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INTRODUCTION

“Transcendental Pretence”'

Since the ancient period, two perspectives or Weltanschauungen have often vied
for their own philosophical predominance in Western thought; they are naturalism and
anthropocentrism. From Epicurus and Democritus to Bertrand Russell and John
Dewey, naturalism has been historically equated with materialism; that is, nature is
seen as a domain of matter; in other words, it is understood as the physical orders of
the world (nature natured). Also, from Charles Peirce’s metaphysical conception of
panpsychism (matter as an effect mind), nature’s “matter/material” was viewed as a
muted form of mental life. Yet the unconscious potencies of nature (nature
naturing), allied to its utter indifference, have not adequately been explored. In sharp
contrast to the perspective of naturalism is that of anthropocentrism whose perspective
goes back to Protagoras, who boldly announced that humanind is the measure of all
things (homo mensura).

Whether the self is viewed as a substance (rationalism), as an empirical self, as

an organic self (process philosophy), or as a system of meanings (idealism);2 whether

! This phrase is taken from Robert C. Solomon’s book Continental Philosophy
Since 1750: The Rise and Fall of the Self (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988).
What Rousseau discovered; namely, “the self,” according to Solomon, was called the
“transcendental pretence,” which consists of two central components: “first, the
remarkable inner richness and expanse of the self, ultimately encompassing everything;
and secondly, the consequent right to project from the subjective structures of one’s
own mind, and ascertain the nature of humanity as such” (1-2).

2In his essay “Is the Self as Ultimate Category?” John Smith proposes four basic
theories of the self that have played a significant role in modern philosophy. See
Philosophy, Religion, and the Coming World Civilization: Essays in Honor of William
Ernest Hocking, ed. Leroy S. Rouner (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966); cf.
Anthony Kenny, The Self, The Aquinas Lecture, 1988 (Milwaukee, Marquette
University Press, 1988).



the self is a divine union between Brahman and Atman (Hinduism), is nothingness
(Buddhism), or was created in imago Dei (Christianity); whether starting from
Protagoras, Plato, Augustine, Descartes, Locke, Kant, or Kierkegaard,® the self or
human subjectivity has become the “star performer” (Solomon) in philosophy. And
whether the self is situated in the semiotic community (Peirce) or in the encompassing
realm of Existenz (Jaspers), an anthropocentric obsession with the self as the arbiter of
knowledge has been continuously privileged. Human subjectivity, with its conceptual
and constituting activity of the mind, has displayed its universal and autonomous power
to fashion the structure and nature of the world. Nevertheless, the nature and ambitions
of the so-called “transcendental self,” in Solomon’s words, “were unprecedentedly
arrogant, presumptuously cosmic, and consequently mysterious.”*

But, whether embedded in the Kantian transcendental self (the structured unity of
consciousness), or in Feuerbach’s anthropological theism (God is a manifestation of
humankind’s own inner self or species-being), anthropocentrism (or what Alvin
Plantinga terms “creative antirealism”),’ may be defined as the privileging of the
human self and it meaning horizons over their natural locations. The anthropocentric
obsession with the self as the arbiter of knowledge has unceasingly continued to play a
central role in philosophy. With its conceptual and constituting activity of the mind,
human subjectivity has displayed its universal and autonomous power to fashion the
structure and nature of the world. However, following the Nietzschean project of
nihilism (which attempted to dethrone all systems of reason) and Foucault’s and
Derrida’s rejection of modernity’s “transcendental pretence” (that the subject-matter of
philosophy revolves around the self or the world’s fundamental structure which is

ontologically grounded in the noetic activity of the human mind), the celebrated

*See Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity and
Robert Solomon, Continental Philosophy Since 1750: The Rise and Fall of the Self.

*Solomon, Continental Philosophy, 4. John Smith states: “One of the major
embarrassments of man as reflective being is that he does not clearly grasp what he is.”
See his “Is the Self an Ultimate Category?” (135-150).

5 See his “Augustinian Christian Philosophy,” Monist 75 (1992): 296-302.



“modern self” has been systematically decentered, deconstructed, and displaced by the
so-called “postmodern self.” Postmodernism rightly attacks the pretensions and
presuppositions of modernism; that is, the universal truth and naive optimism of the
self’s capacities through human reason. The timelessness and universality of the
transcendental self or ego has been rejected by postmodernism; human subjectivity or
transcendental pretence is no longer celebrated. “Postmodernism implies a shattering of
innocent confidence in the capacity of the self to control its own destiny.”® Both the
Cartesian subjective self and Lévi-Strauss’ “structuralism” of language no longer exist
under the framework of postmodernism. While Nietzsche declared that “God is dead,”
Foucault has announced the death of human subjectivity. “It is comforting, however,
and a source of profound belief to think that man is only a recent invention...and that
he will disappear again.”’

Whether located by modernism or dislocated by postmodernism, the
anthropocentric self is still plagued with its own “crisis of subjectivity” (Keller). As a
foundling within nature, the self is ontologically fissured. Corrington’s ecstatic
naturalism succinctly states: “At the heart of the self is a cleft, a wound that emerges
with the first dawn of consciousness and remains with the self until its death.”® The
self is split between nature naturing (presemiotic potencies) and nature natured (the
attained orders of the world). This dualism between nature naturing and nature natured
is different in kind from Cartesian dualism, because it deals with dimensions within the

one nature, rather than two separable orders. The underlying reason why the self

S Anthony C. Thiselton, Interpreting God and the Postmodern Self: On Meaning,
Manipulation and Promise (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
1995), 11. (Author’s italics).

7 Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences
(New York: Random House, 1970), xxiii. Foucault, according to Charles Davis, “is
attacking modern anthropocentrism, urging us to awaken from our anthropological
sleep and pointing to the gporias into which our egocentrism leads.” Davis, however,
points out that while Foucault attacks the modern self “as a distortion and diminution of
the human being, he offered nothing in its place.” See Charles Davis, “Our Modern
Identity: The Formation of the Self,” Modern Theology 6:2 (1990): 159-171.

8 Corrington, NS, 1.



suffers its own crisis of subjectivity is that it has either ignored or forgotten its own
finitude and embodiment as an order which is deeply implanted in the utterly
indifferent vastness of nature.

The self is but one frail perspective of and in nature. For the anthropocentric self
or nature’s primal self to be appropriately “positioned” and to relevantly procure its
true ontological and semiotic meaning, I will argue that hidden origin in nature can be
best metaphysically expounded and grounded in the perspective of ecstatic naturalism.
They are of course many fine explorations of nature, such as eco-feminism and
creation-centered theology. However, I believe in different approach which may prove
to be important dialogue partner with contemporary philosophy as well as theology.

The perennial curse of the self, from the metaphysical view of ecstatic
naturalism, is that it wants to write itself so large across the face of nature, thus
disregarding the fact that it is only “an inscribed and finite product” of nature naturing;
in other words, “from the standpoint of nature, the self is but one curious and
fragmented product that crosses the stage of life for a brief moment and then moves on
to another vastly different stage.”® Nature (as a metaphysical concept), as articulated in
the perspective of ecstatic naturalism, is a precategory; that is, it is beyond all genera.
Nature has no location; it is not ir or of anything. If quantum theory offers the term
“togetherness-in-separation” or “non-locality” to describe two quantum entities, then
ecstatic naturalism’s nature can be defined as “nonlocated location.” It prevails as a
“clearing” (Heidegger’s Lichtung) within and from which all prehuman and human
orders of meaning derive. Santayana is right to remark that the self has only limited
prospects within nature as a whole. Ecstatic naturalism naturalistically presupposes all
possible as well as actual existence; namely, nonhuman, human, and divine entities
encompassed by nature. Nature itself transcends the alleged distinction between
supernaturalism and naturalism.

One way in which the so-called nature’s “primal self” can be semiotically and

metaphysically explored and examined is through the “still evolving” perspective of

NS, 23.



ecstatic naturalism, which probes into the ontological divide/difference between nature
naturing and nature natured. Because the self is constantly fissured by this ontological
wound, it is split between its origin or nature naturing (constituted by potencies) and
resistance or nature natured (constituted by natural orders/complexes). By the sheer
momentum of the self-othering nature naturing, the self is propelled toward autonomy;
and once it is cast out from nature naturing the self becomes one of the “products” or
orders of the world (nature natured), where it will attain possibilities and interpretive
meanings. Without recognizing that it is ejected from the realm of nature naturing (or
the material maternal) the self will never be able to achieve its own individuation. With
individuation and automony, the self is now aware that it is fissured by the ontological
difference. To say that the self is “nature’s primal self” is to assert “the sheer
embeddedness of the self in a sovereign nature that seems to be indifferent to what
appears to us to be its most semiotically dense product.”lo Nature’s primal self belongs
to the often primal dimension of nature natured.

