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Abstract. American axiology began one century ago, with influential publications in 1909 by W.M. Urban and R.B. Perry.  Interest in axiology conceived in terms of a “general theory of value” thrived during the ensuing three decades of the 20th century, before that interest waned as the mid-century heyday of logical empiricism approached. Those I call the “classical” American axiologists, including also C.S. Peirce, John Dewey, and Alaine Locke, share with contemporary axiologically-inclined thinkers like Robert Neville, Hilary Putnam, Sandra Rosenthal, Nicholas Rescher, and Amartya Sen their being numbered among those Putnam aptly describes as  ‘friends of entanglement.’ 
This paper interprets and supports recent calls for value-driven epistemology, or a “value-turn,” to the kind of shift or change of venue that the classical American axiologists prescribed. The last section of the paper utilizes contemporary work in value-driven epistemology to make clearer the real implications for epistemology of taking seriously what Urban termed the “axiological standpoint on knowledge.”
"In the main, it is possible that the current philosophy of value is essentially new; with the wine of adventure in its veins.  Value may prove to be the key that will eventually release all the human sciences from their present position of pathetic, if dignified futility." (John Laird, 1929)

1. Introduction. 
Abraham Edel presages a quite significant philosophical centennial in 2009 when he writes,

 

Attempts to formulate a general theory of value constitute a lively chapter in the history of ethics in the twentieth century, especially in the first third…The year 1909 marked a significant point in the advance of value theory in the United States. In that year [Wilbur Marshall] Urban’s work Valuation appeared, calling for a systematic treatment of all types of human values….On the other hand, 1909 also saw Ralph Barton Perry’s The Moral Economy which used an economic model to depict the proliferation of human interests and their modes of organization…. (2001, 68). 

Urban (1873-1952) introduced the term “axiology” to the American academic scene one century ago. The theory of value was first debated at the APA four years later, with Creighton, R.B. Perry and W. M. Urban among those who debated. Urban expresses his optimism about “axiology,” coined to contrast with “epistemology” and to focus on worth. His optimism about the consequences for practice of acknowledging the “axiological standpoint on knowledge,’ and of re-casting, in light of it, many of philosophic modernism’s  antagonisms such as those between realism and idealism, monism and pluralism, etc, is quite evident when he writes in Valuation’s opening page,
There has seldom been a time in the history of thought when the problem of ‘value’ has so occupied the centre of attention as at present. Fundamental changes in the actual values of mankind…have brought with them what may, without exaggeration, be described as a gradual shifting of the philosophical centre of gravity from the problem of knowledge to the problem of values. The problem of knowledge has itself become, in some quarters wholly, in others partially, a problem of value…More and more the conviction gains ground that a general theory of value, which shall comprehend in a systematic and scientific way all types of human values, is an absolute necessity.
These words strike me as equally descriptive of optimism about present-day “value-driven epistemology” among its proponents. In order to argue more directly for a high degree of relevance of the early axiologists’ thought to contemporary currents in both American and Continental philosophy, I discuss in the next section some key ideas of the classical American axiologists. The second section discusses specific instances where I think that we can see the axiological standpoint asserting itself in relation to familiar dualisms and dichotomies upon which perch so many of the problems debated in analytic philosophy in the latter half of the twentieth century. Today, at the outset of American axiology’s second century, we find ourselves not only in a position with certain remarkable similarities to the American philosophical scene circa 1909, but also with reason to share at least a little of Laird’s, Perry’s, and Urban’s optimism about the prospects of a general theory of value and about its ability to help us what remains useful in more value-centric approach in philosophy. 
II. 1909-1939: American Axiology’s Golden Age

The theory of value has been thought to have its official origin in Austrian/German value theory or Werttheorie as introduced by the economist von Neumann, and as debate among philosophers including Meinong (1853-1920) and Ehrenfels (1859-1932). The term "axiology" was introduced in Urban’s book Valuation: Its Nature and Laws after his return from years of graduate study at two German universities identified at the time with the thought of Brentano, Rickert, and Windelband. 
 The idea of a general theory of value was first brought up for open discussion at the APA convention of 1913.
  The high point of development of a general theory of value came between Perry’s social scientific General Theory of Value (1926) and John Dewey’s Theory of Valuation, and Urban’s Beyond Realism and Idealism (1949). Although not amounting to a genuine philosophical movement, proponents of value theory in the sense in which Urban, Perry, Dewey and Locke shared it—the sense of a shared project for a general theory of value, had a significant voice in American academic debates between 1913 and the mid-century heyday of logical empiricism.

