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Preface

This volume of essays on pragmatism presents the highlights of its history, approach-
ing a century and a half duration, and also discusses pragmatism’s main goals as it
looks forward to continuing to make a large impact on philosophy. This volume is
organized into three sections. Part I, “Major Figures,” provides chapters about a dozen
of the most prominent contributors to pragmatic thought. Part II, “Transforming
Philosophy,” gathers discussions of ways that pragmatism has raised challenges to
rival philosophical views, and also has offered alliances with a variety of philosophers
and movements. Part III, “Culture and Nature,” offers chapters which describe how
pragmatism can treat a broad range of philosophical topics ranging across ethics,
politics, education, social theory, religion, aesthetics, epistemology, cognitive science,
philosophy of science, and metaphysics. The chapters’ bibliographies offer extensive
guidance to useful further reading.

We owe a deep debt of gratitude to the contributors to this volume, for their enthu-
siasm for this project and willingness to develop a good fit between their expertise and
our vision for the contents. While several topics in the end could not be pursued, and
some potential authors could not or would not contribute, we prefer to emphasize how
pleased we are at the high quality of the chapters and their overall coherence together.
The contributors have made this project very enjoyable and they deserve all of the
credit for its considerable scholarly value.

We would like to extend our warmest thanks to Jeff Dean, our editor at Blackwell,
for his encouraging support and wise advice at all stages of this project.

We and the publisher gratefully acknowledge the permission granted to reproduce
the following copyright material in this book:

Chapter 1: Vincent M. Colapietro, “Charles Sanders Pierce,” pp. 75-100 from Armen T.
Marsoobian and John Ryder (eds.), The Blackwell Guide to American Philosophy. Malden,
MA: Blackwell, 2004. © 2004 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Reprinted by permission of
the publisher.

Chapter 7: Leonard Harris, “Alain L. Locke,” pp. 263—70 from Armen T. Marsoobian and
John Ryder (eds.), The Blackwell Guide to American Philosophy. Malden, MA: Blackwell,
2004. © 2004 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Reprinted by permission of the publisher.

Chapter 25: Richard Rorty, “Pragmatism as Anti-authoritarianism,” pp. 7-20 from Revue
Internationale de Philosophie 207. © 1999 by Revue Internationale de Philosophie. Re-

printed by permission of the journal.
John R. Shook, Joseph Margolis



Notes on Abbreviations

The referencing styles for critical editions and standard collection of writings by Peirce,
James, and Dewey are as follows.

Charles S. Peirce

Writings of Charles S. Peirce, 6 vols. to date, ed. Max H. Fisch, Edward Moore, Nathan
Houser, et al. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982-99. Referenced by W fol-
lowed by volume number and page number, separated by a colon. Example: W 6:287.

Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce, 8 vols., ed. Charles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss, and
Arthur Burks. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1931-58. Referenced by CP
followed by volume and paragraph number, separated by a period. Example: CP 4.123.

The Essential Peirce, 2 vols., ed. Peirce Edition Project. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1991, 1998. Referenced by EP followed by the volume and page number, sep-
arated by a colon. Example: EP 1:39.

Unpublished manuscripts are referenced by MS and a number identifying each
manuscript according to Richard S. Robin’s Annotated Catalogue of the Papers of Charles
S. Peirce. Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Press, 1967.

William James

The Works of William James, 18 vols., ed. Frederick H. Burkhardt, Fredson Bowers, and
Ignas K. Skrupskelis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975-88. Individual
titles in this critical edition are referenced using the abbreviations below, followed by
page numbers. Example: Works Prag, p. 38.

Works ECR  Essays, Comments, and Reviews, 1987
Works Eph  Essays in Philosophy, 1978
Works EPR  Essays in Psychical Research, 1986
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NOTES ON ABBREVIATIONS

Works EPs  Essays in Psychology, 1983

Works ERE  Essays in Radical Empiricism, 1976
Works ERM  Essays in Religion and Morality, 1982
Works MEN  Manuscript Essays and Notes, 1988
Works MT ~ The Meaning of Truth, 1975

Works PP The Principles of Psychology, 3 vols., 1981
Works Prag ~ Pragmatism, 1975

Works PU A Pluralistic Universe, 1977

Works SPP Some Problems of Philosophy, 1979

Works TTP  Talks to Teachers on Psychology, 1983
Works VRE  The Varieties of Religious Experience, 1985
Works WB ~ The Will to Believe and Other Essays, 1979

The Writings of William James, ed. John J. McDermott. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1977. Referenced by Writings and page number. Example: Writings, p. 459.

John Dewey

The Collected Works of John Dewey, 1882-1953, 37 vols., ed. Jo Ann Boydston.
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1969-90. The volumes were published
as The Early Works: 1881-98 (EW), The Middle Works, 1899-1924 (MW), and The
Later Works, 1925-53 (LW). Referenced by EW or MW or LW followed by volume and
page numbers separated by a colon. Example: LW 4:317.

The Essential Dewey, 2 vols., ed. Larry A. Hickman and Thomas M. Alexander.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998. Referenced by ED followed by volume
and page numbers separated by a colon. Example: ED 1:67.
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Introduction: Pragmatism, Retrospective,
and Prospective

JOSEPH MARGOLIS

Seen retrospectively, pragmatism was the single most important, most inventive, most
vigorous, most distinctly American philosophical movement between the end of the
Civil War and the end of World War II. It obviously begins with Peirce’s genuinely
innovative voice, just at the time the end of the Civil War transforms the United States
into a notably vigorous sui generis force — politically, economically, intellectually —
within the Eurocentric world. Peirce’s inventive spark was caught up by a pop figure
like James, keeping pragmatism vibrant and influential in a way Peirce couldn’t
possibly have sustained, in America and abroad. Dewey then made his appearance,
approaching pragmatic philosophy from the well-regarded vantage of “neo-Kantian
idealism,” as he himself freely admits in his 1925 account of “The Development of
American Pragmatism” (LW 2:14). By that time, Dewey had effectively exorcised his
own idealism.

Dewey also published Experience and Nature (LW 1) in that same year, but not yet
an important run of later books essential to rounding out his conception of the
instrumentalist version of pragmatism. He does not, in his account of pragmatism’s
development, name himself among the founding figures, but speaks, particularly toward
the end of the account, of the “instrumentalists” (or, “instrumentalists and pragmatists”)
as if to distinguish his view from Peirce’s and James’s and as if to implicate his own
work in a distinct movement that includes others who are also not named. But we
know Dewey to be the architect of “instrumentalism,” perhaps most fully worked out,
in 1938, with the appearance of Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (LW 2). Dewey’s account
does indeed provide an overview close to the beginning of the interval in which he
formulates his vision of a completely articulated pragmatism, unifies his sense of the
seeming scatter of the themes of the founding figures, and definitely dominates prag-
matism to the end of his days. Both Peirce and James had died at least ten years earlier:
Peirce in 1914, James in 1910. Peirce’s voluminous journals and unpublished papers
were not to appear in published form until the 1930s. In fact, there is little evidence
that Peirce’s developed views, apart from the few very early papers mentioned in the
overview, ever guided Dewey’s account in a decisive way. Even in the Logic, reference
to Peirce is purely formulaic: it could hardly have been briefer. Peirce himself seems
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JOSEPH MARGOLIS

not to have had a very high regard for Dewey's earlier forays into logical matters —
explicitly, for his command of the notion of logical necessity. A discussion of Peirce’s
theory of signs does not surface at all until 1948 (LW 15:141-52), a few years before
Dewey’s death. Dewey has remarkably little to say about Peirce, though he credits
him, quite correctly, with the original emphasis on, and method of explicating, the
meaning of a concept. By contrast, James is rather perceptively reviewed: Dewey is
doctrinally much closer to James than to Peirce and much more concerned to give a
fine-grained account of James's contribution, which, by and large, he presents in a
favorable light, in a way that leads directly to the “instrumentalist’s” unifying concep-
tion (that is, his own).

Dewey was much the youngest of the three principal pragmatists, the only one in a
position to judge the movement’s final trajectory. He had not yet written any of his
most distinctive later books at the time of Peirce’s and James’s deaths: they date approx-
imately from the appearance of Experience and Nature and continue for somewhat more
than fifteen years. By the time Peirce’s papers were published, it was much too late for
Dewey to begin a close study of his (Peirce’s) contribution. The tale told from Dewey’s
vantage is essentially occupied, therefore, with his own use and transformation of
James's themes, well beyond James’s own intentions. It is hardly irrelevant to remark
that Richard Rorty, having adopted pragmatism in his own distinctive way, has al-
most nothing to say about Peirce, and what he says is hardly complimentary. In fact,
indifference to Peirce’s work apart from the obligatory compliment — among self-styled
pragmatists from the 1980s on —is, by now, a badge of honor among the more Rortyan
of the Dewey enthusiasts, who tend to read Dewey as having gone far beyond the
seeming purpose of his temperate reformulation of James’s appealing intuitions (them-
selves never fully systematized by James himself). Peirce was viewed by Dewey as less
and less a pragmatist after the appearance of his early papers in the 1870s; and James
had almost no interest in Peirce’s subtleties beyond those same early accounts. So the
picture Dewey provides in the 1925 paper is probably as fair a picture of pragmatism
as was possible at that time or from there to the war years of the 1940s, when prag-
matism seemed to be coming to an end as the strong movement it had been. But it
scants Peirce’s contribution.

Dewey was able to absorb and systematize in a professionally skillful way all the
scattered pragmatist themes (salient by 1925) that eventually congealed into that
generic conception we now call pragmatism in a relatively settled way. It is now, of
course, largely an artifact of Dewey's executive construction, unified in a distinctly
natural way — even beyond Dewey — through the proliferating themes that had sep-
arated Peirce, James, and Dewey as much as bound them together within Dewey’s
evolving vision. Dewey himself repeatedly characterizes Peirce as a “logician,” James
as a “humanist” and “meliorist,” and himself as an “instrumentalist”: all of which
seems to signify that Peirce’s contribution to pragmatism lay chiefly with the early
papers occupied with the meaning of a concept; that James decisively “expanded”
(Dewey’s term) the “pragmatic” side of Peirce along moral, religious, and, especially,
optimistic lines of personal belief and commitment; and that Dewey’s own contribu-
tion was centered on a future-oriented vision of intelligent life — more Jamesian than
Peircean — which, featuring the use of natural science in terms of consequences that a
human agent might foresee and thereupon act to effectuate, would enable us to realize

2



INTRODUCTION: PRAGMATISM, RETROSPECTIVE, AND PROSPECTIVE

goals anticipated by James (in a way that bore on his theory of truth) but finally recast
in the slimmest and least tendentious terms by Dewey himself.