As will be discussed in more detail in chapter four, ecstatic naturalism, as a new
movement, is both a semiotic theoretical method and a metaphysics that probes deeply
into the ontological divide between nature naturing (natura naturans) and nature

natured (natura naturata)." As a form of thought, ecstatic naturalism may be:

defined as that moment within naturalism when it recognizes its
self-transcending character...The movement from a presemiotic
potency to a signifying structure or a signifying position is ecstatic
insofar as the potency stands outside of itself and gives birth to its
own self-other as a sign or sign system.12

10 Corrington, NS, 12.

"This Latin medieval natura naturans/natura naturata distinction was introduced
in the 12th century, and was popularized through Spinoza’s metaphysical concept of
pantheism. Corrington holds that even though there are no external or internal relations
between the world of nature natured and the realm of nature naturing, nature
naturing’s traces of the ejective ground can be found within the innumerable orders of
the world via what are called “engrams.”

12 Corrington, EN, 18-19.



The term “ecstatic” functions like Peirce’s “indexical sign”; that is, it dynamically and
causally points to the self-transcendent possibilities within the orders or complexes of
nature.

Relying heavily on his philosophical anthropology and semioticism, Peirce adorns
the self with much open lucidity and transparency, which abjects the unconscious of the
true and hidden dimension of the self. Jaspers’ Existenz, with irreducible freedom,
centers intensely on its awareness (consciousness) of selfhood in existential situation,
thus turning away from the depth dimension of the unconscious of nature. It is
therefore accurate to say that both Peirce and Jaspers did not have a real sense of the
unconscious of nature or of the depths that may contain the divine mystery. In addition,
because Peirce’s so-called community of interpreters is one dimensional (i.e.,
scientific) and Jaspers’ tenuous notion of community (even though his Existenz
expresses itself in different modes of the encompassing), they fall short of illuminating
the self/nature natured correlation and the self/nature naturing correlation.

Because both Peirce and Jaspers affirmed the anthropocentric principle, they
ignored the self’s metaphysical relations to the ontological difference of nature naturing
and nature natured as profoundly and radically articulated by Corrington’s ecstatic
naturalism. Like other forms of naturalism, such as descriptive (Santayana, Dewey, and
Buchler), honorific (Emerson and Heidegger), and process (Whitehead and
Hartshorne), Peirce and Jaspers have overlooked the implications as well as demands of
the metaphysical categories of the unconscious and the unconscious of nature, which
play pivotal roles in the realms of nature naturing and nature natured. Although Peirce
and Jaspers broaden our understanding of the scope and prospects of the self, at the
same time, they diminish the role of nature - it is anthropocentrically (and
anthropomorphically) domesticated. As a result, nature is deprived of its self-
transcending character as delineated in ecstatic naturalism.

Methodologically, ecstatic naturalism relies on two new methods; namely,
“horizonal hermeneutics” and “ordinal phenomenology,” which will help us to critique

Peirce’s and Jaspers’ anthropocentric concepts of the self. Horizonal hermeneutics is a



methodology used to ascertain the most generic traits or features of the world; in other
words, it explores and examines human orders of relevance. With a perspectival view,
it attemps to “look” at the “other” realm of the ontological difference (nature natured)
- the side that is visible. However, a transition from horizonal hermeneutics to ordinal
phenomenology is necessary, essentially because it is a move away from “a narrow
concern with human subjectivity and the constitutive acts of an alleged transcendental
ego.”13

And while horizonal hermeneutics positions itself in the semiosis of personal and
communal life, ordinal phenomenology probes into the basic and pervasive features of
nature. Methodologies like ecstatic naturalism’s horizonal hermeneutics can be
implicitly found in Peirce’s and Jaspers’ study of human subjectivity and the human
orders of relevance. Phenomenologically, Peirce’s semiotic construction of the self and
Jaspers’ elucidation of Existenz have both come short, mainly because of the absence of
the metaphysical movement of ordinal phenomenology. Not only does ordinal
phenomenology identify, describe, and analyze nonhuman and human orders of
relevance (from the limited traits or the process of human selv.ing, to worldhood, to the
divine natures), but it also unveils and delineates the ontological difference of nature
natured and nature naturing. Ecstatic naturalism’s metaphysical concept of ordinal
phenomenology frees traditional phenomenology from being plagued with human
subjectivity or anthropocentrism. It is very important to point out that while the
metaphysical functions of horizontal hermeneutics and ordinal phenomenology are used
to describe and analyze orders of relevance embedded in the ontological realm of
nature natured, ecstatic naturalism (as a metaphysical perspective) attempts to probe
into the depth dimension of nature naturing in order to uncover the ever-fissuring
relationship between the two realms of the ontological divide. And only in and through
this uncovering will nature’s primal self emerge. From the perspective of ecstatic

naturalism, the hidden origin of nature’s primal self is ramified through a metaphysical

and semiotic methodology.

13 Corrington, Nas$, 1.



Ecstatic naturalism, as a descriptive (in its application to nature natured) and
revisionary (in its application to nature naturing) metaphysics, is well equipped to
probe deeply beneath the surface layers of the anthropocentric self theorized by Peirce
and Jaspers in order to elicit the self’s hidden origin, which is directly and infinitely
sustained in its “primal ground,” the unconscious of nature (nature naturing). Also, as
a new metaphysical and semiotic stream of thought and as a formal perspective on
nature, ecstatic naturalism is neither confined to nor circumscribed by metaphysical or
existential anthropology or by textuality. Consequently, its starting point is not that of
the human process, but that of nature (nature naturing) via semiotic modalities, for the
human process is only a product (nature natured) or sign of nature naturing. Nature is

!4 The semiotic self in Peirce’s primal

humankind’s “enabling ground and goal.
category of Firstness and Jaspers’ Existenz in its existential freedom would, so I will
argue, be much enriched and enhanced if they are critically approached in the context
of ecstatic naturalism.

Anchored in the descriptive and revisionary metaphysics of ecstatic naturalism,
this project will descriptively and analytically critique Peirce’s and Jaspers’
anthropocentric concepts of the self. In addition, as a “reflective analysis” (to borrow
John Smith’s phrase), metaphysics will be employed to scrutinize Peirce’s ontological
categories of Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness and Jaspers’ depth dimensions of
Existenz, especially its role in the so-called “axial period.” It is very important to note
that it would be difficult to completely comprehend Peirce’s semiotic theory of the self
without wrestling with his metaphysics, for he is first and foremost a metaphysician; in
other words, “fail[ing] to understand Peirce as a metaphysician, first and last, is to fail

nlS

to grasp the crucial support conditions for pragmaticism.”~ Likewise, existential terms

like Dasein, Existenz, the Encompassing, and Transcendence clearly reveal Jaspers’

' Corrington, NaS, 22.

1% Corrington, ICSP, 118. Peter Ochs is right to state that as a metaphysician,
Peirce “grounds his inquiry in the conviction that the objects of his inquiry resolve
themselves into one object.” See his Charles Peirce’s Metaphysical Conviction (Ph.D.
Dissertation: Yale University, 1979), 1.



nuanced and distinctive metaphysical implications and presuppositions. As Alan Olson
notes: “Jaspers came unabashedly to the defense of metaphysics...Much in the manner
of Josiah Royce, Jaspers believes that metaphysics has to do primarily with the spirit of
philosophizing; in other words, with the essential task of being human.”'®

By utilizing the fundamental concepts and the two methodologies of ecstatic
naturalism, this project attempts to achieve three goals. First, to present and elucidate
the underlying philosophical thoughts and concepts of Peirce, Jaspers, and Corrington;
secondly, to critique the anthropocentric self of Charles Peirce’s semiotic pragmaticism
and of Karl Jaspers’ existential anthropology (periechontology); and thirdly, to
introduce the concept of nature’s primal self, radically grounded in the perspective of
ecstatic naturalism, as a judicious, more encompassing, and richer framework
compared to those of Peirce’s semiotic construction of the self and Jaspers’ existential

concept of Existenz.

' Transcendence and Hermeneutics: An Interpretation of the Philosophy of Karl
Jaspers (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1979), 31.



CHAPTER 1

SKETCHES OF AMERICAN PRAGMATISM AND CHARLES SANDERS
PEIRCE’S LIFE

Who is the most original and the most versatile
intellect that the Americas have so far produced?
The answer “Charles S. Peirce” is uncontested,
because any second would be so far behind s not
to be worth nominating...If he has had any equals
in that respect in the entire history of philosophy,
they do not number more than two.

Max H. Fisch

Peirce was a very great man, with a variety of
interests in each of which he made original
contributions. The essence of his thought was
originality in every subject that he taught.

A. N. Whitehead

Sketches of American Pragmatism

Pragmatism is a major philosophic movement that emerged from so-called
classical American philosophy during the first quarter of the twentieth century. H.O.
Mounce divides the genealogy of American philosophy into three distinctive periods.
The first was dominated by Christianity incarnated in the theological substance of
Calvinism; the most influential figure in this period was Jonathan Edwards. The
Transcendentalists represented the second period, which was publicly recognized
through the creative thought of Ralph Waldo Emerson. German idealism and the

European Romantic movement philosophically and cuiturally governed this second

10
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period. The third period was inaugurated by the American Pragmatism.' Charles
Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), William James (1842-1910), John Dewey (1859-1952),
George Herbert Mead (1863-1931), and C.I. Lewis (1883-1964) have all played
essential roles in shaping the pragmatism movement. However, Peirce, James, and
Dewey have been widely considered the pioneering and influential pragmatists who

were responsible for the dominant emergence of American pragmatism.? The American

! See The Two Pragmatisms: From Peirce to Rorty (London: Routledge, 1997), 1-
2. Regarding the third period, Mounce notes, “Here, for the first time, the direction of
influence is reversed. Pragmatism is not a body of thought which arose in Europe and
then was extended to America; it is one which arose in America and then extended to
Europe.”