A highly original theme in Urban's approach that I want to emphasize is the idea of the "axiological standpoint" which he held is developed through a dialectical analysis of knowledge.  “Axiology,” stemming from the Greek term for worth or value, represents for Urban, a study of the teleology of communicative discourse in the sense that to undertake philosophy in this dialectical way is immediately to reframe traditional problems of the place of value in a world of fact, into problems about purposeful communication and conditions of intelligibility.
 The theme of philosophical intelligibility and its interdependence with the goal structures constituting a "community of interpretation," was a central theme in the philosophies of Royce, Creighton and Urban.
  The latter’s “axiological standpoint” was also an attempt to bridge American philosophy and The Southwest German axiological tradition of Windelband and Rickert
, and in America Peirce, Urban, and Dewey, at least, each developed logic as a normative science of principles that must be acknowledged if intelligible communication is to be possible.
  Value and knowledge, for the axiologists, are mutually-dependent. The importance of the value character of the theoretical is overlooked, Urban charges, by those who want to make philosophical logic and theory of inquiry into a value-free science of being. The important issues on the metaphilosophical level that drew Urban’s attention most become those of the causes and implications of divergence in philosophical systematization; while on an epistemological level they are issues primarily of "objectivity" and "interpretation" rather than primarily of truth and reference as the positivists conceived them, or of the justification of isolated knowledge claims.
 The American axiologists broadly agree in emphasizing that epistemology involves, as Dewey put it, "this radical shift from the world of things to the world of discourse and meanings." 

The task of building a general theory of value as a kind of “dominant” (not to say “logical” unity, consists according to Urban in adequately addressing two closely-connected tasks: “the descriptive or psychological and the normative or axiological” (6). The second of these “is the reflective evaluation” of values or of objects of value (16, 18). He writes that “On the analogy of the term epistemology we have constructed the term axiology,” allowing for comparing the axiological and the psychological points of view.
 But this is a functional distinction that he introduces in order to move beyond rather than to re-enforce any “unfortunate antithesis of facts and values, of genesis and validity” (4). If appreciation without description and description without appreciation are but abstractions and ideal limits, so that all concrete thought activities contain both moments in different degrees, then the absolute contrast between appreciative and scientific description disappears, “and we have left merely the practical problem of the degree to which appreciative differences shall be retained in our constructions. This is wholly a question of the purpose of the description” (11-12). 
In his 1929 work The Intelligible World: Metaphysics and Value, Urban refined and extended his philosophical methodology as a form of "dialectical" inquiry or reason. Perry agreed at least that theory of value may unify the special philosophical and social sciences and arbitrate between them (1929, 4). Urban voiced his differences both with Perry and with Dewey. But the debates seem largely ‘in-house,’ since they are to be numbered among those Hilary Putnam simply but effectively describes as ‘friends of entanglement.’
 Dewey indeed explicitly criticized logical empiricism’s allegiance to a fact/value dichotomy and to a spectator theory that sharply separates knowing and acting, as well as knowing and valuing. He criticized C.L. Stevenson’s two-component analysis of ethical statements as inadequate and ill-motivated reductionism. But the pragmatists in the between-the-wars period were already fighting against the currents of the influence of positivism over analytic philosophy, and Dewey’s own reputation was waning through the mid-century heyday of logical empiricism. 

Urban agreed with Perry that economics is shot through with assumptions of a normative character, writing that “much of the movement in the direction of a more general theory of value comes from economics” (Urban 1909, 4). While theories of knowledge, ethics, political science, economics, aesthetics, etc. have been treated one-sidedly, theory of value has been a sort of by-product (Perry, 1929, 4). But Perry's saw theory of value as something more than that: as a field of philosophy, yet still "a part of the modern scientific movement...borrow[ing] both the results and the techniques of the special sciences of human life...It profits by what biology, psychology, and the new social sciences have learned about man, and it employs in its own behalf the genetic, comparative, analytic and descriptive methods which they have successfully exemplified."
  