In a distinctly Darwinian spirit, Dewey saw no teleology in nature, except for the
deliberately teleologized reading of scientific inquiry that instrumentalism favored.
It is here, precisely, that one grasps the sense in which Dewey’s instrumentalism may
be said to generalize over the rather piecemeal intuitions that James explores so
appealingly though without a clear sense of just how those themes contribute to
a unified picture of pragmatism itself. Also, it was only in 1938, when he published
his Logic, that Dewey bothered to recover (in the most perfunctory way) the
minimal theme of Peirce’s fallibilism — which he co-opts — completely shorn of all the
subtleties of the “long run,” truth, abduction, transcendental hope, the link between
human reason and the vestige of an Idealist’s kind of Reason said to be resident
(somehow) in nature at large. (Peirce had explained the idea in terms of nature’s
“habit” of taking on increasingly lawlike regularities.) But to recognize pragmatism in
these diverse tendencies is to begin to see that, although all three of the classic figures
were pragmatists — particularly when collected in Dewey's own vision — Peirce
remains a fallibilist in a complicated and potentially alien way that strongly implicates
post-Kantian concerns; James, a meliorist and pluralist in the strongest possible
subjective terms that may be thought to bear on personal freedom and belief; and
Dewey, an instrumentalist who harmonizes and integrates in the simplest and most
plausible way all the disparate threads of pragmatism'’s early history that he finds
congenial.

Dewey'’s retrospective account is actually more preparatory than retrospective. He
pays his respects to Peirce, but is content with showing little more than a general
congruity between himself and Peirce; which is, indeed, important enough. But he
dwells primarily on his relationship to James and shows in a rather detailed way just
how he interprets and adapts James's contribution within his own doctrine. What
we learn here is how Dewey views his own emerging way of co-opting James's innova-
tions, even as he progressively refines the instrumentalist variant of pragmatism. He
catches up James's reflections on topics like the One and the Many, materialism and
theism, meliorism, and the expansive conception of truth that dominates James’s most
explicitly philosophical effort — as contributing elements within a single conception.
Dewey expertly sketches the pragmatist unity of James’s scattered essays in a way
James never claimed and never attempted to work out.

For his part, Peirce veered off in directions of inquiry less and less intimately
connected with pragmatism’s fortunes, once the nature of pragmatism was stamped
so indelibly by James’s originally botched treatment of truth as an extension of Peirce’s
account of the meaning of a concept. Peirce was, of course, furious at James’s “inaccur-
ate” rendering of his original doctrine. Nevertheless, if there was to be a pragmatist
movement at all, it would have to have yielded in James's direction before it could
have benefited from Dewey’s reconstruction.

It is an irony that, already in the 1870s papers, Peirce had sketched the most
pertinent, even the most essential, nerve of James’s theory of truth. But he also thought
of reserving his account of truth proper for a more ramified theory of science — in
terms, for instance, of the complex version of fallibilism he favored. As a result, he was
completely unprepared for James’s (Works Prag) rather guileless but well-intentioned

3



JOSEPH MARGOLIS

report of his (Peirce’s) “method” — which obviously infected his (that is, Peirce’s own)
elaboration of pragmatism (or “pragmaticism”).

There are at least two caveats to be entered here: one, that the theory of truth had to
be redeemed from James’s philosophical faux pas; the other, that it would be necessary
to segregate, in the work of all three figures, what was and was not essential to the
general vision we now call pragmatism. For instance, we are inclined to omit (a) the
ingenious Kantian cast of Peirce’s most systematic work; (b) what proved impossible
to defend in James’s application of his conception of truth; and (c) the vestiges of
post-Kantian idealism in Dewey’s early work.

All of the foregoing is retrospective from our present point of view. Of course,
pragmatism was unexpectedly revived in a relatively brief interval from the early 1970s
to the end of the century in ways more symptomatic of what pragmatism had yet
to examine in a doctrinally focused way than as the successful delivery of the fresh
strategies needed, explicitly promised in this second phase, but still missing at the end
of the century (see Rorty 1982).

II

Now, early in the twenty-first century, we find ourselves in a very different setting
from that of the role Dewey adopted in 1925. The reason is instructive. Dewey was
obviously convinced that he, personally, had to “complete” the picture of pragmatism
as a unified and comprehensive theory if it was ever to be brought to full strength. The
instrumentalism of the interval from 1925 to the end of Dewey's life constitutes the
one reasonably full account of the unity of the classic period that we have. It could
hardly have gone another way. There was no possibility of unifying the work of all
three figures until Dewey’s instrumentalism was in play. All that James was prepared
to say (or could say), which he said at once in his original California lecture (1898)
introducing pragmatism more or less officially, was to acknowledge his debt to Peirce.
For his part, Peirce could, as a pragmatist, only fume in print (politely) against James's
wrongful usurpation of the doctrine’s name for a thesis he found impossible to accept
— a complete betrayal (he believed) of his original conception. Ultimately, of course,
pragmatism’s unity was almost entirely Dewey’s creation; an immense labor assim-
ilating Peirce and James, certainly not a verbal trick.

The second phase of pragmatism hardly adds any new conceptual strategies to
classic pragmatism itself. It was largely engaged in a surprisingly prolonged but
finally short-lived quarrel between Hilary Putnam and Richard Rorty regarding the
propriety of reading Dewey along the lines of Rorty’s so-called “postmodernist” account
of pragmatism and of Putnam’s counter-effort to reject such innovations in favor
of a more canonical picture of realism — cast in metaphysical and epistemological
terms strong enough to escape the charge of relativism (see Margolis 2002 for a
detailed account of the entire dispute). Rorty’s intention was to retire metaphysics
and epistemology altogether, on the plea that such would-be disciplines, essential
to canonical philosophy, were actually sham undertakings: there is, and could be,
he claimed (1979), speaking as a pragmatist, no science of knowledge as such; hence,
no way to demonstrate that (say) realism was true.

4



INTRODUCTION: PRAGMATISM, RETROSPECTIVE, AND PROSPECTIVE

The immediate outcome of the quarrel between Putnam and Rorty was to expose
Putnam’s inability to vindicate the so-called “internal realism” Putnam espoused —
which he eventually acknowledged (Putnam 1987 and 1994). Nevertheless, for his
part, Rorty never actually convinced any important discussants of his claims — of the
validity of the “postmodernist” (or “pragmatist” or “post-philosophical”) argument —
so that they accordingly dismissed philosophical inquiry itself as completely indefensible.
Symptomatically, neither Davidson nor Putnam ever yielded. For a sample of the
responses to Rorty’s challenge, see Brandom (2000) and Malachowski (1990). If that
were all the quarrel signified, it would have been ignored by now. But the fact is, it
revivified pragmatism in a most extraordinary way; not gratuitously, it seems, but
certainly unexpectedly. The only explanation for its new-found appeal and strength,
suddenly perceived even after the exhaustion of the exchange between Rorty and
Putnam, must lie with the counterpart admission of the dubious achievements of
late analytic philosophy approaching the end of the century: that is, in terms of the
perceived inadequacies of the work of figures like W. V. Quine (1960) and Donald
Davidson (1986). So that the quarrel, otherwise a minor affair, actually persuaded the
academy of the reasonableness of claims like the following: (a) the basic resources
and orientation of classic pragmatism were distinctly promising when compared with
the salient forms of scientism favored by the analysts; (b) pragmatism might well be
strengthened by confronting in its own voice the best strategies of analytic philosophy
and its deepest questions; (c) pragmatism was in an excellent position to address,
perhaps even to resolve, the standing differences between Anglo-American and Con-
tinental philosophy in ways the analysts could never match; and (d) pragmatism’s
particular promise lay with its post-Kantian and Hegelian sympathies and intuitions,
enhanced by its Darwinian proclivities, in spite of its not having been explicitly cast in
precisely those terms. Given the general doldrums of Western philosophy at the turn of
the new century, it looks as if the now-minor skirmish between Rorty and Putnam
served as a splendid catalyst for the new age. Certainly, it ushers in an entirely new
source and prospect of development.

There’s the decisive lesson. Dewey was actively engaged in bringing pragmatism up
to full strength at the moment of reviewing what, by 1925, the movement could be
said to have accomplished. But, of course, Dewey’s overview was ineluctably colored
(as it should have been) by his own instrumentalism, which (you recall) was not yet
completely worked out at the moment of review. We, on the other hand, beneficiaries
of a serendipity, find ourselves confronted by the heady possibility of a third life for
pragmatism — within the purview of the whole of Eurocentric philosophy and a
dawning confrontation with the strongest currents of Asian philosophy. In short, if
pragmatism is to fulfill its own sanguine claims, it must go global.

III

The truth is, a proper appraisal of pragmatism must be retrospective and prospective
at the same time: it would be perfectly reasonable to argue that its best features were
already present in its classic phase, though not, admittedly, in a way focused for its
continuing strength in the new century. That may be the best lesson of pragmatism’s
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abortive second phase. At any rate, we are in a global setting now, a setting in which
pragmatism may have the advantage over both analytic and Continental strategies.
If we look back to the work of the classic pragmatists, we cannot fail to see that
there is a potential muddle at the heart of both Peirce’s and James’s contributions
regarding the meaning of a concept (Peirce) or, more pointedly, the meaning of the
concept, “truth” (James). Peirce regularly escapes the muddle, though it is often invoked,
as by those who view Peirce as a proto-positivist. James’s treatment of truth is much
less secure, indeed often remarkably confused, in the straightforward record of its
painful revisions approaching defensibility. Here, for instance, is a mature (1905)
rendering of Peirce’s explanation of the meaning of a concept — a passage cited, in fact,
by Dewey (in his overview) but never quite precisely or correctly analyzed by Dewey:

a conception, that is, the rational purport of a word or other expression, lies exclusively in
its conceivable bearing upon the conduct of life; so that, since obviously nothing that
might not result from experiment can have any direct bearing upon conduct, if one can
define accurately all the conceivable experimental phenomena which the affirmation or
denial of a concept could imply, one will have therein a complete definition of the concept,
and there is absolutely nothing more in it. (CP 5.412)