2 For different and detailed accounts of American pragmatism, see the following:
Cornel West, The American Evasion of Philosophy: A Genealogy of Pragmatism
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989). In this book West presents American
pragmatism as “a specific historical and cultural product of American civilization” that
has undergone transforming as well as declining periods; however, West downplays the
essential role of naturalistic metaphysics, especially that of Peirce, in American
pragmatism; instead, he finds Dewey’s pragmatic thought on historical and social
consciousness more congenial to his emphasis on cultural critique. See Robert
Corrington’s counterargument, “The Emancipation of American Philosophy,” APA
Newsletter 90 (1991): 23-26; Murray Murphey’s “Toward an Historicist History of
American Philosophy,” Transactions 15 (1979): 3-18; Max Fisch, “Some General
Characteristics of American Philosophy,” Peirce, Semeiotic, and Pragmatism: Essays
by Max H. Fisch, ed. Kenneth L. Ketner and Christian J.W. Kloesel (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1986), 110-113; Bruce Kuklich, The Rise of American
Philosophy: Cambridge Massachusetts, 1860 - 1930 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1977); Elizabeth Flower and Murray G. Murphey, A History of Philosophy in
America, 2 vols (New York: G.P. Putnam’s, 1977); John E. Smith, The Spirit of
American Philosophy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1963). Smith continues to
expound the pragmatic thought of Peirce, James, and Dewey in his Purpose and
Thought: The Meaning of Pragmatism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1978). To
trace a critical history of American Pragmatism, see H.S. Thayer, Meaning and Action:
A Critical History of Pragmatism, 2nd edition (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing
Company, 1984); Sandra B. Rosenthal, “Recent Perspectives on American
Pragmatism, Part I,” Transactions 10 (1974): 76-85; A.l. Ayer, The Origins of
Pragmatism: Studies in the Philosophy of Charles Sanders Peirce and William James
(San Francisco: Freeman, Cooper, and Co., 1968). Deeply immersed in the empiricist
tradition of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, Ayer’s extensive treatment of James’ radical
empiricism received more positive interpretations; whereas Peirce’s foundational
aspects of pragmaticism, however intricate, such as semiotics and the three universal
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pragmatists may also be called “naturalists,” for they have professed themselves to be
anti-dualists. For them, whatever is, is nature; that is, there is no fundamental
demarcation between human beings and nature. Nature is vast and encompassing, and
human beings are not merely causally connected to it, but are enveloped within it, as it
were. There is an intimate epistemic and ontological “transaction” (to use Dewey’s
term) between the human organism and the natural environment.* These pragmatists
discarded the dualistically rational abstractions of Cartesian foundationalism, especially

the privileging of the substantive self’s solipsism. Their metaphysical monism found

categories were neither penetratingly explored nor examined. Regarding Ayer’s book,
John E. Smith remarks that Ayer “seems to ignore the fact that the pragmatists were
strenuously attacking the empiricism of his own tradition, and therefore he discusses
Peirce and James as if they were seeking to answer all the epistemological questions
which have become the stock-in-trade of British philosophy.” See his Purpose and
Thought: The Meaning of Pragmatism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1978),199.

3 This term, however, must be treated with some qualifications, mainly because,
as Robert Corrington points out, there are two major streams emerging from the
“classical American metaphysics”: idealism and naturalism. Even though the classical
Americans all found science (e.g., biclogical sciences, psychology, or mathematical
physics) essential to metaphysics and to the axiological quest, the way in which they
approached it radically differs. According to Corrington, such philosophers as
Emerson, Peirce, Royce, Hocking, Whitehead, and Hartshorne may be loosely labeled
as “idealists,” while such thinkers as James, Santayana, Dewey, Mead, Randall, and
Buchler are called “naturalists.” See his “Classical American Metaphysics: Retrospect
and Prospect,” Philosophy in Experience: American Philosophy in Transition, ed.
Richard E. Hart and Douglas R. Anderson (New York: Fordham University Press,
1997), 260-81. Also regarding “pragmatic naturalism,” Sandra Rosenthal states that
pragmatism is naturalism because humans are imbedded within it, and that “man’s
grasp of nature within his world is permeated with the irreducible meaning structures
by which he and his world are intentionally bound.” See her “Classical American
Pragmatism: Key Themes and Phenomenological Dimensions,” Pragmatism Considers
Phenomenology, ed. Robert S. Corrington, Carl Hausman, and Thomas M. Seebohm
(Lanham, MD.: University Press of America, 1987), 37-57.

*In the chapter entitled “Scientific Method and the Structure of Speculative
Pragmatism,” Rosenthal used the terms “epistemic” and “ontological” to examine the
inseparable relationship between biological/human organism and natural world that
pragmatists such Pierce, Dewey, and Mead assert. See her Speculative Pragmatism (La
Salle, IL: Open Court, 1990), 7-22.
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affinities not only with the Hegelian rejection of dualism, but also with the insurrection
of Darwinian evolutionism.’

While Peirce declares that his pragmatism is a continuation of Jesus’ teaching
(“You may know them by their fruits”), John Dewey argues that his American
pragmatism is “an extension of historical empiricism, but with this fundamental
difference, that it does not insist upon antecedent phenomena but upon consequent
phenomena; not upon the precedents but upon the possibilities of action. ™
Furthermore, Dewey insists that the “pragmatic movement,” is not de novo, but has its
roots in British and European thought; it is just the attempt at “re-adaptation.” But this
readaptation uniquely reflects the “distinctive traits of the environment of American
life.”” American pragmatism may be defined as “a philosophy of experience, a fact
which at once links the position with the philosophy of existence, with phenomenology
and ... with the Wittgenstein who demanded that we return to the actual situation for a
‘second look’.”® This philosophic doctrine has certainly exerted such a profound
impact on many other aspects of the American life, such as religion, art, social theory,
politics, science, morality, and cultural criticism. Essentially, American pragmatism
embraces a future-oriented principle, which holds that the meaning of an intellectual
concept is conditioned and clarified by practical action; in other words, all thought
must begin within the context of actual experience and that the “whole function of

thought is to produce habits of action” (CP 5.402). Thought is to be intimately

> It should be noted that what essentially attracted the American pragmatists and
naturalists to Darwin’s evolutionary theory was its methodological and statistical
implications. In fact, Peirce resolutely jettisoned Social Darwinism; he characterized it
a “greed philosophy,” which was opposed to his “agapism” or “evolutionary love.”
Corrington argues that, for Peirce, the Darwinian evolution “lacks a deeper sense of
purpose that could show us the inner dynamism of growth.” See his ICSP, 170. See
also William M. Shea, The Naturalist and the Supernatural: Studies in Horizon and an
American Philosophy of Religion (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1984), 1-29.

% John J. McDermott, ed., The Philosophy of John Dewey (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1981), 50.

" Ibid., 55.
8 John E. Smith, Purpose and Thought, 9.
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connected with practical consequences. Peirce claims: “Thinking is universally
acknowledged to be an active operation” (CP 1.573); in other words, “The elements of
every concept enter into logical thought at the gate of perception and make their exit at
the gate of purposive action” (CP 5.212). For the American pragmatists, thought must
be an “embodied action,” existing alongside a concrete or pragmatic thinker.
Pragmatism is not about abstract intellectualism or a fixed system of thought as so
predominantly upheld by Continental thinkers.’

Carl Hausman suggests that there are at least five characteristics that distinguish
American philosophy, especially classical American pragmatism, from the
philosophical perspectives of rationalism and British empiricism. (1) American
pragmatism disclaims any form of absolute idealism or foundationalism, which
privileges the rigid epistemic individualism and intuitionism; instead, it introduces the
dynamic pragmatic doctrine of continuity and its logical structures of inference. “There
are no atomic facts. Instead of an Absolute, the universe is condensed into a plurality

»10 (2) It would be inconceivable for the American

of focused, dynamic processes.
pragmatists to have the pansemiotic world co-exist with the noumenal world.
According to Peirce, since the universe is “perfused with signs,” the metaphysical

concepts of things-in-themselves or dualisms must be repudiated. (3) The third

’ According to Calvin O. Schrag (in his The Self after Postmodernity [New
Haven: Yale University Press], 1977), anti-Hegelians such as Feuerbach, Marx, and
Kierkegaard, “made us aware of the profound irony of a system of thought without a
concrete thinker” (61). The essence of American pragmatism may also be elucidated
via Heidegger’s concepts of Zuhandenheit (“readiness-to-hand™) and Vorhandenheit
(“presentness-at-hand”) and his example of the hammer and the act of hammering. For
Heidegger, knowledge always involves action: thinking and doing are inextricably
connected. “Equipment” (Zeug) or “a useful thing”( Joan Stambaugh’s translation) is
something “ready-to-hand” or “handy” (zuhanden) that enables one to pragmatically
deal with his/her world. For Heidegger, humankind is first and foremost homo faber.
See his Being and Time, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: SUNY Press, 1996), 69-
74.