Contemporary axiologically-inclined thinkers like Neville, Putnam, and Rescher, each help us to see that  economics contains within its subject matter the historical and civilizational values of economic arrangements. Putnam finds very important Amartya Sen’s arguments that the “impoverishment” of economic theory he claims to find after mid-century “is closely related to the distancing of economics from ethics.” That there is not a single reference to any value judgments outside of ethics in Stevenson’s book Facts and Values leads Putnam to comment that he (and empiricist authors like Carnap and Reichenbach who leaned heavily upon his reductive, two-component  analysis of value judgments), would not deny that, say, aesthetic judgments are cases of value judgments; “for the most part, their real target is the supposed objectivity or rationality of ethics, and in disposing of this topic, they take themselves to have provided an account that covers all other kinds of value judgment as well” (19). Hence, at least until Kuhn, a neglect of the role of ‘thick’ concepts in first-personal moral deliberation (what Dewey calls reflective morality) is mirrored in neglect of the normative dimensions of science and the need to acknowledge serious concerns about cognitive values (simplicity, scope, conservativism, coherence, fruitfulness, etc.) as norms of appraisal and ‘values at work’ in science.

Putnam and Neville both argue that allowing fact/value distinctions but disinflating the fact/value dichotomy has been crucial to the development of economic theory. Putnam, to be more specific, takes himself to show “how the fact/value dichotomy or dualism…penetrated neoclassical economics after 1932, and [how] the resultant impoverishment of welfare economics’ ability to evaluate what it was supposed to evaluate, economic well-being” (62). It was in part through Amartya Sen’s attempt to enrich the evaluative capacity of welfare and developmental economics by means of the ‘capabilities approach,’ and a rapprochement of economics and ethics more generally, that the discipline has impressively recovered its vitality in recent decades. 
Now the vocabulary used in these areas of economics, as both Sen and Putnam rightly insist—speaking of ‘valuable functioning’ and of capabilities in the sense of ‘capacities for valuable functions’—“consists almost entirely of ‘entangled’ concepts, concepts that cannot be simply factored into a ‘descriptive part’ and an ‘evaluative part’” (Putnam 62). So the standpoint that Sen shows we must take if we are to make responsible evaluations in welfare and developmental economics is an axiological standpoint: “It is a standpoint that says that valuation and the ‘ascertaining’ of facts are interdependent activities” (63). Like Putnam’s account of the recovery the vitality of economic theory by its re-embracement of fact/value ‘entanglement’, Neville’s proposed ‘high road around modernism’ also develops the “axiological requirements of a proper approach to economic theory” (1992, 205).

II. Implications of an Axiological Turn in Analytic Philosophy

“Axiology,” as one proponent put it, is “the product of a fairly recent period in thought-history which, temporarily overwhelmed by a general disturbance, now bids fair to remain, in its essential ‘problematic,’ a permanent field for philosophizing” (Findlay, 3).
 In an earlier paper I related the history we have looked at to contemporary virtue epistemology, asking whether virtue talk in epistemology represents a “re-emergence of American axiology” (Axtell, 1996). I still think that it does, but here I want to ask how value talk in epistemology—the call for a value turn but also such debates as the value problem (swamping problem—Kvanvig, Zagzebski), the lively challenge of epistemic value pluralism to epistemic value monism (veritism) (Goldman, Pritchard) and the growing debate between epistemological ‘thinnies’ and ‘thickies’ (Axtell and Carter, 2008; Battaly 2008; Elgin 2008; Thomas 2008) —can be seen as reflecting a concern to bring the axiological perspective on epistemic goodness to bear. In this final section I will provide develop a short list of examples of the axiological standpoint breaking through into analytic epistemology in ways that transform its debates. I use these examples to briefly develop what seem to me as implications of taking seriously the ‘change of venue’ that value centric and value-driven philosophy entails. 

1A. Deflationism about scientific axiology.

