" his feelings,
and “"relive” his écts 6f will, and.that we attribute to all

of this at once the unity of some “sense.”. O0Of course, this
%?ejudging, refeeliﬁg,'and reliving*¥is not a “cojudging” in.

the sense of agreelng with” or making the same judgment as

' )

the other, nor is it a feellng of the same or similar feellngs.
It is only a reforming of the “sense” contalned in a number

of acts with random tepporal @istribution of their execution,

S

N _ . .
Excerpted from eler (1973a:476-8).



acts that are directed toward changing variations of sameness.

This continuity 6f sense in the course of the acts of the
other is, in all understanding, thg cont;ndous intuitive
backg;ol d of single acts of comprehension. This is in-;
dependent of thp question of Qhether this sense is true or
false, good or evil, a question that Belongs to a sphere
other than,that of this “sense.” This sense is also the
"backgroﬁnd" of "misunderstanding." And only when we'én-
counter cbstructions to this intention‘of understanding that
prove to be unalterable, even if we aésﬁme misunderstandings

on our part, does our attitude toward the other change in a

characteristic manner. Somecne tells us a somewhat curious

and extravggﬁnt story that seems “hard to understand.” We

are in the attitude of "understanding.” Then someocne cofes

and whispers into our ear, “This man is mad.” Our attitude
a .

~changes at once in a characteristic manner. An empty spot
replaces the previously given spiritual.center out of which

. . oL,
we relived his acts with him. Only his body—a?d life-center

and ﬂis egoness remains in the givenness of intuition. We
cease to see meaningfu;ly directed intentions that end in
hig life-expressions. What reméins giﬁenlare movements of
expréssion_and othei movements.behind which we begin to look
for psychic proéeéses as causes. A band of "causaliﬁy" or
of environmental stimuli which releases his expressions.

replaces the "band of sense” of his former expressions.

“Objécts" that 'we saw with him in understanding now become

3

“stimuli™; intentions become ‘'processes”; the “nexus of sense”
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becomes a nexus of causesiAEhe personal act-center becomes
an objective unity of body and ego; "unde;standing“ becomes
“explaining”;- and the “person” becomes a piece oﬁ_nature.
If someone with whom I find myself in an undérst;nding
attitude says, "It is a nice day today,” I do not make the
judgment, "Mr. X is telling me that we have a nice day today,”
or, "X experiences the procesé of judgment pertaining to the
stqﬁé of affairs of its being a nice day.” His saying so is
only the occas%on on which my intention is directed toward

the being of a nice day (as a state of affairs), and I may

perhaps merely correct his assertion with ‘regard to the
reality of this. But it is quite different when something
given is not "meaningful.” In this case I make the following

judgment first: "X says that‘;t is a nice day teday,” "X

judges that it is a ' nice day today,” “He says first this and

then that.”™ And it is this précess in him that I now bring

into a causal relation with other psychic processes and the

environment .07

It does nof matter in either case whether

the proposition of judgmént is true or false. A human being
can always,igf mistaken,” but he does. not the;eby'lose his

sound mind. Even if an insane man happens to find the most

/!
original truth, he remains insane.



NOTES

INTRODUCTION

. For the best biographical study on Scheler I refer the
reader to®Staude (1967). See also Ch. 1 of Ranly (1966).

2 A complete Scheler bibliography was compiled in Germany
by Hartmann (1963). More recently, Frings (1978a} has listed
all English translations of Scheler's works. In addition,
extensive bibliographical material in both German and English
appears in Frings (1965)' and (1974), Ranly (1966), Staude ~
(1967), and Deeken (1974).

3 For a more detailed treatment of Scheler's understanding
of phenomenology see Emad (1972) and Spader (1978); also,
Frings .(1970) and Spiegelberg (1965}. -

PART ONE

Introduction

-

- ' . i
_ 1 It 'is the cluster of issues associated with this
knowledge that the term “intersubjectivity™ refers to
consistently throughout Part One.