A proto-positivist would probably say that the passage defines the very criterion for
determining the proper meaning of a particular concept. However, Peirce, the first
pragmatist, is offering instead a meta-comment about whatever, in existential circum-
stances, might function acceptably as a criterion of sorts — provisionally, say, in con-
text, or under other such constraints. His account couldn’t have provided determinate
criteria tout court. It is only in the limit of infinite inquiry (as the passage implicitly
makes clear) that the meta-comment could conceivably yield an ideally adequate
criterion, which, in finite time, could never be captured or approximated. Peirce was
too much the pragmatist to have thought otherwise. The account he gives instantly
implicates his fallibilistic doctrine; which, of course, affects the concept of truth as well.
It is precisely that that explains his upset at James’s bungling, and it is that that marks
the exquisite care with which he explains the innovation of his pragmatic method. In
all candor, it is this theme of Peirce’s which James and Dewey fail to acknowledge.
Peirce meant that pragmatism must abandon Cartesianism altogether. Dewey seems
to have missed an essential part of the point, which begins to affect the emphasis of his
own account, in the same overview, of James's would-be “Peircean” rendering of the
concept of truth. Dewey does indeed proceed in accord with Peirce’s notion, but he
does not seem to realize that he’s conforming more with Peirce’s notion than with
James's — and that when James himself finally corrects his own analysis of the concept
of truth more or less acceptably, he brings his own account more into accord with
Peirce’s notion than either he or Dewey is aware of. It is true enough that James is
more of a nominalist than Peirce, and it is true that Peirce favored accounting for the
meaning of concepts more in terms of general “habits” of thought than in terms of the
“concrete” or specific consequences of a particular action. But although that shows
how much more perceptive Peirce is on the matter of meaning than is James (and
probably Dewey as well), conceding that does not acknowledge the great flexibility and
power of Peirce’s original notion, without which (it may be argued) neither James's
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nor Dewey’s innovations would have been entirely satisfactory. In effect, both implicate
a Peircean dimension of pragmatism the full import of which they nowhere explicitly
invoke. It is nothing less, of course, than the nerve of Peirce’s fallibilism. Descartes
had chosen criteria of meaning designed to ensure certainty in knowledge; and Peirce
had left the question of transitory measures regarding what to count as the meaning
of a concept as open as possible. What Peirce emphasizes instead, therefore, is the
pragmatic advantage of favoring the role of transient interests, beliefs about the regular
consequences of experiment and deliberate action — hence, also, the possibility of
testing and correcting our way of proceeding within the limits of the short run, within
the conceptual amplitude of the long run. Seen that way, it is Peirce who sets pragmat-
ism off on the right foot. Peirce never compromises with this aspect of the informality
of concepts.

For related reasons, when James (Works Prag, p. 42) advanced the notorious
formula, “The true is the name of whatever proves itself to be good in the way of belief, good,
too, for definite, assignable reasons” (and other formulas of the same stripe), he produced
a philosophical uproar. The formula, possibly innocuous if suitably explained or
reworded, ineluctably suggested to many a reader the near-total ineptitude of James's
labors — possibly, then, the weakness of the general work of pragmatism altogether
(see Russell 1910). Readers could hardly deny that James was more than tempted
to take the “good” of believing this or that to be (at least at times) sufficient grounds
for counting it ipso facto true. James corrects his formula (though never quite satisfact-
orily) where verification was possible. But he meant his conception to hold in a criterial
sense in circumstances where verification could never obtain at all: he meant it to give
comfort to those who chose to believe as theists rather than as materialists, or who
were pluralists (in his special sense) rather than monists, and so on. James took this
kind of existential or personal choice to be of the deepest importance in human terms,
and therefore he viewed his own proposal as contributing a decisive advantage in
favor of pragmatism’s account of truth, which of course he promptly offered in the
spirit of deferring to Peirce’s innovation (see, for instance, Works WB).

James committed at least two substantial mistakes here: for one, he conflated the
question of the meaning of the concept “true” with that of the operative or criterial
conditions of truth itself; and, for another, he constructed a blunderbuss conception of
truth deemed to range univocally over (both) circumstances open to confirmation and
disconfirmation and circumstances in what confirmation was in principle impossible.
Here, Dewey, always sympathetic with James’s cause but too careful to slip into James’s
grosser mistakes himself, fails to draw sufficient or sufficiently precise attention to
these difficulties and their potentially unfortunate implications for pragmatism’s long-
term prospects (see, for example, LW 15:19-26). One may see here the ambivalent
advantage of Dewey’s substitute notion, “warranted assertability.”

The important point of all this, viewed in the setting of philosophy after prag-
matism’s second phase (that is, the turn into the new century) — at a time when the
movement seems bound to collide with the opposed claims and discipline of analytic
philosophy and seems bound to discover that it must prepare itself for a larger
Eurocentric and global contest — is simply that we glimpse some of the special strengths
of the classic phase of pragmatism itself. For, if you follow the specimen arguments just
reviewed, you must see: (a) that conceptual and semantic issues cannot be disjoined
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from epistemology and metaphysics (and more); and (b) that “truth” and “meaning”
can be effectively defined, without reproducing the fiasco of positivist views of
meaning or analytic trivializations of the concept of truth (see Davidson 1986, 1996),
provided we are prepared to acknowledge the deep informality of all such inquiries
and their dependence on the flux of social and practical life. These concessions
may seem to be very small gains. But they are remarkably telling when linked — in a
way not readily accessible to analytic philosophy — to the naturalistic advantages
of Hegelian thought and Darwinian economies. That strategy favors, for instance, a
naturalism that is neither reductive nor eliminative; the avoidance of dualism and
cognitive privilege of every kind; the evolutionary continuity between animals and
humans; the rejection of any principled disjunction between theoretical and practical
reason; the inherent informality of philosophy itself; the inseparability of fact and
value; the denial of teleologism and fixed or final values; the historicity of all our
conceptual distinctions; the flux of experience and of the experienced world; the
unavoidability of consensual forms of rationality; and a basic trust in the exercise of
human freedom bound only by its own sense of rational prudence. It needs to be
remembered that these themes have somewhat different careers in Peirce’s and
Dewey's accounts.

IV

It may be reasonably argued that instrumentalism is, in effect, Dewey’s intended
unification of the entire philosophical history of pragmatism incorporating the master
themes just mentioned. Its principal foci are probably these: a somewhat inexplicit
(but palpably) Darwinian and Hegelian reading of naturalism; an emphasis on a blend
of Peircean and Jamesian readings of the concepts of meaning and truth inclined to
favor the corrections already bruited here in accord with Dewey’s penchant for the
would-be rigors of “scientific method”; and the unconditional rejection of final goals
or values in moral and political life congruent with pragmatism’s other features. But
even this is not as crisp as we might wish.

Perhaps the single most compendious definition of Dewey's instrumentalism
comes to this: he features as his principal organizing intuition what he calls “an
indeterminate situation” (LW 12:108-9), which expresses his Darwinian sense of
the continuity between precognitive and cognitive animal sources of survival, from
which the rigors of science itself emerge (though in sui generis ways), yield construct-
ive and provisional forms of realism (without fixity or privilege), and which, rightly
grasped, are themselves finally grounded in a pragmatist rendering of reflexive experi-
ence suggestively close to the governing conception of Hegel's Phenomenology (never
explicitly drawn upon, however). In this sense, Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (1938)
may well be the keystone text of Dewey's final overview. It is an attempt, of course,
to reinterpret the whole of logic instrumentally — from the “indeterminate situation”
up to the sciences themselves — heroically unsuccessful in its detailed reading of formal
logic but holistically impressive in the sense it provides of the sheer instrumentality of
logic and reason themselves (see Thayer 1980; Burke 1984; Sleeper 1986; Shook
2000; Hildebrand 2003).
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The reason for emphasizing the retrospective recovery of these master features
of the classic phase of pragmatism is partly a matter of accuracy; but, more than that,
it serves to assure us that the classic phase had already fashioned, quite unknowingly,
an outlook on the prospective life of American philosophy (possibly, of the whole of
Eurocentric philosophy) that neither analytic nor Continental practitioners could
convincingly match. That pragmatism would itself be revived in the extraordinary
way it was — and, withal, in a way that obliged the movement to come to terms with
the distinctive challenges of both analytic and Continental philosophy — is itself little
short of a miracle. For it drew to the attention of pragmatism’s champions (often
indifferent, toward the end of the classic period, to the best work of other movements)
the need to strike out afresh along exploratory lines that were never central to its own
early work.

Broadly speaking, the nerve of all philosophical contests at the start of the twenty-
first century lies with the prospects and adequacy of a naturalism close to the prag-
matist conception. It may be divided into two sorts of confrontation: against the strongest
forms of analytic philosophy, the struggle pits a non-reductive (Darwinian and Hegelian)
naturalism against the scientistic forms of reductionism and eliminativism (see Margolis
2002, 2003); against the strongest currents of Continental philosophy (Kantian
transcendentalism, Husserlian phenomenology, the Heideggerean critique of Western
philosophy), the struggle pits the assurances of the adequacy of naturalistic resources
against deeper Continental doubts (see, for instance, Rouse 1987 and 1996, Okrent
1988, Olafson 2001). At the present moment, both struggles are in play. But it would
not be unfair to say that pragmatism'’s prospects are easily the equal (prima facie) of
the principal programs of its natural opponents. The most salient concerns of the
opening of our century may well oblige us to explore the fuller implications of historicity
and pluralism and relativism in the setting of a globalized form of life. These demon-
strations remain to be supplied. But, without such an enlargement, pragmatism will
surely lose the advantage of its own revival.
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Charles Sanders Peirce

VINCENT M. COLAPIETRO

Charles S. Peirce was born into advantageous circumstances on September 10, 1839
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, to Benjamin and Sarah Hunt (Mills) Peirce; but, on
April 19, 1914, near Milford, Pennsylvania, he died in poverty and isolation. He gradu-
ated from Harvard College in 1859, the year in which Charles Darwin’s Origin of
Species was published. His father was one of the foremost mathematicians in the United
States in the nineteenth century, enjoying a distinguished career as a professor at
Harvard and a scientist with the US Coast and Geodetic Survey. Charles worked as a
scientist with this agency for three decades, beginning in 1861. As a young man, he
also held a position at the Harvard Observatory. During his lifetime, his only published
book was Photometric Researches (1878), a scientific treatise growing out of his work in
this area. Undeniably tragic in some respects, his life can hardly be counted a failure.
His published writings “run to approximately twelve thousand pages,” whereas we
have eighty thousand pages of his unpublished manuscripts. The latter perhaps even
more than the former provide unmistakable evidence that Charles Peirce was a philo-
sophical genius. Though he tended to make a mess of his life (incurring foolish debts,
alienating generous friends, and squandering exceptional opportunities), he made much
of his genius and even more of his passion to find things out. Ernest Nagel's judgment is
far from idiosyncratic: “Charles Sanders Peirce remains the most original, versatile, and
comprehensive philosophical mind this country has yet produced” (cited in W 2:xi).