A first implication of the axiological standpoint on knowledge is a deflationary perspective on the traditional debates about the aims of science. Here Arthur Fine’s deflationary idea of a “natural ontological attitude” beyond realism and anti-realism, and Nicholas Rescher’s pragmatic idealism, can be taken as expressions of taking the axiological perspective seriously. 
One of Urban's strongest commitments was to "communi​cation as an end to which the analysis of knowledge ultimate​ly points," and intelligible communication between persons presupposes at least some minimal mutual acknowledgement of values.  "Dialectic in the historical sense has always been concerned with issues of this type" (1949, p. 30).  The general character of all dialectic is concerned, not with the develop​ment of logical impli​cation within a system, but with the relations of the assumptions or presuppositions implicit in such a system, and hence in the epistemology of disagreement and more broadly in the "strife between systems" (125). 
The “explication of mean​ings in dis​course” was to be a less formal project than that of "logical analysis of the language of science," the project of the positivists; for Urban, explication consisted in an interpretive process of making explicit, for the purpose of promoting shared understanding or communication, the "epistemological inten​tions" presup​posed by opposing phi​losophical systems, such as those of realism and idealism.  "The objective of philosophy is an intelligible world, the interpretation and communication of the meaning of our experience" (1929, p. 79); any philosophy of knowledge that acknowledges this point, he argued, will be beyond realism and idealism as understood in Modern philosophy. Urban distinguished philosophical prejudice from axiological unity or interpretation.  Each form of realism and anti-realism appeals to some ideal of "genuine knowledge" or "bona-fide logic"; each appeals to notions which invoke values "which can be acknowledged but never proved" in any fully deductive manner (85).  Both principles are logically underivable in the sense that they are axiological, evaluative posits rather than purely logical or empirical claims.  Their dual acknowledgment within a synthetic account represented the implication of dialectical epistemology.
 Essentialistic or "essential valuations" of knowledge can be identified and rejected as superfluous, but systematic philosophy can never avoid "the placing of things in an order of meaning and value."
  A relationship between contrary values, even fully dressed out into developed systems, cannot be reduced to a relationship of logical contradiction.
Deflationism and anti-essentialism about the axiology of the sciences is one likely implication of the axiological standpoint. This is expressed in respect to debates between realists and instrumentalists in the work of Arthur Fine.
  When Fine suggests we pull back a bit from the global interpretations of the goal of science to ask, more fundamentally, whether science or other concrete social practice "aim" at all, he is expressing the importance of what Urban called axiology or the axiological standpoint on science and scientific knowledge.
    Fine's view has a special connection with Urban's, in that he sees the issue of scientific real​ism and anti-realism "as expressing atti​tudes towards sci​ence, and in particular attitudes towards the significance of science --its proper interpretation and understanding" (1986, p. 150).  Moreover, there are clear parallels between Fine's theme of the "natural ontological attitude" (NOA) and Urban's earlier characterizations of "a natural metaphysic of the human mind" beyond realism and idealism.  For Urban, too, unless resisted the essential valuations of knowledge (prejudices of the philosophers) tend to privilege one's own logic and to demand  logical monism and the Fichtean demand to choose either/or between realism and anti-idealism conceived as "absolutely incompatible" logical systems.
  By contrast, the "axiology of inquiry" (my term for the normative question of what ends are worthiest to pursue), can and should be pursued, as Fine and Rescher argue, in a non-essentialistic manner.
 
1b. Pyhrronism, reflective luck, and the value of cognitive achievements
A still more recent example of the axiological standpoint breaking through in discussions within analytic epistemology is the recent work by Duncan Pritchard on the “value problem” and other aspects of epistemic value or goodness, especially relevant to the implications it is claimed to have for understanding the problem of radical scepticism and the lessons its study imparts. Pritchard insists that  “viewing the problem of scepticism through the lens of epistemic value highlights a very different sceptical challenge that needs responding to” (2008a, 19).
Pritchard brings to this discussion a sophisticated anti-luck epistemology, and a compelling diagnosis of the motivations to radical scepticism. The diagnosis is one on which the skeptic basically seeks not to deny us all knowledge, but knowledge of a particularly valuable kind, and for which we can claim or attribute epistemic agent for ‘getting it right.’ As an explicit advocate of value-driven epistemology, he argues that “we should regard radical scepticism as aiming to deprive us of an epistemic standing that is of special value to us, and that this methodological constraint on our dealings with radical scepticism potentially has important ramifications for how we assess the success of an anti-sceptical strategy” (2008, 1) The axiological standpoint is apparent in his approach, in that he argues: a) for a need to bring philosophers with a background in value theory directly into the epistemological debate; and b) for there being “much to be gained from reappraising the debate surrounding the skeptical problem in light of a value-driven epistemology [because] there is a real prospect here that recasting some of these disputes in value-theoretic terms could enable this impasse to be overcome” (2008b, 28).