2 This is a term coined by Paul Ricoeur (1967:36) to
indicate phenomenology's non-commitment with regard to being.”
Ricoeur contrasts it with “"doctrinal™ or metaphysical idealism .

ap

Section 2

1 This in essence is the position of epistemological
solipsism.

2 This term has had a variety of translations. Of
“"sciences of man,” “"social sciences,” or “humanities,” the
latter is perhaps the best candidate.



« 169

For. examples ¢of more recent treatments of this issue
see Buford (1970}).

WD

Section 3

\ .

1 Husserl does not seek to prove the existence of others
(or the possibility of communication) because the other's
existence along with the existence of the external wotld is
presupposed by and given to consciousness in the mode ‘of the
natural attitude, whose certitude about belng phenomenology
does not gquestion but merely explicates.

2 The outer perceptual field is therefore the logical
ch01ce of realm from which the objective material for the
“alter- 1ntentlonallty of the ego of all copstitution- is to
be sought.® On this point Manfred Frings aqgo remarks that
“"underlying [Husserl's] analysis persists-the implicit
distinction between the ego as ego and the constitution of
the other as perceived other (1978b:145) .

The concept of appresentation had made its earlier
appearance in Husserl's writings on perception. The hidden
aspects of the perceived object are said to be appresented
by the objects presented, visible sides.

4 If, as Husserl maintains--rightly, I believe--that the
otherness of the other issues from a distinction from my
identity, the factor of his difference from me cannot then
in turn be used to establish my identity--this being the
procedure of the reduction to the sphere of ownness. Husserl's
argumentation on this point appears dircular and the positing
of the apodicity of "my ownness” questionable if not dogmatic.
3 This insight was not attainable in the Cartesian cogito.
As long as the emphasis remained on the existence rather than
on the sense (or “essence”) of the “I" the social nature of
remained obscure. The very fact that Descartes is
ed to call upon God to guarantee the existence of others
to this.

In a sympathetic treatment of Husserl, Elliston (13977)
disagrees with this objection, arguing that behind its line

of reasoning lurks a logical fallacy, namely, the assumption
that if ‘two things' are apprehended in different ways then
theose two things must be different. As counterexemplary, he
points to instances in which the identity of something is
maintained in spite of the different modes of our apprehen ion,
e.g., I now see and later remember the same person, not tw
persons. i

¢ I do not wish to dispute the truth of Elliston’'s
counterexample but rather its applicability. What must be
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p01nted out is that it is the logically prlor ldentlty of
meaning which allows us to differentiate seeing, rememberlng,
touching, imagining, etc., from each other. Whereas ‘Husserl's
procedure exhibits an exactly reverse order. He wants to °
establish an identity of meaning “another living body” by a
comparative “inductive™ process;, in which case the similarity
of how the two bodies {(mine and other's} appear is crucial.
The original objection is therefore to the point.

7 pavid Carr .(1973-4:21) suggests that it is difficult
to see why the alter-ego is a specilal case of being "more
other” than other objects since any transcendent object is
givem as other. This is so, only if one accepts a priori
the “disontologizing™ project of Husserl's phenomenology.

RidEEGE (1967) suggests that the founder of phe-
nomenology does indeed pass on to a “doctrinal” or metaphysical
solipsism. Schutz (1966:87) also thinks along these lines.

9 Lorsqu'en effet Husserl affirme la concordance entre
les opérations les plus concrétes et l'unité intersubjective
qu se développe et se sé&dimente dans le monde objectivé,
n'est-ce, pas_ 1a 1l'affirmation de princ1pe d'une continuité
qui ne peut Btre & tout mement elucidée? Entre le principe
de la constitution de l'autre et les objectivations dans le
monde, il v a une faille que les analyses transcendentales
ne permettent pas de combler. L'ego mé&ditant peut toujours
réactiver des sens, mais recoit-it autre chose que ce gqui
lui est transmis, sans pouvoir parvenir & identifier l'origine
de ce sens? Et en ce cas, admettre un 'non-constitué' est
briser la continuité& réflexive dans son identité& avec la
continuité de l'activitd constituante, dont le concept méme
ne peut &tre maintenu qu a la faveur d'une illusion
transcendentale.