' Carl Hausman, “Introduction: American Philosophy in Transition,” Philosophy
in Experience: American Philosophy in Transition, ed. Richard E. Hart and Douglas R.
Anderson (New York: Fordham University Press, 1997), 3-4.
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characteristic centers on the rejection of the Cartesian self’s immediate and intuitive
self-consciousness, for to ground knowledge “on intuition is to close knowledge at its
logically inferred and temporal origin.”"! (4) Both experiencing and the experienced are
primal; namely, “all dimensions of the world and our consciousness of it [cannot be
reduced], traced to or subsumed under fully determinate, final premises or
conclusions.”'? (5) Deeply grounded in the metaphysical doctrine of developmental
teleology, Peirce’s universe is dynamically evolving, developing, and reaching toward
the growth of the reasonable concreteness. “Structures or regularities emerge. They are
neither fixed nor presaged in a necessitating teleology. Spontaneity is an ingredient in
the nature of things.”13

Considered as a founder of semiotics, Peirce asserts that “all thought is in signs”
(CP 5.253). Thought is semiotically mental, dialogic, or representational and it
irreducibly involves the triadic dimension of sign, object, and interpretant. Thought
belongs to the category of Thirdness (meaning). As regards the pragmatic theory of
meaning defined in the paper entitled “How To Make Our Ideas Clear” (1878), Peirce
enunciates his famous maxim: “Consider what effects, which might conceivably have
practical bearings, we conceive the object of our conception to have. Then, our

conception of these effects is the whole of our conception of the object” (CP 5.402)."

' Hausman, “Introduction: American Philosophy in Transition,” Philosophy in
Experience, 4.

2 Ibid.

B Ibid. Corrington also enumerates and analyzes six fundamental traits of
American metaphysics: anti-Cartesianism, the priority of community, Darwinism,
teleology, the priority of the scientific method, and the radicalized concept of
experience. See his “Classical American Metaphysics: Retrospect and Prospect,”
Philosophy in Experience: American Philosophy in Transition, 260-81.

'* As Mounce points out in his The Two Pragmatisms, Peirce’s “pragmatic
maxim” in this paper shares philosophical affinity with the Logical Positivists’
“verification principle” (36-37). This 1878 paper also exhibits Peirce’s early
nominalism and subjective idealism, evidenced by his example of the diamond’s
“hardness.” As his philosophy became more mature, Peirce eventually rejected his
nominalism. In his letter (c. 1905) to Mario Calderoni, an Italian pragmatist, Peirce
wrote, “The pragmaticist cannot admit that. I myself went too far in the direction of
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The term “effects” connotes that effects are sensible, not just on our private senses but
on our public perception or perceptivity; and the term “practical bearings” refers to
habits of actior. The understanding of objects must be embedded in sensible effects and
practical implications in order to promote the growth of the concrete reasonableness.

Pragmatism may be defined as:

an assertion that all concepts, qualitative or other, are definitionally
equivalent to a set of conditionals of perception, to experienced effects.
The point of this theory, it should be clear, is to provide a definition

of meaning suitable for the theory of inquiry, for if, as that theory holds,
beliefs are habits, then to believe that a concept ap?lies to x must be

to adopt certain habits of action with respect to x.!

Pragmatism, as Dewey enunciates in his “The Development of American Pragmatism”
(1922), “has a metaphysical implication. The doctrine of the value of consequences
leads us to take the future into consideration. And this taking into consideration of the
future leads us to the conception of a universe whose evolution is not finished, of a
universe which is still, in James’ term ‘in the making,” ‘in the process of becoming,’ of
a universe up to a certain point still plastic.”'®

The American pragmatists also regarded themselves as experimentalists who
applied dynamic scientific concepts (not scientism) and methods to their pragmatic
modes of philosophizing as opposed tc the hegemony of the European epistemology-
centered philosophy; namely, rationalism (the philosophic abstractions of Cartesian

intuitionism or foundationalism and Kantian transcendentalism) and traditional

nominalism when I said that it was a mere question of the convenience of speech
whether we say that a diamond is hard when it is not pressed upon, or whether we say
that it is soft until it is pressed upon. I now say that experiment will prove that the
diamond is hard, as a positive fact. That is, it is a real fact that it would resist pressure,
which amounts to extreme scholastic realism” (CP 8.208).

'> Murray G. Murphey, “Kant’s Children: The Cambridge Pragmatists”
Transactions 4 (1968): 3-33.

' McDermott, The Philosophy of John Dewey, 50.
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empiricism (Hume, Mill, and Russell). For the rationalists, knowledge was grounded in
a priori foundations, whereas for the empiricists it derived from sense-experience or
perception.” Nevertheless, structured by foundationalist epistemology these two
perspectives inferred that knowledge must hold absolute certainty. On the contrary, the
American pragmatists claimed that epistemology, because of its dependence upon
scientific inquiry, was always relative, fallible, and self-corrective.'® The method of

pragmatic philosophizing must be contextually and scientifically formulated, and

'” Like James (who considered himself as having an intellectual pedigree from
British thinkers), Peirce was an empiricist who insisted that a priori knowledge must be
founded upon experience. Rejecting the traditional empirical theory, especially the
Humean notion that all thought derives from impressions or sensations, the American
pragmatists argued that, instead of playing a passive observer/spectator of reality, the
mind must take on a constitutive role in the structuring of reality or in perception.
There must exist an “interactional unity between knower and known” (Rosenthal,
Speculative Pragmatism, 12). In his Meaning and Action: A Critical History of
Pragmatism, H.S. Thayer maintains that, “For Peirce, James, and Dewey, the weakest
and most troublesome points in traditional empirical theory were three: its
interpretation of sensation (or sense data); its interpretation of ideas (thinking and
mind); its persistent attempt at a reductive analysis of mental phenomena. In short,
empiricism, to the pragmatic eye, was suffering from a faulty philosophical physiology,
psychology, and method of analysis” (137). Robert J. Roth points out that the classical
empiricists (Berkeley, Hume, James Mill, John Stuart Mill) were not “radical” enough
in terms of deeply examining a lived experience. And that their ‘ordinary empiricism’
“tended to eliminate connections between things and to emphasize the disjunctions.”
On the contrary, the so-called “radical empiricists,” such as Peirce, James, and Dewey,
firmly believed that “[t]o be radical, an empiricism must neither admit into its
constructions any element that is not directly experienced, nor exclude from them any
element that is directly experienced.” However, Roth proposes to show that the
pragmatists themselves were not radical enough “in sifting out the full implications of
their own tradition.” See his “Radical Pragmatism and a Theory of Person,”
International Philosophical Quarterly 36 (1996): 335-49.

'8 peirce’s epistemological principle is pragmatically grounded in the so-called
fallibilism; that is, knowledge grounded in finite cognition will never be absolutely
true. And since the scientifically finite inquiry is self-corrective and fallible, truth is
only approximate, hence further inquiry is required. For Peirce, all knowledge or
thought is inferred via semiotic representation. The whole idea of fallibilism originated
from Peirce’s concept of the infinite community of inquirers, the theory of signs
(semiotics), the doctrine of synechism (continuum), and the theory of agapastic
evolution. These fundamental concepts will be examined in more detail.
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continuously developed in order to fittingly confront communal or social problems; in
other words, the immediacies of lived experiences ought to be dynamically dealt with
by scientific experimentalism as well as pragmatic naturalism.