2A. Value and Virtue

Historically, as we’ve noted, value theory in the sense of value as a unified subject matter for philosophy, was spawned not only by philosophers like Urban, Peirce, and Dewey, but also by emergent social scientists concerned with questions of value, such as in welfare economics.
  This is why Hilary Putnam, in his recent book The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy, notes the importance of Perry’s study in economics of 1909, and the later development of the general theory of value this led him to, as important innovations in American philosophy. These interests largely get ignored at midcentury, when philosophy of science is taken as philosophy enough, and identified narrowly by the logical empiricists with a project of the logical analysis of the language of science. Economics and other social sciences involved with value theory begin to recover their original vitality with Amartya Sen, Putnam argues, and after  Anscombe and Foote criticized the neglect of a moral psychology and of personal habits and dispositions in ethical philosophy one half century ago (1958).  
Dewey invites the view that there is a unity to inquiry that an over-sharp distinction between different kinds of facts, or again between fact and value, prevents us from recognizing let alone properly conceptualizing. That, it seems to me is the thesis of inquiry pragmatism. One can only be optimistic about the prospects of a general theory of value if one is, antecedently, among the 'friends of entanglement.' While other movements debate the "death of epistemology," or even of philosophy, these friends re-evaluate the direction of philosophy by discovering values at the basis of all philosophy.


The proposed axiological turn has implications also for the manner in which value-involving problems are related to issues in social epistemology. Epistemologists like Alan Thomas (2008) have proposed on this basis a default-and-challenge conception of knowledge, and virtue-based context sensitivity. The reality of value-laden social phenomena must help measure our ways of representing them (Neville 1992, 221). Others complement the analytic project of defining knowledge with the functional-genetic question of why we have the concept of knowledge in the first place and how we go about identifying trustworthy testifiers (Craig; Fricker 2008). The problems of theory derive from and remain in contact with problems of practice, and questions of value have a pragmatical character that the axiological standpoint allows us to see is helpful to our philosophical tasks, rather than a source of fear about ‘pragmatic encroachment’ 
2B. Axiology and the moral/epistemic and epistemic/pragmatic distinctions. 

A final implication I want to point up here regards the improved prospects, once one takes seriously the axiological standpoint, of what Urban and the American axiologists who followed him called a “general theory of value.” Axiology is a study of ultimately worthwhile things, and while epistemology has an important axiological dimension, axiology today should redress the armchair methods of the analytic tradition with Dewey’s insistence that the warranted assertability of our judgments cannot be made without going outside the `value field' into matters physical, physiological, anthropological, historical, socio-psychological, etc. But it should also heed Aristotle’s advice not to presume to imbue a discipline or field of study with more rigor or formal precision than its subject matter naturally allows for.

The project of the construction of a general theory of value, or a philosophical axiology, is compatible with certain different conceptions of the relationship between moral, aesthetic, and intellectual virtue. But it can still be derailed either by theories that drive a sharp wedge between intellectual and moral virtues, and by those that reduce the latter to the former. It is controversial whether one can discuss intrinsic value without also discussing moral value, but general theory of value is consistent with a range of positions between these extremes.

The opposed reductionisms of reliabilist externalism and internalism work no better for moral and intellectual virtues than for moral and epistemic value. The virtues when they are taken to include more than processes that allow for narrowly-typed agent cognitive reliability, do not bear primarily on the domain of belief. While one might try to drive the wedge between intellectual and moral virtues by arguing that moral virtues bear primarily on actions while intellectual virtues bear primarily on beliefs or believing, intellectual virtues bear principally on intellectual (zetetic) activity and are bent all out of shape by the definist desire to analyze knowledge or epistemic justification in terms of them.

Positions at the opposite extreme from reliabilist externalism purport to afford us a general theory by showing intellectual virtues reducible to moral virtues, as Zagzebski’s ‘pure virtue theory’ does in Virtues of the Mind. While she tries to marshal Dewey to the defense of this view, it is “definist,” and not very Deweyan. Its motivational requirements on the agent are far too strong, while its ability to deal with issues of epistemic context is far too weak.  Zagzebski presents an interesting case for a motivation-based general theory of value, but Dewey’s position seems to be that axiology, while it has always existed, has too often been subordinated to the discipline of ethics, the investigation of what ought to be done. And as Perry reminds us, the man who said “When I say ‘value’ I mean a purple cow” would not even be listened to, unless by a psychiatrist or a kindergarten teacher. The definist is right that there must be a control or set of criteria, by which the application of our terms to particular problems is justified or rejected. But “criterialism” contrasts with “definism,” and the definist character of pure virtue theory is arguably as disadvantageous for the prospects of general theory of value as is the counterpoint reliabilist account definism, which feeds fear of radical scepticism by picturing it as a threat of ‘pragmatic encroachment’ upon a realm of ‘pure’ epistemic value. Sandra Rosenthal’s pragmatic contextualism makes for a contrast with both those when she writes,
[T]he term value is used within pragmatism to cover experiential emergents within a variety of circumstances yielding distinct aspects of the value situation. The term value is at times used to indicate immediately appealing qualities, problematic values, or direct valuings, to indicate experiences that are the outcome of intelligently organized activity, or a quality emerging from the unification of a context through intelligent activity; and finally, to indicate objects, situations, or acts…” (1986, 175-76)