10 - . 3 ~

Le probléme ne sera plus de savoir comment, a partir
d"™un sujet pur concu comme-origine intransgressible, une
connaissance 4d' autbui-sujet et, par suite, une communication
avec ce sujet autre est p0551b1e, mais il concernemala totalité
de cet étre qui est posé 4 la fois dans la réflexion, la
subjectivité et la relation: & quelle structure ontologique
fondamentale cet &tre doit-il répondre pour assumer
contemporainement ces dlverses possibilités, quelle est sa
possibilité derniére, se réalise-t~il pleinement dans la
subjectivité ou 1' 1ntersub3ect1v1te, dans la solitude ou la
communication?

ll"But this critique of authenticity of subjectivity
is to lead Husserl to reduction after reduction and first to
a reduction of evidence itself. Every philosophy of seeing,
of immediacy, threatens to turn to naive realism--that of
Husserl more than any other, insofar as he insists on the
presence of the thing itself in 'flesh and blood. This is
a danger that Husserl never ceased to invite. The more he

A
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insists on a return from the thought to the originarily
evident, the more he has to compensate for the latent risks
of his intuitionism in ever further radicalizing the ideal-
istic interpretation of constitution™ (Ricoeur 1967:192).
With the reverse relationship, one might add, holding just
as true. ‘

12Husserl is prevented from such' consideration by the

\/ﬁblarization of his thought. On one hand his reifying

perception cannot grasp the expressive gestalt; on the other,
as a consequence of his idealism, he attempts to locate the
essence of human expression in mental privacy.

¢

Section 4

1 The use of "about”™ and "of” in this context is borrowed
from Schutz (1962:d58). It renders Scheler's thought more
adequately. : : » t

2

In this vein Kelly attacks Scheler's Robinson example’
as a “"faulty metaphysical argument, one founded upon the
assumption that the human mind develops according to laws \
that bear no reference to the physical environment™ (1977:134).

Secfion 5 \“\\\

"‘k?'
1 A corollary to this necessity of mediation by.the liwved-
body is that “"factual perception of the ego and of pgychic
facts is, for this reason, as subject to deception factual
outer perception through outer ‘'sensibility' ig# heler 1973a:
412). The purported absclute truth value usually ascribed to -
perception of one's inner states cannot therefgire be maintained.
Recent evidence of ethnographic researchitends to
support this claim. As Ekman (1980:93-4) notesp} cross-cultural
studies indicate that certain facial expressions-are con-
sistently interpreted by various peoples as conveying the
same emotions.

3 This passage in particular, and Scheler's theory of
perceiving others in general, is reflective of a'major shift
in German psychological theory that occurred during his life~
time. Whereas the old associationists emphasized an analytic
study of elements, the new pmovements were more concerned with
the total individual who alone provided the background .
necessary for the intelligibility of any elements. This shift
was evident, for example, in William Stern's “personalism,”
the variopyse forms of “understanding” psychology
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- 7
(Versthendenpsychologie), and the Gestalt school. See <
Owens (1970:77). -
' )
. \ K\
Conclusion
1

Sadler, for cone, finds it telling that of the two
Western philosophers for whom intersubjectivity is least
problematic, Marcel and Buber, one was a musician (Marcel)

‘while the other (Buber) was raised in Jewish oral tradition

(1969:369).
2

The visual metap tructures” not only conceptions
of cognition, but of s bjectivity as well. For an
appreciation of the significance of ocular imagery in the
history of philosophy/and its profound influence on major
shifts in epistemolog and -philoséphy of mind in particular,
see Richard Rorty ({3%9 Ch. 1,2}. '

Section 6
!
1 ' . | . @
The problematic of man.was the main theme of lectures

given by Scheler at the University of Cologne during the last
six years of his life.