Despite its thematic common ground of pragmatism (philosophy of experience),
this philosophic movement developed heterogeneous versions. Peirce configured his
pragmatic epistemology from the perspective of objective idealism (things or ideas exist
apart from our perception of them) and architectonic cosmology (the construction of a
metaphysical but open system of realism), which were integrated with the logic of
science. While Peirce attempted to furnish a scientific experimentalism which was not
an q priori transcendental construction of Kant, James’ pragmatism was inspired by
British empiricism; his philosophical psychology was underscored by nominalism,
which was metaphysically incommensurate with Peirce’s realism. Although it was
James who popularized the doctrine of pragmatism, its groundworks were originated

and formulated by Peirce.'” William James’ version of pragmatism (or his preferred

' The genealogical doctrine of pragmatism first surfaced in the weekly
discussions of the Metaphysical Club in Cambridge, Massachusetts (ca.1871), which
composed of members like Charles Peirce, Chauncey Wright, William James, Nicholas
St. John Green, and Oliver W. Holmes, Jr. This so-called “doctrine of pragmatism”
actually had its roots in European sources: Kant, Berkeley, and Alexander Bain. The
articles “The Fixation of Belief” and “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” published in
1877 and 1878 respectively, were Peirce’s first expositions of pragmatism, even though
the name “pragmatism” was not explicitly stated. The word “pragmatism” as the name
of a philosophic doctrine and method first received the public attention through James’
annual address before the Philosophical Union at the University of California in
Berkeley on August 26, 1898. In his lecture entitled “Philosophical Conceptions and
Practical Results” addressed to the members of the Union, James fully credited Peirce
as the originator of the term “pragmatism.” However, according to Max Fisch, James
used the term “pragmatism” “with reluctance and only out of loyalty to Peirce.” It was
an act of “characteristic generosity” (Mounce). James would prefer employing the term
“practicalism.” See Max Fisch, Peirce, Semeiotic, and Pragmatism: Essays by Max H.
Fisch, 285; on the contrasting views between James and Peirce, see Vincent M.
Colapietro, Peirce’s Approach to the Self: A Semiotic Perspective on Human
Subjectivity (Albany: SUNY Press, 1989), 78-80; cf. William J. Gavin, “Peirce and
“The Will to Believe’,” The Relevance of Charles Peirce, ed. Eugene Freeman (La
Salle, IL: Monist Library of Philosophy, 1983), 145-153. Mounce claims that the
views that James attributed to Peirce “were drawn exclusively from the paper written in
1878, some thirty years previously. Moreover, the aspects of the paper which James



19

term “practicalism” which accentuates the distinctive individual or particular) was
firmly established in both radical empiricism and nominalism. James’ pragmatism,
unlike Peirce’s and Dewey’s, which were primarily shaped by scientific method,
essentially patterned itself around religious and moral considerations.

The meaning of a concept, for Peirce, is semiotically interpreted and communally
grounded in reasonable conduct; while for James, the concept is psychologically
appealed to through the affective dimension of particular/individual experiences.
Dewey’s form of pragmatism is grounded in his naturalistic empiricism and
“instrumentalism” (the function of thought in a “problematic situation”).20 For
Dewey, the epistemological approach must methodologically function within
“warranted assertibility” (the judgment of the inquiry that has finally been established
or concluded); whereas for Peirce, the epistemological approach operates within the
speculative or theoretical realm.

Influenced by Peirce, Dewey maintained that inquiry must not only be
experimentally informed, but also formed by scientific method; however, he insisted
that inquiry must not be exclusively confined to the sciences; it may be encompassed
by varied subject matters (e.g., arts, law, ethics, etc.). Again, like Peirce, Dewey
understood inquiry as the attempt by the self to get rid of doubt, to solve a
“problematic situation” by bringing it to a “unified whole,” or to reach a produced
judgment (Peirce’s “habit’). Similarly, for Peirce, the purpose of inquiry is to settle
real and living doubts (not Descartes’ “paper doubts™) in order to attain belief. In his
paper “The Fixation of Belief,” published in Popular Science Monthly 12 (November
1877), Peirce asserted: “The irritation of doubt causes a struggle to attain a state of
belief. I shall term this struggle inquiry” (CP 5.374).

emphasised were those that Peirce had abandoned™ (The Two Pragmatisms, 43).
Asmentioned before, this 1878 paper evidently displays Peirce’s early embrace of
neminalism.

2 Dewey claims that James also belongs to this movement, for his concepts and
theories are employed as instruments. However, James’ concepts and theories focus
more toward moral idealism and “meliorism”; whereas Dewey’s operate within logic
and reasoning.
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Unlike James’ view of private consciousness (or principled individualism) as the
ultimate criterion of truth, Peirce’s and Dewey’s pragmatic conceptions of truth are
implanted in social practice and communication. And even though Dewey ontologically
agrees with Peirce’s notion of truth as opinion collectively and ultimately settled by the
“community of inquirers,” he maintains that truth is to be transformed; on the contrary,
Peirce infers that truth, founded upon “synechism” (the principle of continuity), must be
continuously discovered: “Do not block the way of inquiry” (CP 1.135). Peirce’s doctrine
of synechism was what distinctively and profoundly distinguished his version of
“pragmaticism™' from that of James or Dewey.

In spite of their distinctive versions of pragmatism, American pragmatists? were

2lpeirce insists that “pragmaticism” is not a system of philosophy; it is only a
“method of thinking.” He also claims that the term “pragmatism” should be used “loosely
to signify affiliation with Schiller, James, Dewey, Royce and the rest of us, while the
particular doctrine I invented the word to denote, which is your fist kind of pragmatism,
should be called ‘pragmaticism.’ The extra syllable will indicate the narrower meaning”
(CP 8.205). On March 7, 1904 Peirce wrote James saying that, “You and Schiller carry
pragmatism too far from me” (CP 8.258). To exercise his “ethics of terminology™;
namely, “[t}he first rule of good taste in writing is to use words whose meanings will not
be misunderstood” (CP 2.223) and rescue his intended version of pragmatism from
James, Peirce decided to denominate the more precise term “pragmaticism” which was,
for him, “ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers” (CP 5.414; cf. CP 5.414 - 437).
Actually, Peirce neither denounced nor renounced the fundamental principles of
pragmatism such as the concepts of practical beliefs or habits, or the scientific method;
however, he firmly rejected the pervasive nominalism and humanistic and subjectivistic
pragmatism that underlined James® and Schiller’s pragmatism, which closely remained
within British empiricism. As opposed to their versions of pragmatism, Peirce’s
pragmaticism was deeply grounded in synechistic metaphysics and semiotics (doctrine of
signs); cf. H.S.Thayer, Meaning and Action: A Critical History of Pragmatism
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1981), 136-141.

2Emerson’s various works were one of Peirce’s early influences, mainly because of
his growing up in a Unitarian home and being exposed to Concord Transcendentalism.
(This movement commenced early in the 1830s, and in 1836, the “Transcendental Club”
was formed. Besides Emerson, members included Henry David Thoreau, Margaret Fuller,
and others). In addition to admitting to being a “modified Schellingian,” Peirce also
thought of himself as a “New England transcendentalist.”
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indebted to the “Emersonian evasion of epistemology-centered philosophy.”> Cornel
West observes that Emerson (1803-1882) “not only prefigures the dominant themes of
American pragmatism but, more important, enacts an intellectual style of cultural
criticism that permits and encourages American pragmatists to swerve from mainstream
European philosophy. 2 Even though it is debatable as to whether or not Emerson is a
“critical” philosopher,” his seminal themes on science, religion, moral/ethical
principles, and nature were continuously either adapted, interpreted, or modified by
Peirce, James, and Dewey. Inspired by Emerson’s perceptions of nature,® the
American pragmatists underscored the lived experience of the communalized self as
contingently and dynamically floating on the constant flux of evolving events,

evidenced by such concepts as “synechism” (Peirce), the “more” (James), and

2 Cornel West, The American Evasion of Philosophy: A Genealogy of
Pragmatism (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1989), 42. Epistemology
does play an important role in pragmatism; however, there is a marked difference
between “Emerson evasion of epistemology-centered philosophy” and pragmatic
epistemology. Rosenthal insightfully points out: “What pragmatism houses is a rich and
fundamental ‘existential’ view of epistemooogy, not an epistemological existentialism,
but an epistemological point of view on existence as the foundational level of all
knowledge. Epistemology is not here understood as an abstract articulation of
conditions of our understanding, but as an examination of conditions and structures of
our way of being, an examination at once epistemic and ontological.” Speculative

Pragmatism, 21-22.
% Ibid., 9.

%5 See Ellen Kappy Suckiel “Emerson and the Virtues,” American Philosophy,
ed. Marcus G. Singer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 135-152.
According to Suckiel, if philosophy basically entails “cognitive” or “non-empirical”
work and sets out to discover truth via “propositional claims,” and inquires the “most
fundamental reality,” then Emerson is indeed a “paradigm American philosopher” par
excellence. However, if philosophy is considered “critical” or “ well-reasoned,” then
in this respect Emerson is not a philosopher. He is “first and foremost...a preacher.”
Emerson “rejects critical philosophy” and “discursive reasons as a means to truth”
(152). Dewey believes that Emerson, besides being a poet, is not only a philosopher
but that his name should be mentioned in the same breath with that of Plato.

%8 “Nature, in its ministry to man, is not only the material, but is also the process
and the result.” See Ralph Waldo Emerson, Five Essays on Man and Nature, ed.
Robert E. Spiller (Arlington Heights, IL: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1954), 6.