Dewey held that while aesthetics and the special sciences such as ethics, economics, and logical theory represented distinct fields or aspects for the study of valuation, the neglect of value theory would lead to the continued "reification of aspects into separate types."  He even held that until the field of a general theory of value is reasonably settled, “discussion is a good deal like firing bird-shot in the dark. But this did not mean for him making moral goodness prior to non-moral virtue; indeed axiology has had to battle the reduction of intrinsic value to moral, aesthetic, or cognitive value. If we are to restore integration and cooperation between our beliefs about the world in which we live and our beliefs about the values and purposes that should direct our conduct, we need to attend to our theories of inquiry. For “[I]nquiry, in spite of the diverse subjects to which it applies, and the consequent diversity of its special techniques has a common structure or pattern” (LW 12, 105). 
The unity sought to ground a general theory of value is the unity of inquiry, not of facts or of principles already abstracted from one another. Context and interest distinguish the different kinds of problems that reflective individuals confront. What results It is closer to Railton’s view that the sort of value ordinarily at issue when we speak of intrinsic value is generic or non-moral goodness, “the sort of value that ordinarily is at issue when disputes occur about what  an individual’s or group’s good consists in, about what kinds of lives are good to lead, or about what is desirable” (Railton 29, n. 6).  Our ends are often evaluable for their moral worth or their aesthetic merit; but while these other dimensions of assessment exhibit important relations to intrinsic value, clarity is better served by recognizing the differences as well a similarities in their evaluative bases and normative roles Dewey’s mature statement near mid-century in "The Field of Value"  neglect of a general theory of value impedes a broader philosophical consensus attainable through recognition of the indispensable role axiology plays in reasoned discussion of normative issues involved in real life problems of various kinds.  Continuity between the social and natural sciences is achievable, and such an achievement would help mitigate the Fact/Value and Is/Ought dichotomies; however, this continuity must also link the sciences and philosophy, and cannot become reality without greater attention to a general philosophical theory of valuation. 
3. Conclusion

I have recovered the work of two ‘fathers’ of American axiology and of a golden age of American axiology that began a century ago, and related it to current robust debate over epistemological axiology that we in analytic epistemology today. The centennial that 2009 marks is significant in its own right, but still more so when we see it as an precursor to recent demands that we turn from rational reconstructionist to a “value-driven” epistemology. The gains of analytic epistemology in the latter half of the twentieth century need not be abandoned, but rather set within a new philosophic context by the ‘change of venue’ that both present day axiologists argue for. Recovery from the hang-over effects of the fact/value dichotomy is far from complete, and will require a thorough-going discussion of epistemological axiology (“inquiry pragmatism,” “character epistemology” and “virtue responsibilism” are other overlapping  self-descriptions found in the contemporary literature).
That the rising tide of positivist empiricism in America in the period between the two world wars was already serving "to stifle embryonic axiology with its promising analysis of norms" is well-captured by Alaine Locke, author of The Problem of Classification in Theory of Value. The irony he found in this was that the very types of philosophy that most fervently insisted on truth as a value have, “by rigid insistence on the objective criterion and the experimental-instrumental aspects of thought, disabled itself for pursuing a similarly functional interpretation of the other value modes and their normative principles." American thought, he points out, "has moved tangent to the whole central issue of the normative aspects and problems of value." 
In saying this, do we say anything more than that values are important and that American philosophy should pay more attention to axiology?  Most assuredly; --we are saying that but for a certain blindness, value-theory might easily have been an American forte, and may still become so if our predominantly functionalist doctrines ever shed their arbitrary objectivism and extend themselves beyond their present concentration on theories of truth and knowledge into a balanced analysis of values generally…Once contemporary American thought does turn systematically to the analysis of values, its empirical and functionalist approach will be considerably in its favor. (1935, 317-18)
I can think of no better statement about our present needs in epistemology, and about the advantages and prospects of value-driven epistemology as we embark upon American axiology’s second century.
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�. For further background and history on the emergence of axiology and the APA discussions on general theory, see F. Findlay, C. Morris, and E. G. Spaulding entries in the bibliography in addition of Edel, Pepper and Reck.