2 Not unlike Husserl in this respect, Scheler perceived
the European Community to be in a spiritual crisis whose
overcoming was contingent upon developing a new philosophy
with a deeper conception of man.

. - .

For Scheler spiritual monism neglects the legitimate
claims of physiology, while materialistic monism misses the
gestalt nature of the life process.
4 In the earlier written Formalism Scheler flatly declares:
.. we use the term mind (Geist) . . . to designate all
things that possess the nakure of act, intentionality, and
meaning.” (1973a:389). ~

> From this it follows that the essence Of ideation can -
be grasped through a single case only {Scheler 1961:50).
6 The meaning of this is that whatever we grasp of the
person's particular act is conditional upon grasping him as
an existent core of intentional activity. The degcriptive
intent here categorically excludes any interpreta ;on of pegson

L

-
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as effecting its own existence, (i.e. as a causa sui). For
Scheler it remains strictly the prerogative of God to have an
essence consumating itself in existence.

We can appreciate this even more in light of Hartmann's
{1980:250) note that Scheler in his phenomenologicall period
considered “substance” not in its Greek-Scholastic heaning
of having relative permanence and changing accident ut in
its modern, especially Kantian, understanding as absolutely
permanent and unchangeable.

La guestion est embarrassante, car les diverses formules

‘dont use Scheler ne rendent pas toujours le méme son, et,

pris au pied §e la lettre, elles seraient méme difficilement
conciliables. Il est evident gue 1'auteur cherche a se frayer
un chemin entre deux extrémes qui sont d'une part 1l'idée. d'une
personne-substance distincte de ses actgs, et d'autre part
d'idée d'une personne gui ne serait qu'yne pure correlation
ou un simple entrecroisement d'actes.

9 Il n'est d'autre issue qdh\gigfoir recours . . . d

"1'idée de la forme, dont c'est pré&cifement un caractére de

n'exister. qu'd la faveur d'une matiére avec laquelle elle ne
se confond pas puisqu'elle la régle.

. lOScheler also calls this quaiitative direction “"the most
hidden of all phenomena™ (385},

Wonis premise(ean in fact be considered as the determin-

:ing factor of Scheler's t@nception of man. His theory of

human levels oscillates between two polarities; it is "clearly
connected with the phenomenbn of possible [degree of] ob-
jectivation. The more a thing can be objectified, the farther
repoved it is from the spiritual center of man, the Person”
(Strasser 1977:45). ‘ v

2ohis is true at least in the following sense. Intell-
ectual or rational intuition is géﬁerally taken for granted.
But only because Scheler's ethies postulates the existence of
an affective intuition with an object®ve correlate can there
be any talk of diverse intentionalities and essentjally
different acts, hence person. Conversely, spirit as “ob-
jectivity”™ must refer to all meaningful structuresland not
merely the ratlonally accessible ones.

3 5cheler also postulates the existence of "relatively
intimate”™ spheres of the persci1 The person is never eilther
wholly intimate nor wholly soc*al. Intimacy and sociality
are two polarities between which concrete perSOns carry out
their existence.

14This discussion presupposes of course Scheler's theory
of objective’values and their hierarchy. ' Its explication,
however, is not necessary at this time. Here I am only con-
cerned, with pointing to the "medium”.within which personal
. L

4

-
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identity or qualltatlve direction is discernible, not the
particular contents whlch comprise it.