“transformation” (Dewey). Cultural, moral, and philosophical optimism (Peirce’s
“cheerful hope™) is also one of the essential themes that American pragmatists shared
with Emerson. Human experience is ontologically attached to the open-ended future
and is filled with innumerable possibilities of the “not yet.” Nevertheless, in contrast
to Emerson and James, Peirce, Dewey, and Mead consistently stressed the
social/communal dimensions of the pragmatic self. Even though Peirce’s pragmatic
philosophizing is steadily anchored in logic and science, his metaphysical concept
“abduction” (instinctive insight, which goes from a rule to a case) is close to
Emerson’s understanding of “instinct,” which enables us to generate various general
theories so that we can learn, adapt, and connect our lived experience with the world or
nature. Both Emerson and Peirce lay stress on the ethical/moral significance of inquiry.
And for Peirce, ethics or “practics” is the “normative science” (one of his three
divisions of philosophy) that furnishes ethical norms for self-controlled, deliberate
conduct to promote the summum bonum. The summum bonum (reasonable conduct), as
a process, must be collectively pursued by the greater community, and not by the
isolated or selfish individuals, and definitely not by the “Gospel of Greed,” but by the
gospel of Christ.”’ Contrary to Peirce’s anti-solipsism, James constructed his finitely
insulated self 2 in parallel with Emerson’s individualism, which was famously
inscribed in Emerson’s essay “Self-Reliance.” In this essay, Emerson considers social
conformity or moral rules to be a sign of weakness or inauthentic individuality; instead

he optimistically idealizes the individual’s own creative power, ideals, or judgments as

77 «The gospel of Christ says that progress comes from every individual merging
his individuality in sympathy with his neighbors. On the other side, the conviction of
the nineteenth century is that progress takes place by virtue of every individual’s
striving for himself with all his might and trampling his neighbor under foot whenever
he gets the chance to do so. This may accurately be called the Gospel of Greed” (CP
6.294). The “gospel of Christ” reflects Peirce’s “social principle,” which is
intrinsically grounded in logic; that is, “He who would not sacrifice his own soul to
save the whole world, is illogical in all his inferences, collectively” (CP 5.354).

% See William James, “The Stream of Thought” and “The Consciousness of
Self,” The Principles of Psychology (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
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guided by divine spirit or the oversoul. While the role of “Spirit” seems to have been
de-eulogized or deprivileged by Satayana, Emerson’s “Spirit” plays a significant and
dominant role in nature; that is, it fashions and frames nature. Emerson’s nature
“always wears the colors of the spirit.”®® “It always speaks of Spirit. It suggests the
absolute. It is a perpetual effect. It is a great shadow pointing always to the sun behind
us.”*® Emerson’s privileging of spirit over nature did not have a significant impact on
Peirce; instead, Peirce’s pragmatic philosophizing was sustained by objective idealism;
that is, the objective universe is discovered or explored only by means of mental
constructs. This is also seen inPeirce’s doctrine of “panpsychism”; namely, that matter
is “effete mind”; in other words, it is the presentation of ideas or consciousness. He
contends that the depth structures or essential features of the universe are fabricated by
mental, not material, processes; thus, there is no gulf between matter and mind. The
Peircean mind is active and functional, and its role in the universe resembles Leibniz’s
concept of the monad. Furthermore, the theory of mind plays an indispensable role in
Peirce’s cosmology, especially in his principle of “evolutionary love,” which
teleologically moves toward the highest good: the growth of concrete reasonableness,
which is comparable in some respects to Kant’s “kingdom of ends.”

After the Civil War, the lingering traces of Kantian and Hegelian idealism still
lurked behind the philosophical thought of a few American thinkers. While both Peirce
(influenced by Kant) and James (inspired by British empiricism) found Hegel’s thought
problematic, Dewey and Royce, on the contrary, became neo-Hegelians. Dewey’s early
philosophy was immersed in Hegelian idealism, although he eventually transformed his
German idealism into a distinctive version of pragmatism. Before creating his concept
of instrumentalism Dewey was a neo-Kantian. William James’ Principles of Psychology

(1890) had a considerable influence on Dewey’s epistemology, moving it in a

Press, 1983). Besides being a magnum opus in introspective psychology, this book also
prefigures James’ philosophy of “practicalism.”

2 Emerson, Five Essays on Man and Nature, 5.
“Ibid., 31.



naturalized direction as evidenced by Dewey’s essay “The Development of American
Pragmatism.” Following James’ thought espoused in Principles, Dewey argues that the
mind actively and directly perceives reality, and experience itself constitutes inference.
Royce studied philosophy at Leipzig and Gottingen, Germany after obtaining a degree
in literature at the University of California. Early in his career, Royce did not align his
philosophy with pragmatic epistemology; instead he opted for Hegelian idealism which
essentially provided a metaphysical framework for his concept of the Absolute,
particularly in the first volume of The World and the Individual (1899), where his
concept of detached individualism etched in absolute idealism was extensively
expounded. Taking cues from Hegel and Schelling, Royce infers that knowledge can be
reached through metaphysical idealism; this certainly echoes Peirce’s theory of
panpsychism. However, later influenced by Peirce’s semiotic theory with its triadic
logic, Royce, in his book The Problem of Christianity (1913), began to convert the
particular individualism of absolute idealism into the social philosophy of the “Beloved
Community,” in which the spirit of loyalty is cultivated.

Peirce, after entering Harvard in 1855, spent “the two most passionately
laborious years” (CP 1.288) dissecting Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, which

eventually led to the Peircean maxim of pragmatism.”’ Even though he was not

3! In his freshman year, Peirce devoted his time to studying Schiller’s Aesthetic
Letters and later he began to read Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason in German two hours
a day and knew it almost by heart. He admits: “I, alone of our number, had come upon
the threshing floor of philosophy through the doorway of Kant” (CP 5.12). He also
recalls: “In the early sixties I was a passionate devotee of Kant, at least as regarded the
Transcendental Analytic in the Critic of the Pure Reason. 1 believed more implicitly in
the two tables of the Functions of Judgment and the Categories than if they had been
brought down from Sinai” (CP 4.2). Although Peirce rejected Kant’s metaphysical
concepts of Ding-an-sich and the synthetic a priori, his pragmatic empiricism indeed
evolved from Kant’s conception of “pragmatic belief” (rooted in the word
pragmatisch), which does not mean “practical” (praktisch), but experimental. For
Kant, unlike opinion or knowledge, the essence of belief is grounded in practical
judgments. In “What Pragmatism Is” published in The Monist (1905), Peirce clarified
more fully the Kantian term pragmatisch, which he adopted for his new theory: “Some
of his friends wished him to call it practicism or practicalism...But for one who had
learned philosophy out of Kant, as the writer, along with nineteen out of every twenty
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strongly influenced by Hegel like Royce, one can detect Peirce’s affinity with Hegel’s
dialectical theory of meaning, the triadic structures, and the principle of continuity.
Peirce and Hegel denied that rational intuitions can be directly cognized; hence
immediate or unmediated meaning is cognitively impossible. They both maintain that
cognitive immediacy must also possess teleological activity. Peirce contends that
thought must semiotically involve a triadic relation among sign, object, and
interpretant; in other words, all thought must unequivocally operate within the realm of
semiosis (sign-action), for we have no power of thinking without signs. And, according
to Peirce, since we have no power of introspection, knowledge is to be derived from
hypothetic reasoning. Besides submerging himself in metaphysical pragmatism,
synechistic ontology, and objective idealism, Peirce was also influenced by Duns
Scotus’ scholastic realism. With its conception of “haecceity,” Peirce resolutely
rejected the Cartesian introspective process and its foundationalism as well as the
progeny of nominalism of Briiish empiricism. Unlike the self of Descartes’ epistemic
individualism, Peirce’s pragmatic self is the social participant in the community of
inquirers.’> And while the rationalists’ static reality was plagued by the indubitable
premises which were grounded in foundationalist epistemology, the pragmatists’ reality

was dynamically unfolding itself through scientific inquiry, especially through what

experimentalists who have turned to philosophy, had done, and who still thought in
Kantian terms most readily, praktisch and pragmatisch were as far apart as the two
poles, the former belonging in a region of thought where no mind of the
experimentalist type can ever make sure of solid ground under his feet, the latter
expressing relation to some definite human purpose. Now quite the most striking
feature of the new theory was its recognition of an inseparable connection between
rational cognition and rational purpose; and that consideration it was which determined
the preference for the name pragmatism™ (CP 5.412).

32 For an excellent paper on Peirce’s criticisms of the Cartesian epistemology, see
Susan Hack, “Descartes, Peirce and the Cognitive Community,” The Relevance of
Charles Peirce, ed. Eugene Freeman (La Salle, IL: Monist Library of Philosophy,
1983), 238-263.
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Peirce termed, “abductive reasoning” (constructive imagination from rule to case), and

not through Descartes’ cognitive intuitionism.>®

Charles S. Peirce’s Life

My life is built upon a theory; and if this
theory turns out false, my life will turn out
a failure.

Charles S. Peirce

Charles S. Peirce (1839-1914), an obscure and neglected figure during his life, is
now widely recognized as the greatest philosopher this country has ever produced.