� One helpful exchange of views is R. B. Perry's "Dewey and Urban on Value Judgments" (1917), reprinted in John Dewey, Middle Works, Vol. 11. 





�. For background on the original meaning of axiology and its relationship to pragmatism, see Charles Morris (1970), Chapter Four, "Pragmatic Axiology," and Eames (1970, 1977). It is worth noting in this connection that there always have been strains of American thought which have stressed the valuative dimension of knowledge, but the term "axiology" has been utilized in a rather wide variety of ways in recent years, most readily within the speculative branch of pragmatism represented by Robert Neville (1981), as well as by Archie Bahm (1980) and in work conducted through the R. S. Hartmann Institute for Formal and Applied Axiology, which exists in the U.S., Mexico, Germany and Sweden.  


�.  The Southwest German school identified with Windelband and Rickert supported an axiological conception of the nomothetic/idiographic knowledge distinction.  This contrasts with Dilthey's "ontological solution."  Rickert's philosophy was focused upon the philosophy of value, and the development of the "standpoint of validity". 


�. Guy Oakes, translator and editor of Rickert's The Limits of Concept Formation in Natural Science, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1986, outlines the commitments of the Southwest German school, and includes an “axiological turn in philosophical thought, in which this normative consciousness is defined by objective or generally valid values that are necessary presuppositions of theoretical, practical, and aesthetic judgment; the doctrine that in the final analysis, going back to Kant requires going beyond Kant [who erred in contrasting the Categories with value presuppositions]" -Editor's “Introduction,” p. xiii.  Urban agreed broadly with these tenets, differing mostly in his preference for the Greek tradition of axiological universalism over the individualistic conception of values of the Southwest school. Urban thought of himself as breaking down Kant's separation of the "categories" from valuational categories, which Urban took to be "the equally necessary forms of interpretation" of life and the world.  


�. Urban's German education led him to believe firmly in Herbart's claim that "Logik ist de Moral des Denkens."  The son of an Episcopal clergyman, Urban at various times studied at Princeton and in Germany at the Universities of Jena, Leipzig, Munich and Graz.  He studied under Meinong, Rickert and Husserl at Graz, and received his doctorate at Leipzig in 1897 (Reck 1964, 154-155).  His professional academic career included posts at Princeton, Dartmouth, and Yale.  


� Urban, for whom axiology was quite explicitly a general theory of value, grounded his “value-centric” metaphilosophy on the objectivity of values. But Urban viewed himself not as an idealist, but as beyond realism and idealism, and many other ‘isms’ in philosophy that arise from value-charged assumptions about conditions that make for the intelligibility of all knowledge. He would still have agreed substantially with Dewey that values are not part of a separate realm from facts; they are rather “naturalistically interpreted as intrinsic qualities of events in the consummatory reference” (Experience and Nature, xvi).





� Since “epistemology” is too narrow to respond to this task when conceived as concerned only with the determination of the validity of objects and processes of knowledge, Urban introduces his special term to address that second task.





� Putnam (2002).





� Dewey’s letter to Eames reveals that “the term valuation” in Dewey’s title “appeared suitable since it could be interpreted to cover both ‘values and ‘evaluation,’ and that alternative titles he had tentatively used where “Empirical Axiology” and then “Empirical Theory of Value.”





�. Perry (1933), p. 11, 13


� “All this must not be taken to mean that axiology is basically a new thing, that it is not part and parcel of the whole tradition of philosophy. It has always existed, though largely subordinated to the discipline of ethics….” (3).





�. On Urban's assumptions, it becomes possible to restate the issue: there is no necessity in conceiving a Fichtean contradiction between the first principles of realism and idealism, but only a lack of critical and creative thought applied to their formulation; stated in a sufficiently critical and "minimal" fashion, these first principles presuppose rather than contradict one another. Compare Peirce, who says that the distinction between real and unreal comes to that "between an ens relative to private inward determinations, to the negations belonging to idiosyncrasy, and an ens such as would stand in the long run. ...the very origin of the conception of reality shows that this conception essentially involves the notion of a community, without definite limits, and capable of an indefinite increase of knowledge" (5.311).