Philosopher and Scientist

Peirce’s philosophical contribution is of a piece with his scientific training: he not only
came to philosophy from science but also pursued philosophical questions largely for
the sake of articulating a normative theory of objective investigation. He did manifest
an intrinsic interest in substantive philosophical questions, but methodological
concerns were never far from his persistent attempts to address in a straightforward
manner these substantive issues. Early in his career he gave a series of lectures on
“The Logic of Science.” His lifelong concern to disclose the logic of science resulted, in
the end, in a transformation of his understanding of logic. He came to envision logic
as a theory of inquiry.
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Peirce refused to define philosophy in opposition to science in the modern sense. In
order to understand his conception of philosophy, it is necessary to consider the place
of philosophy in his classification of the sciences and also simply his view of science. He
drew a sharp distinction between practical and theoretical investigation. Since many
theoretical sciences have evolved out of practical pursuits, the arts are hardly irrelevant
to an understanding of science, especially since Peirce stresses the importance of the
history of the sciences for a comprehension of their nature (see EP 2:38). But theoria
has transcended its origin, such that a large number of purely theoretical investiga-
tions have emerged in their own right. The vitality of these investigations crucially
depends on pursuing them for their own sake, apart from any concern with what
practical benefits might accrue to theoretical discoveries. Philosophical investigation
was, in Peirce’s judgment, a theoretical science, though one disfigured almost bey-
ond recognition by too intimate an association with seminary-trained philosophers
(CP 1.620, 6.3).

Taken together, Peirce classified the distinct branches of philosophical inquiry as
one of the three broadest divisions of theoretical knowledge. He located philosophy
between mathematics, the rubric under which he subsumed the most abstract branches
of theoretical inquiry, and (using a term borrowed from Jeremy Bentham) idioscopy,
the least abstract ones (e.g., physics, chemistry, biology, and psychology). He sup-
posed, like all other sciences, the branches of philosophy drew upon mathematics for
important principles and conceptions, not the least of these pertaining to relationships
of an exceeding abstract character. He also supposed that less abstract sciences such
as physics and psychology drew upon not only mathematics but also philosophy for
some of their most basic principles and conceptions. In this threefold classification of
theoretical science, he was indebted to Auguste Comte'’s principle of classification (“one
science depends upon another for fundamental principles, but does not furnish such
principles to that other” (CP 1.180)). A thoroughly naturalistic account of scientific
intelligence, however, undergirds this formal classification of the theoretical sciences.
Moreover, a historical sensitivity informed Peirce’s numerous attempts to offer a
detailed classification of our scientific pursuits.

Scientific Intelligence and Theoretical Knowledge

Peirce took science to be “a living thing” (CP 1.234; cf. 1.232), preoccupied with “con-
jectures, which are either getting framed or getting tested” (CP 1.234). It is nothing
less than a mode of life; more fully, “a mode of life whose single animating purpose
is to find out the real truth, which pursues this purpose by a well-considered method,
founded on thorough acquaintance with such scientific results already ascertained by
others as may be available, and which seeks cooperation in the hope that the truth
may be found” (CP 7.55).

Peirce stressed repeatedly that scientific inquiry is essentially a communal endeavor.
Reliance on others is here a necessity. The appeal to the observations and assess-
ments of others is constitutive of science, at least in Peirce’s sense, a sense he took
to be faithful to what the successful practices of experimental inquiry manifest about
themselves in their actual development. Peirce’s definition of reality (see SCIENTIFIC
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REALISM, ANTIREALISM, AND EMPIRICISM) as what the community of inquirers would
discover, given adequate resources and time, reflected his training as a scientist. His
antipathy to much of modern philosophy was a reaction to the prevalent tendency
of inquirers during this epoch to exhibit “an absurd disregard for other’s opinions”
(W 2:313). His identification with modern science was of a piece with his commit-
ment to communal inquiry.

The passionate pursuit of theoretical knowledge was, for Peirce, intrinsically
worthwhile and intelligible. In one sense, he traced the origin of our knowledge to
our instincts, in another, simply to the dynamic conjunction of human intelligence
and cosmic intelligibility. He supposed, “all that science has done [far] is to study those
relations . . . brought into prominence [by] ... two instincts — the instinct of feeding,
which brought with it elementary knowledge of mechanical forces, space, etc., and the
instinct of breeding, which brought with it elementary knowledge of psychical motives,
of time, etc.” (CP 1.118; cf. 5.591). In general, he was convinced that humans are
able to divine something of the principles of nature because they have evolved as part
of nature and, therefore, under the influence of these principles (CP 7.46). Humans
partake of the world they know: the ways of the cosmos are not utterly foreign to the
propensities of our minds, otherwise they would be forever unknown and we long
since extinct (see, e.g., CP 7.38). “Our faculty of guessing,” Peirce contended, “corres-
ponds to a bird’s musical and aeronautic powers; that is, it is to us, as those are to
them, the loftiest of our merely instinctive powers” (CP 7.48) or inherited dispositions.
Here is a robust affirmation of biological continuity without any reductive implica-
tions. For, whatever its origin, countless individuals throughout human history have
been animated by, above all else, the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake. The intel-
ligence of human beings and the intelligibility of their circumambient world are, in
another sense, sufficient to explain why we inquire (CP 2.13). The lure of intelligibility
proves to be irresistible to an intelligence disposed simply to wonder why, say,
an event occurred or our expectations were contravened (CP 7.189). At least some
humans conduct investigations simply to find out whatever truth might be discovered
by a painstaking, persistent, and systematic inquiry. Aristotle was one such person,
Peirce another.

It may not be oxymoronic to speak of instinctual intelligence, if only to facilitate a
contrast with scientific intelligence. The ingenuity and, in a sense, intelligence with
which bees, by means of instinctual complex movements, indicate the direction and
distance of honey — or beavers by means of intricate actions construct a dam — are too
obvious to deny. The dispositions by which these feats are performed appear to be
largely innate or instinctual. At least something akin to intelligence appears to
be operative in the accomplishment of such complex tasks, securing some obvious
advantage.

Human intelligence is, however, predominantly scientific intelligence in its most
rudimentary form; for it is “an intelligence capable of learning by experience” (CP
2.227). In accord with Peirce’s own principle of continuity, we should not suppose
that there is an absolutely sharp dichotomy between instinctual and scientific (or
experiential) intelligence, for (as we have already seen) our very capacity to learn
from experience attests to the beneficial operation of instinctual tendencies. Scientific
intelligence is rooted in our instinctual drives. Our capacity to learn from experience is

15



VINCENT M. COLAPIETRO

closely connected with our capacity to subject our conceptions, assertions, and
inferences to criticism. Peirce proposed that “‘rational’ means self-criticizing, self-
controlling and self-controlled, and therefore open to incessant question” (CP 7.77;
cf. 5.440). In light of this definition, it is clear that scientific and rational intelligence,
though apparently different in meaning, inescapably overlap in fact; for we can most
effectively learn from experience only by an ongoing process of complex interrogation
in which our suppositions, conceptions, claims, and conclusions are all subjected to
self-criticism. Peirce was aware of “man’s stupendous power of shutting his eyes to
plain facts” (1975-7, vol. 2, p. 99), but he was confident in the force majeure of human
experience: “Experience may be defined as the sum of ideas [beliefs] which have been
irresistibly borne in upon us, overwhelming all free-play of thought, by the tenor of
our lives. The authority of experience consists in the fact that its power cannot be
resisted; it is a flood against which nothing can stand” (CP 7.437; cf. 5.50).

The pursuit of theoretical knowledge entails the cultivation of scientific intelligence
and, in turn, the cultivation of such intelligence is also the cultivation of instinctual
intelligence in its distinctively human form (for what human instincts facilitate above
all else is the acquisition of habits other than the ones with which we were born).
Human rationality is, in the first instance, “an Unmatured Instinctive Mind.” As such,
phylogeny is merely ancillary to ontogeny: the history of the species is, in effect, taken
up into that of the individual and, as the inheritor also of vast cultural resources,
the individual becomes a self-determining and, to some extent, even a self-defining
agent (see, e.g., CP 5.533, 1.591). The instinctual mind of human beings requires a
development beyond that of the evolutionary history in which it took shape and proved
itself viable; the “prolonged childhood” of human beings proves as much, as does the
“childlike character” of the instinctual mind itself. In humans and to some extent
perhaps also in other species (ones especially adapted to learning from experience),
“Instinct is a weak, uncertain Instinct.” This allows it to be “infinitely plastic”; and this
underwrites alterability and hence the possibility of intellectual growth (growth in
intelligence, the capacity to learn ever more effectively from experience). “Uncertain
tendencies, unstable states of equilibrium are conditions sine qua non for the manifesta-
tion of Mind” (CP 7.381). The general disposition to acquire novel dispositions entails
a plasticity itself entailing a susceptibility to disequilibria. Doubt is one name for the
instability into which an agent is thrown when the dispositions of that agent prove
ineffective in a given situation; for doubt is at bottom the arrest, or disruption, of a
belief or habit.

Philosophy Within the Limits of Experience Alone

Despite his indebtedness to Kant, Peirce did not make theoretical philosophy into an
essentially critical discipline charged with the task of defining the intrinsic limits of
human knowledge. Like Kant, he did insist that the limits of experience define the
limits of knowledge (“all our knowledge is, and forever must be, relative to human
experience and to the nature of the human mind” (CP 6.95)), but he conceived ex-
perience in such a way as to be capable of aiding us in discovering to some degree the
way things are (not simply the way they appear to us). He refused to sever appearance
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from reality, and also our experience of things from their status and properties apart
from our experience. If we rigorously adhere to experience, not granting that things
completely separable from our experience are even conceivable, we are forced to jettison
Kant’s concept of the thing-in-itself: “The Ding an sich . . . can neither be indicated nor
found [in any possible experience]. Consequently no proposition can refer to it, and
nothing true or false can be predicated of it. Therefore, all references to it must be
thrown out as meaningless surplusage” (CP 5.525). Whereas Kant maintained that
things in themselves are conceivable but unknowable (since we are able to think them
without contradiction but not able to know them by recourse to any experience),
Peirce argued they were incognizable, meaning that they are not even conceivable
(see, e.g., CP 5.255). Given that “all our conceptions are obtained by abstractions and
combinations of cognitions first occurring in judgments of experience” (CP 5.255; also
W 2:208), their significance is totally bound up with the junction of such judgments.