Peirce was a semiotician, logician, scientist, inventor, engineer, mathematician,

%3 One of Peirce’s momentous contributions to philosophy is his tripartite
structure of the scientific method or logic of inquiry; namely, abduction, deduction,
and induction. These are the three fundamental forms of reasoning. Peirce called
hypothetic inference “abduction” (later termied “retroduction™). His pragmaticism is
intimately coalesced with the “logic of abduction.” See CP 5.195-205. Abductive
reasoning posits a natural instinct for guessing right; it is a mere conjecture, the
creative imagination that can generate hypotheses (Peirce assumes that humankind has a
“natural instinct for truth™). Deductive logic (a form of syllogism) is the logical
conclusion of the hypothesis, and the inductive reasoning involves the empirical testing
of the inference (the confirmation or falsification of the hypothesis), which is derived
from deductive logic. Peirce explains: “Deduction proves that something must be;
Induction shows that something actually is operative; Abduction merely suggests that
something may be” (CP 5.171). In other words, “Abduction having suggested a theory,
we employ deduction to deduce from that ideal theory a promiscuous variety of
consequences to the effect that if we perform certain acts, we shall find ourselves
confronted with certain experiences. We then proceed to try these experiments, and if
the predictions of the theory are verified, we have a proportionate confidence that the
experiments that remain to be tried will confirm the theory. I say that these three are
the only elementary modes of reasoning there are...In forty years diligent study of
arguments, I have never found one which did not consist of those elements” (CP
8.209).
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psychologist, philologist, lexicographer, historian of science, mathematical economist,
astronomer, chemist, geodesist, surveyor, cartographer, metrologist, spectroscopist,
book reviewer, phenomenologist, rhetorician, metaphysician, and founder of the
philosophic movement called American pragmatism. With the immense depth and
breadth of his knowledge and experience Peirce was indeed a “Renaissance Man.” He
was “one of the rare thinkers who deserves the overworked title of ‘genius.’”**
Neither William James nor John Dewey apparently possessed Peirce’s unquestionably
intellectual amplitude. Vincent G. Potter remarks that, “James was a physician and
experimental psychologist, but not a logician. Dewey was a logician but not a working

35 James, Dewey, and Royce all acknowledged their indebtedness to Peirce’s

scientist.
original and groundbreaking thought of pragmatism,* especially the later Royce whose
metaphysical hermeneutics was substantially shaped by Peirce’s theory of signs,
significantly evidenced by Royce’s important book The Problem of Christianity
published in 1913.” Because of his scientific, mathematical, and logical sagacity, W.
K. Clifford considered Peirce the greatest living logician. Charles Hartshorne proclaims
that Peirce is “America’s profoundest philosopher,” and the triadic universal categories

(Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness) are considered by him to be Peirce’s important

 Kenneth Laine Ketner, His Glassy Essence: An Autobiography of Charles
Sanders Peirce (Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1998), 40.

35 Vincent G. Potter, SJ ., “Charles Sanders Peirce: 1839-1914,” American
Philosophy, ed. Marcus G. Singer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985),
21; cf. Max H. Fisch, “Peirce as Scientist, Mathematician, Historian, Logician, and
Philosopher,” Peirce, Semeiotic, and Pragmatism, ed. Kenneth Laine Ketner and
Christian J. W. Kloesel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986), 376-400.

3 According to Potter, what has made Peirce’s pragmatism so significantly and
even radically different from that of James or Dewey is that “it is the result of his
reflections upon his own life in the laboratory and of his thought, even painstaking,
study of logic. Neither James nor Dewey had quite this combination of experience...
But Peirce, from his boyhood, lived science, logic and philosophy” (“Charles Sanders
Peirce: 1839-1914,” American Philosophy, 21).

¥’ See Corrington, CI, 1-29.



contribution to philosophy.*® Karl Popper also regards Peirce as one of the greatest
philosophers of all time. As regards Peirce’s vast knowledge of the history of
philosophy, he has been compared with Hegel; however, considering his extensive
knowledge of medieval logic, natural science, mathematics, and logic he could be a
step ahead of Hegel. Peirce is also considered by Max Fisch as “America’s greatest
logician and one of the founders of modern mathematical or symbolic logic.”*® He was
classed along with, if not higher than logical giants such as Cantor, Frege, Russell, and
Whitehead of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. And without modesty, Peirce
placed himself near or the same rank of Aristotle,* Duns Scotus, and Leibniz, whom
he considered to be the three greatest logicians.

Even though endowed with spiritual prowess and “full of flashes of brilliance”
(James), collegiately Peirce remained either an obscure or rejected figure, mainly due

to the jealousy of academicians and also to the fact that his unpublished writings

% As one of the young editors of the first six volumes of The Collected Papers of
Charles Sanders Peirce, Hartshorne praised Peirce as follows: “Peirce was a profound
thinker from his early teens on. The power of incisive, independent thinking which
some of those early reflections show almost made my hair stand on end. There are
ethical and religious reflections of great power, and sometimes of great beauty and
nobility...Peirce was the only universal intellectual genius after the pattern of Leibniz
in the whole nineteenth century. I call him the greatest technician philosophy has had
since Kant” (Cited in Ketner, His Glassy Essence, 53).

% Fisch, Peirce, Semeiotic, and Pragmatism, 1. See also Max H. Fisch, “Peirce
as Scientist, Mathematician, Historian, Logician and Philosopher,” Proceedings of the
C.S. Peirce Bicentennial International Congress, No.23 Graduate Studies (Lubbock:
Texas Tech University, 1981), 13-34.

40 Greek thought, especially that of Aristotle, always had a profound impact on
Peirce’s philosophy. Peirce admitted that he had intensively read and studied Aristotle
more than any other philosopher; and for him, Aristotle “was by many lengths the
greatest intellect that human history has to show” (CP 6.96). See Max Fisch, “Peirce’s
Arisbe: The Greek Influence in His Later Philosophy,” Transactions 7(1971): 187-207.
It is interesting to note that Peirce also recognized Hegel “in some respects the greatest
philosopher that ever lived” (CP 1.524); and compared to Hegel’s Logic, Peirce
believed that Hegel’s Phenomenology was exceptionally written. It is understandable
since Hegel’s Phenomenology did play a considerable role in the Peircean pragmatic
system. See Fisch, “Hegel and Peirce,” Peirce, Semeiotic, and Pragmatism, 261-82.
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outnumbered the published ones. In addition, both Peirce’s writing style and thought
were intrinsically dense and oftentimes extremely intricate. Because of this, they failed
to gain a wider readership. Peirce became renowned among intellectual circles only few
years before his death. By the time he was forty-four years old (1883), according to
Joseph Brent, Peirce had already written approximately twenty-six important
publications, some of which altered the course of philosophy.*' Even though Charles
Peirce the philosopher, logician, mathematician, and scientist had not yet been
prominently recognized in this country, he was, paradoxically, already a great
American philosopher “to be known by the entire world.”** However, from 1883 to
1891 Peirce’s philosophical career and personal life were tortured by tragedies,
scandals, and controversies.

Peirce, a Boston Brahmin, was born on September 10,1839 in Cambridge,
Massachusetts to Benjamin Peirce and Sarah Hunt Mills Peirce. He was raised in a
culturally and socially privileged class and intellectually aristocratic upscale family.
Peirce’s family “descended from John Pers (pronounced ‘purse’), a weaver from
Norwich, England, who emigrated to watertown, Massachusetts, in 1637 in the first

wave of the Puritan exodus.”*

His father was a prominent Professor of Astronomy
and Mathematics at Harvard University. Peirce’s older brother, James Mill, was also
an esteemed mathematician at Harvard. Peirce was a precocious child who was always
exposed to a variety of disciplines such as law, politics, engineering, literature,
business, physics, etc. Motivated by his uncle, Charles Henry Peirce, a physician,
Peirce began to study chemistry. He recalled setting up his own chemical laboratory: “I
must have been about twelve years old when I set up a chemical laboratory of my own
and began to work through Liebig’s hundred bottles of qualitative analysis and to make

such things as vermillion both in the dry and in the wet way and to repeat a great many

“ Joseph Brent, Charles Sanders Peirce: A Life. Revised and Enlarged Edition
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998), 139.

“2 Ketner, His Glassy Essence, 40.
* Brent, Charles Sanders Peirce: A Life, 29-30.
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well-known processes of chemistry.” Late in the year of 1851, within only a few
days Peirce mastered a copy of Whately’s Elements of Logic, which he picked up in his
older brother’s room. Logic became his strongest passion even though he was well
trained in chemistry, mathematics, and physics. At the age of fifteen, he was admitted
to Harvard College and graduated four years later as one of the youngest students of his
class.*

Religiously Peirce was brought up a Unitarian, but later became an Episcopalian
when he married his first wife and remained one throughout his adult life. Yet Peirce
did not lead a life without the dark side of human nature (or what Carl Jung termed the
“shadow™), which incessantly punctured his psyche. Perhaps Peirce and Kierkegaard
shared one common trait; namely, melancholy, which tormented their lives. Physically,
Peirce was plagued (as was his father) with the disease known as trigeminal neuralgia -
a neurological disorder causing unbearable facial pain which could last either for few
days or even weeks. To suppress this excruciating pain, both father and son had to take
decoctions of opium; Peirce later used morphin and cocaine regularly, thus not only
becoming addicted but also because of these toxins, inflicting physical abuse on his two
wives. In his inspiring portrait account of Peirce’s life, Joseph Brent depicts the hellish

torment of Peirce’s physical and mental illnesses as follows:

Peirce often associated the incidence of neuralgia with other disorders
and conditions, such as prolonged fever, rheumatism, bronchitis,
excessive stress, high emotion, bad weather, depression, overwork,
and even madness of a kind...[W]hen the pain was on him, he was

at first almost stupefied, and then aloof, cold, depressed, extremely
suspicious, impatient of the slightest crossing, and subject to violent
outbursts of temper... Peirce suffered all his adult life from the

* Cited in Ketner, His Glassy Essence, 103.