�. One finds what Urban called the "driving force of idealism" in the assertion that all that can be known must be related to mind and meaning, and the "resistance of realism" in the corrective assertions of the limitations of the human intellect (Rescher, p. 274), and of autonomy of the world shown in its ability to prove us wrong in our beliefs.  Rescher's discussions of the "human limitations" argument for realism and the "cognizability in principle" thesis of idealism gives substance and specificity to both the to what Urban would call the dual presuppositions of intelligibility underlying his dialectical epistemology.  Rescher's conception of the epistemology/metaphysics divide is "not substantive but methodological" (p. 270).  Metaphysical realism is not based upon inference, and its justification is ultimately pragmatic.  This realism "is not in fact a squarely ontological doctrine but a realism geared to our conceptual scheme for thinking about things --a realism that is idealistically grounded" (p. 274). The core "minimum" values underlying realism and idealism can be made the basis for this unity if we derive them as Grundurteile –primal judgments or prejudgments "without which all interpretation and communication are impossible" (1929, p. 60).  The underivable first principle of traditional realism is that of ens realissimum, or reality antecedent to mind or thought; that of idealism the "principle of intelligibility," otherwise characterized by Urban as the principle that ratio est capabilis, or that the real has an intrinsically meaningful character for the experiencing subject.


�. Arthur Fine, (1984a; 1984b; 1986). 


�. Fine's suggestion that we trust the context of concerns and practices within which particular scientific practices are situated as the sufficient and appropriate basis for their assessment, is a start in this direction.  But the idea is not well developed in Fine's work. Do actual social practices have over-arching goals such as Fine contends realism and instrumentalism super-impose upon science?  Is it even necessary to identify a single, secure long range goal of science in order for scientists to have commensurate perspec�tives on short-term goals and the virtues of theories?�For Fine, it is what realism, instrumentalism and constructivism hold in common that defeats them, and this is the theoretical "attachments" they place on science on the basis of essentialistic interpretations.  Science, Fine holds, isn't in need of interpretation in the way these philosophies suppose.  It is better understood by "trust" in the context of actual practice than by any such generalist strategy.


�. "It is denied, given a consistent procedure, there are any other systems possible besides these two" (Fichte, p. 9). "From what has been said the absolute incompatibility of the two systems appears at once, in that what follows from one of them annihilates the conclusion of the other; hence their fusion necessarily leads to inconsistency" (p. 13).  "Should someone wish to deny this proposition...he would have to prove either that there is a way, other than that of abstraction, by which to rise above experience, or that the consciousness of experience consists of more constituents that the two mentioned" (p. 9).  Note that Hegel's criticism of the "abstract understanding" might include Fichte's account of abstraction, and that pragmatists, as part of a pluralistic tradition, would find few qualms with rejecting Fichte's second condition and the substantive dualism it implies.


� "An attribute will count as a cognitive value or aim if that attribute represents a property of theories which we deem to be constitutive of "good science". Laudan, Science and Values, xii. As I have argued elsewhere, pluralism in the axiology of inquiry advocates minimizing ontological commitments while allowing competing research traditions to pursue a multiplicity of long term aims simultaneously.  Competition between theoretical or methodologi�cal alternatives sometimes breaks this pluralistic tolerance by demanding commitment to a preferred weighted set of short term aims.  The axiological turn supports the usefulness of such competition insofar as they arise from genuine problems of practice. Philosophical reflection benefits in such instances from clarification and study of specific points of conflict between the respective normative posits of scientific realist, non-realist and anti-realist axiologies.  The focus of competition among such standpoints should be instances where philosophical disensus about the long term aims of science makes a significant impact on working scientists: specifically, on the methodological and theoretical choices they make, structured by cognitive values and by their more local interests in explanation.








� Duncan Pritchard (2008a, 2008b).





� McDonald,  Radical Axiology: A First Philosophy of Values (Rodopi, 2004).Smith (1963) and Neville (1992) both emphasize that Peirce, James, Dewey and Whitehead all “saw human experience to be thoroughly valuational, affective, shot through with enjoyments, pains, purposes, and moving episodes; …[they all] testified to the pervasiveness and objectivity of value….” (Neville 1992, 106).