\\\\~ 15All care must be taken not to mlslnterpret here '
“Gtructure” sStatically. : J

- 4

16 o

This situation is exactly parallél to that noted by
Kelly (1977:77) with respect to Scheler's claim that essencesg
N exist outside the mind. See als%:below p. 129.
ILIt seems to me that the guestion of the source of in-
dividuality is as important to ask as impossible is its answer.
One can basically either argue for a common core (“human
. nature”) individuated by spatio-temporal influence or for an
't 1nd1v1duat1ng center acting and leaving its peculiar stam
upon man's common constitutive make-ws. Disregarding the}
so-called controlled experiments used to isolate certfain
factors in the nature vs. nurture debate, .at the descriptive
‘level nothing. points conclusively to one alternative rather
than to the other, especially if one suspends judgement about
the actual existence of a spiritual center in man.

\\\H,z/ﬁy 18The emphasis on the actuality of person and essential
openness to an infinitely vast "objective world™ is somwhat

akin--with qualifications to be sure--to Marcel's discussion
on the presence of self and its avallabmllty (dispdnibilité)
for reality. See Marcel (1951).

lgA view adopted already by Aristotle.
L _

.

Section 7

1 The thesis of the priority of value is also not to be

confused with a quite different claim that the properties of
objects. of co% nition are determined by the particular kind of
values. A particular constellation of values determines only
which objects are accessible to an individual's cognitive
apprehension, and not to what those objects themselves are.
Other aspects of the apprehended thing are as irreducible as
its value componnent. At any rate, Scheler guards agalnst
possible misinterpretations by argquing against ‘both Kant' s
subjectivism and Plato's ontologism of essence.

2 Citing "insurmountable difficulties, ™ Kelly (1977:62)
disagrees here with Scheler's position. He argues that since
few objects are apprehended through a single intentional act
and are in. fact complex unities of (implicit) meanings (e.qg.
the intuition of “table” presupposes the intuition of

“spatiality”) Scheler, in order to establish.the priority of
the value element in cognltlon would have to show as well
that priority in all those “"moments” implied in cognizing
anything. Scheler does however, in my opinion, offer a solution



175

to this dilemma. In his essay “Idealism and Realism™ (1973b)
he suggests that the law of figure and background is based
“on the relative urgency of the individual drives of ‘the
organism and on the relative obtrusiveness of the individual
impulses accompanying these drives so that the perceptual
complex based upon the more obtrusive impulse becomes in

each case the 'figure' while the other remains the 'background'.”
Thus, even at this fundamental level there is the influence
of the vital feelings “inhering” in the sensory-motor complex,
though admittedly it is difficult to speak here of "objective
values. ™ ) ‘ s : ;

Compare Scheler's position to that of Maslow's (1954)
contention that even. rationality (as a-general quest for
knowledge) has a conative--affective base.

3 Especially since Scheler himself acknowledges (1973a:xxi)
the proximity of Meinong's theory of emotional presentation
to his own views on the essence of values and value-
comprehension. :

. - > ‘ -

4 Again, this has to be understood in the cbntig& of
Scheler's realistic epistemology. The higher\act ity of
one value over another is intrinsic to the value itself and
reveals itself ,n the act-value correlation from the side of
the value. ~ '

5 “All fellow-feeling involves intentional reference
of the feeling of joy or sorrow to the other's experience”
{1954:13).

‘S-All these are conditions, Scheler stresses, of any
authentic sympathy. )

Section 8 ‘ . (i \\\\\_/#/S/
) 1

“"Love, loves and in loving always looks.beyond what it
has in hand and possesses” (Scheler 1973b:113).
h &

2 P. Heath translated ‘thi as“;cérporate structural

péttern" (Scheler 1954:154). fﬁ_/”J

3

In fact, given Scheler's realistic framework only on
the basis of ascertaining what the object is could one . h
meaningfully speak of whether one's means to apprehend it
are adequate. ' : -
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Conclusion

Proof of this is implicit in a hope or anxiety we
sometimes express that someone, perhaps a close friend, has
not changed during a prolonged absence. For we cannot be
sure until we face him again concretely in person, .

.

Lt
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