Peirce held that the limits of experience define not only those of knowledge but also
those of meaning itself: human beings are so completely hemmed in by the bounds of
their possible practical experience, their minds are so restricted to being instruments
of their needs and desires, they cannot in the least mean anything transcending those
bounds (CP 5.536). Our experience of our selves and of even our most adequate
theories attests to a cosmos far outstripping our comprehension: “The experience of
ignorance, or of error, which we have, and which we gain by correcting our errors,
or enlarging our knowledge, does enable us to experience and [thereby] conceive
something which is independent of our own limited views” (CP 7.345). “Over against
any cognition, there is an unknown but knowable reality; but over against all pos-
sible cognition, there is only the self-contradictory” (CP 5.527; also W 2:208). Peirce
concluded that being and cognizability are synonymous (CP 5.257; also W 2:208):
whatever else we might mean by being, we must mean that which in some manner
and measure is, in principle, accessible to our minds via our experience. He went so far
as to affirm, in the colloquial (not Kantian) sense: “we have direct experience of things in
themselves. Nothing can be more completely false than that we can experience only
our own ideas” (CP 6.95). However superficial, fragmentary, and even distorted is the
knowledge based on such experience, it cannot be gainsaid: what we have experi-
mentally derived from our encounters with reality warrants the title of knowledge.

Though emphatically a fallibilist, Peirce was hardly a skeptic. Indeed, he took his
commitment to the doctrine of fallibilism (namely, “the doctrine that our knowledge is
never absolute but always swims . .. in a continuum of uncertainty and of indeter-
minacy” (CP 1.171)) to be inseparable from his faith in the reality of knowledge. He
stressed, “only a deep sense that one is miserably ignorant . . . can spur one on in the
toilsome path of learning” (CP 5.583). Further, he claimed, “no blight can so surely
arrest all intellectual growth as the blight of cocksureness” (CP 1.13). Yet Peirce had
at once a “high faith” in knowledge and an acute sense of fallibility. He took our
knowledge to be nothing more than a fabric of conjectures, based on a patchwork
of experience, but he insisted that even in this form it is highly valuable. He took
the pursuit of knowledge, in his own case at least, to be nothing less than an act of
worship (CP 8.136 n.3).

Peirce’s philosophical interests were both methodological and substantive; they were
shaped by his scientific training and work. He reported: “I came to philosophy not for
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its teaching about God, Freedom, and Immortality, but intensely curious about
Cosmology and Psychology” (CP 4.2). His curiosity about the cosmos tended to
outstrip that about the psyche, though he did outline a theory of consciousness, mind,
and self. Peirce went so far as to describe his philosophy as “the attempt of a physicist
to make such conjecture as to the constitution of the universe as the methods of
science may permit, with the aid of all that has been done by previous philosophers”
(CP 1.7).

He worked tirelessly to transform philosophy into such a scientific inquiry and,
hence, a communal undertaking, insisting: “We individually cannot reasonably hope
to attain the ultimate philosophy which we pursue; we can only seek it, therefore, for
the community of philosophers” (CP 5.265). In a letter to William James (see JAMES), he
proclaimed, “philosophy is either a science or is balderdash” (Perry 1935, vol. 2,
p. 438). The task of the philosopher is to join all those who are devoted to discovering
whatever truth about the world might be derived from our experience of the world. In
this endeavor, philosophers are distinguished from other scientists by relying solely on
ordinary experience. The field of their observations does not require instruments such
as telescopes or microscopes, travel to faraway places, or even much special training,
but is that provided by the everyday encounters with environing affairs to virtually
every normal person during every waking hour of that person’s life.

Peirce supposed: “We naturally make all our distinctions too absolute” (CP 7.438).
The tendency to sunder humans from other animals (CP 5.534), self from other
(CP 7.571), mind from matter, the conscious regions of mind from its unconscious
depths, perception from abduction (the process by which hypotheses are generated),
and appearance from reality would be examples of this tendency. In opposition to the
marked dualistic tendency so prominent in traditional Western philosophy, Peirce
championed synechism (see Not CYNICISM, BUT SYNECHISM: LESSONS FROM CLASSICAL
PRAGMATISM), a doctrine disposing him to search for the respects in which things are
continuous (see, e.g., CP 6.169). In an insightful and suggestive study, Parker (1998)
argues that the principle of continuity is itself the thread by which Peirce wove together
apparently disparate doctrines into a coherent system. Though Peirce accorded (under
the rubric of secondness) great importance to opposition, otherness, disruption, and a
host of allied phenomena, he stressed (as instances of thirdness) continuity, mediation,
intelligibility, and other kindred phenomena. His doctrine of the categories of firstness,
secondness, and thirdness was crafted as a way of dealing with any imaginable reality.
The category of firstness highlighted the qualitative immediacy characteristic of
anything whatsoever (what anything is, in itself, apart from all else), while that of
secondness underscored brute opposition, irreducible alterity, and that of thirdness the
network of connections in and through which any reality acquires its defining proper-
ties. Hence, his doctrine of synechism was of a piece with his emphasis on thirdness.

For an understanding of Peirce’s conception of philosophy, we must appreciate
his insistence on appearance being intrinsically connected to reality: the way things
appear, including the way they manifest themselves in ordinary experience, is indicative
of the way things are; in turn, the reality of anything to which we can meaningfully
refer is such that it possesses the capacity, in some circumstances however remote
or rare, to disclose itself (cf. CP 5.313). The reality with which philosophy deals is
nothing more recondite than the readily accessible objects and events of our direct
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experience. (Even so, these objects and events might provide evidence for “One
Incomprehensible but Personal God” (CP 5.496).) The manner in which philosophy
investigates these objects and events is nothing other than that of painstaking observa-
tion, conceptual generalization, and controlled conjecture. For Peirce, this obviously
meant that philosophy must abandon the pretension of being able to attain demon-
strative knowledge of transcendent reality (“The demonstrations of the metaphysicians
are all moonshine” (CP 1.7)), contenting itself rather with conjectural knowledge of
the empirical world.

This also meant strict adherence to technical terms: “if philosophy is ever to stand in
the ranks of the sciences, literary elegance must be sacrificed — like the soldier’s old
brilliant uniforms — to the stern requirements of efficiency” and, thus, the philosopher
must be required “to coin new terms to express such new scientific conceptions as
he may discover, just as his chemical and biological brethren are expected to do” (CP
5.13). Of course, ordinary language is of immense importance to the philosophical
investigator. Peirce stressed, “a language is a thing to be reverenced; and I protest that
a man who does not reverence a given language is not in the proper frame of mind to
undertake its improvements” (MS 279). Moreover, the “case of philosophy is peculiar
in that it has positive need of popular words in their popular senses — not as its own
language (as it has too usually used those words), but as objects of its study” (EP
2:264-5; cf. 8.112). Painstaking attention to ordinary usage is, thus, an important
part of philosophical investigation (see, however, CP 2.67, 2.70, and 2.211). But it
is important mainly insofar as it facilitates a critical appeal to everyday experience.
The appeal to ordinary usage is, for Peirce, bound up with an appeal to everyday
experience; and the appeal to such experience provides the guidance requisite for
carrying forward the work of philosophy.

Herein lies its main difference from such special sciences as physics, chemistry, and
biology. In contrast to such special (or idioscopic) sciences, the distinct branches of
philosophical inquiry are caenoscopic. For philosophy “contents itself with so much
of experience as pours in upon every man during every hour of his waking life” (CP
5.13n.1; cf. 1.241). “Experience,” Peirce asserted, “may be defined as the sum of ideas
[beliefs] which have been irresistibly borne in upon us, overwhelming all free-play
of thought, by the tenor of our lives. The authority of experience consists in the
fact that its power cannot be resisted; it is a flood against which nothing can stand”
(CP 7.437; cf. 5.50).

Since the observations afforded by such experience are common to virtually all
humans, without the benefit of special training or instruments, Peirce appropriated
Jeremy Bentham'’s term caenoscopic to designate the disciplines contenting themselves
with such observations. He was aware that he was using experience “in a much broader
sense than it carries in the special sciences”; for in them it is set in contrast to inter-
pretation, whereas for philosophy “experience can only mean the total cognitive result
of living, and includes interpretations quite as truly as matters of sense” (CP 7.538).
In other contexts, he acknowledges that what counts in science as observation cannot
be severed from ratiocination and, thus, presumably from interpretation (see, e.g.,
CP 1.34-5). Even so, the experience to which we appeal in philosophy is not the
observations consequent upon controlled circumstances or obtainable solely by special
means; it is, rather, what the course of life forces upon us willy-nilly (CP 7.391, 1.426).
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The Conduct of Inquiry

Armed with an interior understanding of scientific inquiry, Peirce offered a normative
account of objective investigation. His pragmatism was central to this account. It grew
out of conversations in the Metaphysical Club (an informal group involving Chauncey
Wright, Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., William James, and a handful of others) and was
formulated, though not named as such, in “How to Make Our Ideas Clear” (1878). He
originally conceived this essay as part of a series entitled “Illustrations of the Logic
of Science” though eventually envisioned it as part of his 1893 “Search for a Method.”
Despite his deep, multifaceted opposition to Descartes (see PEIRCE AND CARTESIAN
RATIONALISM), the full title to one of his predecessor’s main works can be borrowed to
identify an overarching goal of Peirce’s philosophical project: Discourse on the method
for rightly conducting one’s reason and for seeking truth in the sciences. “The Fixation
of Belief” and “How to Make Our Ideas Clear” are important articulations of Peirce’s
discourse on method, even though he came to be critical of some aspects of these
essays. In the former, he defines the method of science in contrast to three other ways
of fixing belief; in the latter, he enunciates a maxim by which anyone adhering to the
method of science can render clearer the ideas (or signs) on which investigations turn.