“In an obituary, Peirce’s younger brother Herbert recalled his older brother
“forever digging into encyclopedias and other books in search of knowledge upon
abstruse subjects, while discussions with his learned father upon profound questions of
science, especially higher mathematics and philosophy, were common matters of
astonishment, not only to his brothers and sister, but to his parents as well” (Brent,
Charles Sanders Peirce: A Life, 37).
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uncontrollable and intense mood swings symptomatic of manic-
depressive illness...On the manic side he exhibited driven, paranoid,
and impulsive actions; extreme insomnia; manic grandiosity and
visionary expansiveness; hypersexuality; extraordinary energy...

On the depressive side, he exhibited severely melancholic or depressive
states characterized by suicidal feelings or flatness of mood, which
were accompanied by inertness of mind, inability to feel emotion,

and an unbearable sense of futility. *°

Obviously, some but not all of Peirce’s character defects (e.g., drug addiction or
irascible temper) may be fairly attributed to the physical causes. His intellectual
greatness, exhibiting in logic, semiotics, philosophy of science, metaphysics,
psychology, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, linguistics, geology, and religion was also
stained by psychogenic illnesses, manic-depression (and possible insanity), sexual
infidelity, unpredictable changes of mood, chronic drunkenness, impulsive or offensive
manners, drug addiction, flirtations with suicide, racism against African-Americans,
and unpaid debts. Peirce was a genius whose life was perpetually suffused with
controversies, paradoxes, and contradictions. Brent portrays Peirce’s life as “brilliant,
bitter, humiliating ...fascinating, saddening, and compelling.”47 George Becker,

Peirce’s friend, of the U.S. Geological Survey, wrote the following words in Peirce’s

obituary:

Genius Peirce indubitably had; he also had its eccentricities; they
stood sadly in his way, diminished his intellectual output, and exposed
him to privations. Though he could be very charming, he was so
intensely individualistic that cooperation was for him almost an
impossibility, he could not “get along™ with associates, and as he
grew older, ill-health aggravated his peculiarities...[T]hey deprived
him of the popularity, prosperity, and honors to which his great
achievements would have entitled him.**

46 Brent, Charles Sanders Peirce: A Life, 40-41.

4 Ibid., 1. According to Brent, William James once lamented that Peirce was a
“strange and unruly being.”

“ Cited in Ketner, His Glassy Essence, 25.
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Peirce’s personal and professional life, as well as his abstruse thought, contained
striking contrasts. He did not practice what he preached, so to speak; in other words, he
had to struggle to control his “sensuous impulse” (Schiller). These poignant contrasts can
be illustrated through Peirce’s pragmatic concepts of “self-control” and community. First,
ethics (practics), a subdivision of Peirce’s “normative sciences” (Secondness of
experience), plays such an important role in Peirce’s architectonic philosophy. He insists
that the felos of a person’s existence is to strive for rational self-conduct, to form habits of
selecting or formulating and acting on certain rules of conduct that will direct that person
to the growth of the concrete reasonableness or to absolute ideals (which is commensurate
with Kant’s moral doctrines of “categorical imperative” and “kingdom of ends”).
According to Peirce, a mature, logical person is one who acquires the ultimate ideals of
self-control and is also measured by them. A self-controlled person is fundamentally a
rational person; a rational person is one who ethically and logically controls his/her own
action or conduct. Furthermore, that person lives with selfless sacrifices and must jettison
his/her own finite self (desires) so that he/she can attach himself/herseif to the community
of inquirers in order to collectively search for an ultimate reality or truth. Peirce
imperatively declared that, “He who would not sacrifice his own soul to save the whole
world, is illogical in all his inferences, collectively” (CP 5.354). Consequently, a self-
centered person is one who logically violates the social principle and thus becomes
negated by it. Nonetheless, judged by his scandalous life, with its lack of moral
constraints. Peirce’s ethical notion of self-control proved practically irrelevant as a guide
to his own conduct. It is also important to mention that one of the causes that contributed
to Peirce’s lack of self-control was his father’s support of individualism, which had
plagued him throughout his life. Brent notes: “Individualism was encouraged in the
Peirce home by a lack of all discipline, except that which fostered the intellect. The
family was unusually indulgent of its male members, who behaved much as they
wished.™® Peirce confessed:

Brent, Charles Sanders Peirce: A Life, 36.
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I was brought up with far too loose a rein, except that I was forced to
think hard & continuouly...But as to moral self-control he [Peirce’s
father] unfortunately presumed that I would have inherited his own
nobility of character, which was so far from being the case that for
long years I suffered unspeakably, being an excessively emotional
fellow, from ignorance of how to go to work to acquire sovereignty
over mys«;:lf.so

Secondly, the man who inspired Royce’s “Beloved Community” failed to live up
to his own pragmatic theory of the community of inquirers. As has been mentioned,
one of the underlying characteristics of American pragmatism is the transformation
from the solipsistic self to the communal/social self, amply evidenced by Peirce’s
“community of inquirers” or Royce’s “Beloved Community.” Whether Peirce’s early
concept of community “functions as the criterion of reality solely on a metaphysical
and epistemological level” or his “later community is both ethical and God-
centered,™" the social principle that he fervently imparted seemed illogically irrelevant
to his personal life, even though for him the social principle must be intrinsically
rooted in logic.’ He preached that if ideas are not to be isolated and truth is to be
attained through the community of inquirers, then the individual must not enclose

himself/herself in an insular shell. To be a “private self” is Second (mere existence or

% Cited in Ketner, His Glassy Essence, 90.

5 Joseph P. DeMarco argues that Peirce actually holds two concepts of
community. See his “Peirce’s Concept of Community: Its Development and Change,”
Transactions 7 (1971): 24-36. Stanley M. Harrison, however, disputes DeMarco’s
claim by insisting that even though Peirce’s “later community” is “grounded in a
normative foundation, we do not think the author has shown that Peirce ever meant the
community merely to ‘function as the ideal definition of reality’. In our opinion,
DeMarco has fundamentally misconstrued the nature of Peirce’s objective idealism and,
as a result, has viewed Peirce’s early thought as being essentially solipsistic” (Man’s
Glassy Essence: An Attempt to Construct a Theory of Person Based on the Writings of
Charles Sanders Peirce [Ph.D. diss., Fordham University, 1971], 353-54).

52 peirce articulates this concept in his “Grounds of Validity of the Laws of Logic:
Further Consequences of Four Incapacities,” Journal of Speculative Philosophy 2
(1869): 193-208. He also reiterates it in “The Doctrine of Chances,” Popular Science
Monthly 12 (March 1878): 604-15.
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brute reaction), only an opposition to the other. The self, enveloped in isolated
existence, is not “only a negation,” but also possesses an “artificial human nature”
(Dewey). Unlike Kantian phenomenalism in which the private self cannot be
transcended, hence confining itself to solipsism, Peirce’s pragmatic self must open
itself into a social context or living community, for without it the self will become
ontologically incomplete, semiotically unintelligible, and ethically irrational. And since
humankind is by nature social, the private self must become Third (general), because as
Third the private self shares a “connecting bond” with others; and also through
Thirdness the community of inquirers is essentially founded. According to Peirce,
“The thread of life is a third...Sympathy, flesh and blood, that by which I feel my
neighbor’s feelings, is third” (CP 1.337) and “In the first place, your neighbors are, in
a measure, yourself...Really, the selfhood you like to attribute to yourself is, for the
most part, the vulgarest delusion of vanity” (CP 7.571). But Peirce’s idea of the
community of inquirers was antithetical to his own solipsistic self, for he was a social
outcast, living an isolated and ostracized life,” which tragically resulted in his theft of
food, deteriorating health, and financial schemes.

Because of his lack of moral self-control, unconventional lifestyle, unorthodox
religious views, scandalous divorce in 1883 from his first wife, Harriet Melusina Fay
and his remarriage to the French woman named Juliette Froissy, and his failure to

fulfill contractual obligations, Peirce was never granted a full tenured professorship

53 Brent likens Peirce’s ill-fated life to the French poet Charles Baudelaire: “Both
had a precocious taste for women. Both lived extravagantly beyond their means and
were constantly in debt. Both used drugs and had special knowledge of their
effects...Both men were social outcasts whose lives and works engendered disgust and
dismay in the respectable bourgeoisie of their respective countries...Both men were
forced by their ostracisms to make their livings by their wits and from writing articles
for journals, and both lived their last years on the charity of others. Both men had
deserved reputations for brilliance and depth and breadth of knowledge and
achievements, spiced with a sharp originality and insulting arrogance” (Charles Sanders
Peirces: A Life, 22).