A conception of intelligence underlies Peirce’s pragmatism. He maintained, “one, at
least, of the functions of intelligence is to adapt conduct to circumstances, so as to
subserve desire” (CP 5.548). Of course, such adaptation might involve modification of
circumstances; hence, it does not mean conformity to the world simply as it happens
to be: adapting conduct to circumstances might mean altering them in accord with
desire. The function of intelligence drives toward the recognition of facts and the
discovery of laws, but with equal force it drives toward the modification of virtually
whatever in the course of experience proves to be malleable. This includes intelligence
itself. Peirce was convinced “intelligence does not consist in feeling in a certain way,
but in acting in a certain way” (CP 6.286). Action must not be limited to physical
exertions in the outward world of actuality but must be stretched to include inward
actions, imagined endeavors taking place solely in the inward world of fancy (CP
6.286; cf. 5.496). Humans are far from the only animals exhibiting intelligence, though
the crucial role of imaginary action and (closely allied to this) the effects of symboliza-
tion make of human intelligence something quite unique. Human intelligence is a
biologically evolved function encompassing a vast array of instinctual tendencies,
almost all of which bear upon action broadly conceived. Most of these tendencies are
directed not to outward bodily motions but rather to inward imaginary actions, their
“theatre” being “the plastic inner world” of human fancy (MS 318, 44). The products
of these actions are symbols by which the scope of imagination is dramatically
expanded. But “it is only out of symbols that a new symbol can grow, Omne symbolum
de symbolo” (CP 2.302). Thus, the imaginary operations by which novel symbols are
generated must already involve symbols or, at least, proto-symbols. The image serving
as a sign of one’s dead ancestor or as a sign of the distant place from which one
has just returned qualifies to serve this role. By this means, the absent structures
thought and informs action. Just as our intelligence is instinctively imaginative, so our
imagination is irrepressibly symbolific.
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The conduct of inquiry involves, for Peirce, the struggle to overcome doubt and, in
the context of this struggle, the need to clarify the meanings of our terms.

Our intelligence is linked as intimately to action as to imagination. Peirce noted,
“the greater part of intelligent actions are directed toward causing the cessation of
some irritation” (CP 6.282). These irritations are often simply somatic (e.g., hunger).
But an important type of irritation is, however, bound up with bodily dissatisfaction
(see, e.g., CP 5.372), of a somewhat different character, for it directly concerns the
arrest of intelligence. This type of irritation signals nothing less than the failure of
intelligence; it goads the organism to regain its equilibrium, by acting (either out-
wardly or imaginatively) in such a way as to establish an effective response to this
irritant and all analogous ones. This means establishing a general way of acting (in a
word, a habit). Whatever else our beliefs might be, they are such habits of action. This
is, indeed, mainly what they are. Doubt is, in its least eviscerated sense, hesitancy in
action signaling the dissolution of belief. Whereas habits are states tending toward
their own perpetuation, doubts are ones driving toward their own cessation (CP 5.372;
also W 3:247). “The irritation of doubt causes a struggle to attain a state of belief”
(CP 5.374; also W 3:247)), a struggle Peirce called inquiry.

Efforts to overcome doubt and attain a state of belief may take a variety of forms. By
the method of tenacity, we cling tenaciously to any belief threatened by doubt, aggress-
ively excluding from consideration any factor counting against this belief. This purely
individual manner of fixing (or securing) belief, however, cannot sustain itself in
practice; for the “social impulse is against it” (CP 5.378; also W 3:250). The testimony
of others can have the power to convince a person he or she is insane (CP 5.233; also
W 2:202), such is the strength of this impulse. Of more immediate relevance, Peirce
claimed: “No matter how strong and well-rooted in habit any rational convictions of
ours may be, we no sooner find that another equally well-informed person doubts
it, than we begin to doubt it ourselves” (CP 2.160). The anger we so often feel toward
those who induce us to doubt such convictions is a sign of our susceptibility to
the authority of others (ibid.). What others believe cannot but influence what we
ourselves believe, not least of all because their contrary beliefs have the capacity to
generate genuine doubt; such is the potential strength of the social impulse in human
beings (CP 5.378). Accordingly, we need a communal way of fixing beliefs. The method
of authority provides just this. This method consists in instituting an authority with
the power to establish — and enforce — what everyone within the jurisdiction of this
authority must believe. But this method, too, cannot sustain itself in practice; for in
the most priest-ridden or police-controlled states (CP 5.381; also W 3:251), there will
always be some persons who, prompted (again) by the social impulse instinctive to
human beings, cannot help supposing that the differing beliefs of those from different
cultures or ages may, in principle, be true (i.e., worthy of espousal). A finite, fixed
authority is insufficiently communal; nothing less than an infinite, evolving com-
munity can offer the epistemic authority needed to fix beliefs, at least for social beings
such as human inquirers always are.

In contesting the brutality of external authority, it seems natural to turn toward the
deliverances of an internal authority with which rational inquirers are inclined to
identify themselves (e.g., the cogito). To accept these deliverances entails no violation
of one’s nature; much rather, it means accepting whatever proves to be agreeable to
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one’s own reason, i.e., one’s own innermost self. Whereas the institutional authority
of the Catholic Church during the Middle Ages provided Peirce with his paradigm of
the method of authority, he saw in Descartes’ appeal to the apodictic certainties of his
own individual rationality a historical example of this third method (the a priori
method). But, “what if our internal authority should meet the same fate, in the history
of opinions, as that external authority has met?” (CP 5.215). Peirce was convinced
that, in his own day, the signs of individual consciousness having suffered this fate
were discernible (CP 5.383). For it “makes of inquiry something similar to the develop-
ment of taste; but taste . . . is always more or less a matter of fashion” (ibid.). Hence,
rather than eliminating the “accidental and capricious element” in the process of fixing
beliefs, it has enthroned this element as sovereign. In this and other respects,
the method of apriority “does not differ in a very essential way from that of authority”
(CP 5.383).

In order for us as embodied, social agents to overcome doubt, we need a communal
method grounded in the hypothesis that there are real things to which experiential
appeals can be made in the ongoing course of genuine investigation. “Such is the
method of science” (CP 5.384). “This is the only one of the four methods which presents
any distinction of a right and a wrong way” (CP 5.385). This distinction is, for ex-
ample, collapsed by the method of authority, since the dicta of instituted authority are,
by definition, true: there can, in principle, be no distinction between what it dictates
and what is so. This implies that self-criticism and, thus, self-correction are precluded.
To institute a communal method for fixing beliefs committed to the realistic hypothesis
means, in contrast, that even the most securely established beliefs of any finite
community at any actual stage of its ongoing history are open to revision: what the
members of such a community hold and what reality holds can never be identified,
except provisionally. The possibility of detecting and correcting errors requires the
hypothesis that the properties of things may, in principle, be other than those ascribed
to them by us. We require a general method within which it is always apposite to
distinguish between our specific strategies of inquiry and the most reliable procedures
(between “a right and a wrong way” or between our way and a better one). The
method of science alone secures this distinction.

Clarifying Meaning

In connection with his doubt-belief theory of inquiry, Peirce formulated a heuristic
maxim designed to help scientific inquirers clarify the meaning of certain ideas pivotal
to objective inquiry. He stressed: “I understand pragmatism to be a method of ascer-
taining the meanings, not of all ideas, but only of what I call ‘intellectual concepts,’”
such concepts being “those upon the structure of which, arguments concerning
objective fact may hinge” (CP 5.467). He took his pragmatism to be neither a theory of
truth nor even a theory of meaning (for his account of meaning, the student of Peirce
must look to his general theory of signs and, in particular, his extensive discussions of
the interpretants of signs), but only a maxim by which inquirers can become clearer
about the meanings of the terms used in their endeavors to discover truths pertaining
to facts and especially laws. He stressed it has nothing to do with the qualities of
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feelings except insofar as these are indicative of the properties of things; in other words,
it has nothing to do with feelings in themselves but only as signs, as subjective
determinations bearing upon objective affairs. The hardness of an object can of course
be felt, but the meaning of this predicate concerns not the qualitative immediacy
of feeling but its implied bearing on conduct. It concerns how objects under this
description would act on things other than themselves. What is true of predicates like
hardness here is true of all other “intellectual concepts”: they “essentially carry some
implication concerning the general behavior either of some conscious being or of some
inanimate object, and so convey more, not merely than any feeling, but more too,
than, any existential fact, namely, the ‘would-acts,” ‘would-dos’ of habitual behavior”
(CP 5.467). To say that an object is hard is, thus, to imply something about how it
would act; what we mean by this term is, at least in context of inquiry, inseparable
from such implications. Peirce went so far as to assert that, according to his prag-
matism, “the total meaning of the predication of an intellectual concept is contained
in the affirmation that, under all conceivable circumstances of a given kind . . . the
subject of the predication would behave in a certain general way” (CP 5.467).

The First Grade of Clearness: tacit familiarity

In order to make our ideas clear, some kind of translation of signs is necessary
(CP 5.427). But this presupposes an intimate familiarity with signs derived from
our ability to utter and interpret them effectively in countless situations. At the most
rudimentary level, for example, we might know how properly to use the term real,
without being able to define it abstractly. This minimal level of semiotic competency is
of no trifling importance; all higher levels presuppose the tacit familiarity of human
agents with countless types of sign-use.

The Second Grade of Clearness: abstract definition

For the sake of clarity, however, it is often helpful to translate this tacit familiarity
into an explicit definition, often of an abstract character. Returning to our example,
by probing the difference between the real and the fictive, we may (following Peirce
himself) arrive at this definition: the real is that whose status and properties are
independent of what anybody may take them to be, sufficiently independent to secure
the possibility of anybody being mistaken.

The Third Grade of Clearness: pragmatic clarification

But “we must be on our guard against the deceptions of abstract definitions” (CP
7.362). More generally, Peirce thought that the conceptual clarification achieved by
means of abstract definitions was inadequate for the purposes of experimental inquiry.
Simply translating a concept into other concepts is insufficient; ultimately translating
concepts into habits of conduct is requisite. Such is the main import of Peirce’s prag-
matic maxim: “Consider what effects, that 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). The pragmatic clarification of
reality pushes beyond the abstract definition of this term, by identifying the effects
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implied in ascribing this property to anything. “The only effect which real things have
is to cause belief” (CP 5.406; also W 3:271) or to contribute to the formation of belief
principally by the capacity of reality to generate doubt (to challenge presently fixed
belief) and to provide the means for overcoming doubt (to fix provisionally superior
beliefs).

Doubt, inquiry conceived as the struggle to overcome doubt, and the recovery of
belief as the immanent goal of any genuine inquiry, are the marks by which inquirers
experientially know and pragmatically define the real. The real is that to which
the community of inquirers would be led by the course of experience, if only this
experience were of sufficient duration and these inquirers were truly animated by a
love of truth and, hence, effectively oriented by the results of self-criticism. 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 a definite increase in
knowledge” (CP 5.311; also W 2:239; cf. CP 5.354, 2.645). The conceivable practical
effects implied in the predicate “real” are ones pertaining directly to belief, doubt,
and inquiry.

In this connection, practical is thus not to be understood in any narrow sense,
especially one set in sharp contrast to theoretical. Peirce did not subordinate theory
to practice but rather insisted upon seeing theory itself as a mode of practice quite
distinct from other modes. The “practical” bearings to which his pragmatic maxim
refers are, thus, ones pertaining to the conduct of inquirers qua inquirers. In a letter to
the British pragmatist F. C. S. Schiller, Peirce is explicit about how he understood the
term practical: By it, “I mean apt to affect conduct; and by conduct, voluntary action
that is self-controlled, i.e., controlled by adequate deliberation” (CP 8.322). Those
effects having “conceivable practical bearings” are, hence, ones apt to affect the
comportment of theoretical inquirers in this distinctive role.

The Theory of Signs

Peirce identified himself as a logician more often than as a physicist; and his concep-
tion of logic encompassed a general theory of signs, in order to offer an adequate
account of inquiry. He was convinced that “the woof and warp of all thought and all
research is symbols, and the life of thought and science is the life inherent in symbols”
(CP 2.220). Three convictions especially guided Peirce’s investigation of signs. First,
he was convinced that “thinking always proceeds in the form of a dialogue” (CP 4.6),
ordinarily between different phases of the ego (e.g., the critical self of a later moment
calling into question the supposition guiding the conjectural self of just a moment
before). Signs are thus the indispensable media of not only interpersonal but also
reflexive communication: they are instruments as much of thought as of conversation,
since thought itself is, as Plato noted, an inner conversation or “a silent speech of
the soul with itself” (W 2:172). If this dialogical conception of thinking is accepted,
“immense consequences follow” (EP 2:172). Peirce devoted care to tracing out these
consequences of this position, one he identified as tuism (the “doctrine that all thought
is addressed to a second person, or to one’s future self as to a second person”
(W 1:xxix)). His theory of science no less than his account of the self reveals as much.
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Second, he was convinced that thought could not be severed from its modes of
expression. Of course, a thought expressed in one way almost always can be expressed
in other ways, though not infrequently this results in a depletion or distortion of
meaning. But Peirce rejected the supposition that thought is something apart from
its possibility of expression or articulation. The particular signs used on any actual
occasion are not themselves the thought; at least they cannot be unqualifiedly
identified with the thought being expressed: “Oh, no; no whit more than the skins
of an onion are the onion. (And about as much so, however.)” It was evident to
Peirce that: “One selfsame thought may be carried upon the vehicle of English,
German, Greek, or Gaelic; in diagrams, or in equations, or in graphs: all these are but
so many skins of the onion, its inessential accidents” (CP 4.6). No less manifest
was that anything properly designated as “thought should have some possible
expression for some possible interpreter.” He took this possibility to be “the very
being of its being” (CP 4.6). Hence, he insisted, “all that we know of thought is but
a reflection on what we know of its expression” (CP 2.466 n.1). The logician in the
narrow sense of a critic of the forms of reasoning, hence, must be a logician in
the broader or semiotic sense of a student of signs in general (including of course
linguistic signs).

Third, Peirce was convinced that at least “every symbol is a living thing, in a very
strict sense that is no mere figure of speech” (CP 2.222). Neither consciousness
nor mind endows signs with life; rather, the actions of signs are themselves signs of
vitality, however rudimentary. Peirce was aware that such a claim is likely to strike
many people as “stark madness, or mysticism, or something equally devoid of reason
and good sense” (MS 290, 58). But he supposed a blindness rooted in something
close to perversity prompted such a judgment (see, e.g., CP 1.349). The “great truth
of the immanent power” of living signs was one championed by Peirce.

The signs with which we are most directly and intimately familiar are ones closely
associated with consciousness or, at least, mind (Peirce emphatically refused to
identify mind with consciousness, since he was convinced that most of our mental
processes are unconscious). This inclines us to suppose that there is an essential con-
nection between semiosis and mind: the interpretive acts of a mental agent or mindful
being are often supposed by us to constitute the sole source of significance. Apart
from these acts, allegedly nothing would count as a sign. To Ludwig Wittgenstein's
question (“Every sign by itself seems dead. What gives it life?”), the answer appears to
be some interpreter; and mind is that which equips any being with the capacity to
fulfill this function. Peirce was, however, opposed to this mentalist account of signs,
putting forth alternatively a semiotic account of mind. Mind is here not so much a
principle of explanation as a phenomenon calling for explanation. There is hardly any
question that the human mind is (in Susanne Langer’s telling expression) symbolific;
this mind is adapted not only to acquire diverse modes of symbolization but also to
craft new symbols from its inheritance. We are symbol-making as well as sign-using
animals. The key to mind is the use of signs, whereas that to the distinctive character
of the human mind is the capacity to use inherited signs in innovative ways and, more
dramatically, to fashion novel signs. An indication of this is the role of metaphor in
our use of language. Rather than tracing signs to their alleged origin in mind, Peirce
explained mind by its manifest reliance on signs.
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Peirce’s definition of semiosis (or sign-action) is at the center of his theory of signs.
Semiosis is a paradigm of his category of thirdness, for it involves an irreducibly triadic
relationship. So too is an act of giving. In such an act, a giver, gift, and recipient are
essentially related to another one: divestiture (the giver relinquishes possession of an
object) and acquisition (the recipient acquires possession of this same object) are, in
giving, not accidentally related, but rather bound together in a single act. In semiosis,
an object, sign, and interpretant are likewise bound together in a single process, though
not necessarily by the intention of any agent. If a person knocks on a door, the sound
generated by this action is a sign of someone being there (or one soliciting the recogni-
tion of anyone on the other side). The knocker is the object, whereas the response
to the sound would be the interpretant. But semiosis is, in principle, an open-ended
process, for the interpretant very frequently serves as a sign generating yet another
interpretant. The immediate object of semiosis is the way the object is represented by a
sign or series of signs, whereas the dynamical object is whatever has determined or,
at least, the capacity to determine, a sign or series of signs. The dynamic object is
that which has the capacity to constrain a process of representation and, thus, to
enable the recognition of misinterpretation. It is the object as potentially other than
its representation.

Peirce’s categories guided his investigation of signs. This is evident in his various
classifications of interpretants and also his elaborate classifications of signs, virtually
all of which are explicitly based upon categoreal considerations. His two most import-
ant classifications of interpretants clearly indicate this. In one, emotional, energetic,
and logical interpretants are distinguished from one another. Some signs generate
feelings and have no other interpretants than the emotions they generate. Other signs
generate actions (e.g., the action of soldiers in response to the command “Ground
arms!” issued by the officer of their troop). The actions themselves are the energetic
interpretants of the sign. Still other signs are not only inherently general but also
(by virtue of their generality) play a crucial role in some rational process (e.g., experi-
mental inquiry or political deliberation). Concepts would be examples of such logical
interpretants. But so too would habits. In fact, Peirce holds that only habits can serve
as the ultimate logical interpretants of signs, a claim central to his reformulation of
pragmatism. In another important classification of interpretants, immediate, dynamic,
and final are distinguished from one another. First, there must be something inherent
in any sign that renders it interpretable in a determinative way, such that something
would count as a misinterpretation. The immediate interpretant of any sign is, then,
its grounded interpretability; it signifies a possibility, but not an utterly abstract one.
Second, there is often some actual effect generated by the action of a sign. The
dynamic interpretant is any effect actually produced by a sign as such. Finally, there is
the final interpretant, “the effect that would be produced on the mind by the Sign after
sufficient development of thought” (EP 2:482). The relationship between these two
classifications of interpretants is but one thorny question confronting anyone who is
seriously interested in exploring the details of Peirce’s semeiotic.

Peirce also offered elaborate classifications of signs based upon the application of his
categories to this field of inquiry. Let us briefly consider one of these, involving three
trichotomies. First, a sign considered in itself, apart from either its object or interpretant
(i.e., a sign as a first) is either a quality or event or law. This yields the trichotomy of
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qualisign (a quality serving as a sign), sinsign, and legisign. Second, a sign considered in
relation to its dynamical object yields Peirce’s most famous trichotomy of signs — that
of icon, index, and symbol. In an icon, a sign is related to its dynamical object by virtue
of some inherent similarity the sign bears to its object. A photograph of you signifies
you (partly) by virtue of such a similarity. In an index, a sign is related to its dynamical
object by virtue of a causal connection between the sign and its object. The weathervane
signifies the direction of the wind by virtue of its object causing it to point in this
direction. Hence, it is an indexical sign. But, in a certain respect, so too is a photo-
graph, for the photographic image of anything signifies that thing by virtue of a causal
connection between itself and its object. This suggests that it is best to conceive of icon,
index, and symbol not as separable signs but as potentially interwoven sign functions.
In a symbol, a sign is related to its dynamic object by virtue of a habitual connection,
either naturally or conventionally established. A commonplace misunderstanding of
the Peircean conception of symbol is to suppose that, for him, a symbol is based on a
conventional relationship between symbol and symbolized. But the disposition of bees
to interpret the dance of other members of their species as indicative of the direction
and distance of honey would be an example of a symbol based on a habitual connec-
tion of a natural (rather than conventional) character. In this example, it is perhaps
possible to discern symbolic, indexical, and even iconic functions interwoven in such a
way as to produce a remarkably effective instance of semiosis. In the instances of
semiosis of greatest interest to Peirce, the mutually supportive operations of iconic,
indexical, and symbolic signs were paramount. Third, a sign may be considered in
relationship to its interpretant. Such consideration would yield the trichotomy of what
(leaving aside Peirce’s for bidding terminology in this case) roughly corresponds to
concepts, propositions, and arguments.

Absolute Chance, Brute Reaction, and Evolving Law

Peirce’s normative account of objective inquiry, doctrine of categories, and theory of
signs are among his most important contributions to philosophical investigation. His
guess at the riddle of the universe is arguably of less importance, perhaps even of
dubious merit. At the center of Peirce’s cosmology are, at least, three claims. The first
concerns chance, the second actuality, and the third the evolution of laws. These three
claims are intimately connected to one another. First, there is Peirce’s doctrine of
tychism (derived from the Greek word for chance). The cosmos is such by virtue of an
evolution out of chaos. The possibility of such an evolution presupposes the objectivity
of chance. Chance is not solely a function of our ignorance, such that if we knew
fully enough the laws operating in nature we would be able to predict virtually every
natural event; rather, it is a feature of reality. The natural world is a scene of chance
occurrences: randomness is real. Second, brute actuality plays as important a role in
the constitution of the universe as does objective chance. Third, the supposition of
immutable laws seems to be in contradiction to the evolution of the cosmos itself.
For Peirce, “philosophy requires thorough-going evolutionism or none” (CP 6.14).
This means that we need to take seriously the hypothesis that the laws of nature
have themselves evolved: “To suppose universal laws of nature capable of being
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apprehended by the mind and yet having no reason for their special forms, but stand-
ing inexplicable and irrational, is hardly a justified position” (CP 6.12). The laws by
which we explain some phenomena are themselves phenomena and, as such, call for
explanation. The only way of explaining them involves supposing a process by which
they were generated; and the only condition allowing for such a process is an original
condition of absolute chance virtually indistinguishable from complete nullity.
Interwoven with Peirce’s evolutionary cosmology are a number of distinctive views,
three of which especially merit mention here. First, there is his doctrine of evolution-
ary love (CP 6.287-317). The pragmaticist “does not make the summum bonum to
consist in action,” but in that process of evolution whereby existents come to embody
more fully generals that are themselves becoming more harmoniously integrated
(CP 5.433). “In its higher stages, evolution takes place more and more largely through
self-control” (ibid.); and the deliberate cultivation of self-control ultimately involves
an uncompromising commitment to concrete reasonableness, involving the surrender
of our finite selves to an infinite ideal (CP 5.356-7, 8.262). Peirce identified this with
agape. The higher stages in the growth of concrete reasonableness require nothing less.
Second, habits, laws, and what Peirce calls generals are no less real than existents,
actualities, and individuals. Strictly speaking, they are alone real, while existents are
actual. In opposition to the nominalist, for whom only individuals are real, Peirce
argued for scholastic realism, contending that an adequate account of science requires
a robust affirmation of generals (principally the irreducibly general laws pervading
nature). Third, this affirmation is part of his insistence on there being three modes
of being (see, e.g., CP 1.21-3, 1.515, 8.305) — possibility, actuality, and reality (what
might be called habituality, since the would-do of habits is the exemplar of this mode
of being). Peirce’s metaphysics includes an ontology as well as cosmology, an explica-
tion of the senses of being as well as a conjecture regarding the constitution of the
universe. In addition to actuality or existence (the mode of being characteristic of
individuals), there is that of might-be and would-be. The actual universe disclosed in
our everyday experience is inexplicable on egoistic, nominalistic, and other often highly
fashionable yet severely reductivist assumptions. Thus, alternative hypotheses must
be seriously considered. This is nowhere more manifest than in Peirce’s metaphysics.
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William James

ELLEN KAPPY SUCKIEL

William James was born in New York City on January 11, 1842, into a prosperous
and intellectually vital family, in which philosophical conversation was part of every-
day life. James's father, Henry James, Sr., was a person with metaphysical and reli-
gious interests. A devoted follower of the mystical philosopher Emanuel Swedenborg,
he published a number of books on theological topics. The James family had many
distinguished friends, including Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau,
whose visits further enriched intellectual life in the household. James and his siblings
(including his brother, the distinguished novelist Henry James, Jr.) were educated at
home, and their formal training was enhanced by frequent family trips to Europe.
James began his search for a career when he was 18. Following an interest in art, he
studied painting with the well-known American artist, William Hunt. He soon dis-
covered that he did not have the aptitude that he had hoped for, and gave up his early
aspirations to an artistic career. Although he did not go on to become a painter, James's
acute aesthetic sensibility is evident throughout his writings. His philosophical style
is emotionally engaging and direct. He used metaphorical and pictorial language to
bring home complex and subtle philosophical points, and he reached out to accom-
modate, as well as influence, the aesthetic and emotional sensibilities of his audi-
ences. In 1861, James went on to study chemistry and comparative anatomy at the
Lawrence Scientific School at Harvard. Following that, in 1864, he entered Harvard
Medical School, but his medical studies were punctuated by two breaks. In 1865, he
took a year’s absence to join the distinguished Harvard biologist, Louis Agassiz, on an
expedition to the Amazon, where they collected specimens for Agassiz's zoological
museum. James returned to medical school in 1866, but then took another break
for health reasons and to study in Europe. He completed his medical degree in 1869,
but he did not go on to practice medicine. He chose instead, in 1873, to become an
instructor of anatomy and physiology at Harvard, and from there his subject matter
gradually expanded. In 1875 he went on to teach psychology at Harvard, and in
1879 he began to teach philosophy. From this point until the end of his life, James
achieved great eminence and popularity as a scholar, teacher, and public lecturer.
He was much loved, not only for his intellectual brilliance and originality, but also
for his openness of mind and generosity of spirit. James retired from teaching in 1907
and died on August 16, 1910, at the age of 68. James is one of the great intellectual
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treasures of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and he is one of
America’s greatest philosophers.

Chief among James’s contributions to philosophy were his metaphilosophy and
pragmatic theory of meaning, theory of truth, justification of faith, theory of radical
empiricism, and philosophy of religion. Along with Charles Sanders Peirce (see PEIRCE)
and John Dewey (see DEwWEY), James established pragmatism as a philosophical move-
ment, and his writings, especially Pragmatism and The Will to Believe, have had broad
and deep influence in philosophy. James also stands as one of the great figures in the
history of psychology. He wrote two masterpieces, The Principles of Psychology and
The Varieties of Religious Experience, which are classics in the field. It testifies to James's
genius that these works are classics in philosophy as well.

James's thinking was in part a response to the philosophical issues and positions
which were being debated during his time. His attempt to find solutions to the prob-
lems that engaged his contemporaries led him into uncharted new territory. He
developed proposals and hypotheses which took him far beyond the philosophical
and scientific assumptions of his peers. James found the two major intellectual para-
digms of his day to be deeply flawed. The first was a view which may be called “scient-
ific rationalism” (Suckiel 1996). This was the dominant position embedded in the
intellectual culture of the late nineteenth century, and is represented by contempor-
aries of James such as T. H. Huxley and W. K. Clifford. The scientific rationalists’ view
was that rational, propositional discourse, particularly conventional scientific discourse,
provided the sole legitimate route to knowledge, and that anything not amenable to
scientific inquiry, or not explicable in terms of the received scientific methodology of
the day, was beyond the domain of legitimate analytical concern. The second para-
digm James rejected was that of the speculative metaphysical philosophy of absolute
idealism (see JAMES, EMPIRICISM, AND ABSOLUTE IDEALISM), advanced by a number of
his contemporaries. These included his close friend and colleague at Harvard, Josiah
Royce, as well as British philosophers F. H. Bradley, T. H. Green, and H. H. Joachim.
These philosophers posited a deterministic universe embodied in Absolute Mind, in
which all facts are related by logical necessity.

The scientific rationalist and absolute idealist paradigms were profoundly different
in their assumptions, methods, and aims, yet James had reason to reject them both —
on metaphysical, epistemological, moral, and metaphilosophical grounds. James held
that a necessary condition of the adequacy of any philosophical theory was that it be
relevant to solving problems of genuine human interest, that it be capable of being
used as a tool for meeting human concerns. It was on this basis that he rejected the
philosophy of absolute idealism, which he found to be so abstract as to vaporize into
insignificance when it came to dealing with concrete issues. James was no less critical
of the scientific rationalist world-view. He held that while the scientific rationalists’
commitment to the importance of empirical evidence was admirable, their criterion
of what was to count as empirical was too narrow. Thus, he rejected their position
because they failed to address, or even acknowledge, the legitimacy of important
humanistic, moral, religious, and metaphysical concerns.

James offered pragmatism in place of, and as a way of mediating between, these
two flawed and mutually conflicting world-views. He believed that his philosophy of
pragmatism, like absolute idealism, could acknowledge the legitimacy of important
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metaphysical questions; while at the same time, like scientific rationalism, it could
offer interpretations of these questions and their possible solutions which were suffi-
ciently concrete to be empirically relevant and meaningful. Yet, James believed, his
philosophy did not have the serious problems inherent in the views he was rejecting.
He thus offered pragmatism as the sole promise for sustaining philosophy as a worth-
while and legitimate enterprise.

The Foundations of James’s Pragmatism

James developed his pragmatic philosophy on the basis of two fundamental starting
points. The first was his contention that consciousness is teleological in nature: that
the understanding of all mental activity and its products must include reference to the
agent’s purposes and interests. The second was what may be called his “principle of
experience.” Concerning his first contention, James's teleological conception of mind
was a reflection of the late nineteenth century’s enchantment with the language and
concepts of Darwinian evolutionism. (The Origin of Species was published in 1859.)
Extending the Darwinian notions of “struggle for existence,” “survival of the fittest,”
and “adaptation” to meet his own philosophical purposes, James argued that the
function of human cognition must be understood in terms of the human struggle for
success. His pragmatic philosophy was intended to provide a transformative new per-
spective on human beings’ relation to the world. He believed that since concepts and
beliefs are teleological constructs designed to meet human ends, the meaningfulness of
beliefs, as well as their justification and truth, were determined exclusively in terms
of their relevance and success in fulfilling the purposes and interests in the service of
which they were formed.

James's conception of the teleological nature of mind provided the basis for his
radically revisionist positions on metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, and philosophy of
religion. The interests and goals of the thinking subject were included by James as
necessary and important elements in the pragmatic analysis of these topics. James's
philosophy entailed that previously accepted transcendental conceptions of objectiv-
ity, truth, and reality would have to be overturned. For such conceptions assumed a
neutral, interest-independent stance from which the subject’s judgments about the
world could be made. They also assumed a reality which exists independently of the
thinking subject and which it is the subject’s epistemic responsibility to accurately
copy or otherwise adequately represent.

The second basic starting point of James’s pragmatism was his “principle of experi-
ence.” James posited as a fundamental metaphysical, epistemological, and methodo-
logical principle that “everything real must be experienceable somewhere, and every
kind of thing experienced must somewhere be real” (Works ERE, p. 81; Writings,
p. 279). He believed that the appeal to experience was both necessary and sufficient
for explaining phenomena we seek to understand. This principle provided the basis
for James's pragmatic theory of meaning. Across the entire spectrum of his analyses of
philosophical concepts, one principle prevailed: any concept or hypothesis which has
no experiential implications or effects is meaningless, it is unworthy of philosophical
concern. While it might at first appear that James's theory of meaning is similar to that
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of the later logical positivists, in fact it is not. For James’'s conception of what con-
stitutes a proposition’s experiential implications or effects was broader and more
complex than theirs. On James's view, a proposition’s experiential consequences are
constituted, first, by the sensory experiences which would occur if the proposition
were true and, second, by the effects that believing the proposition has on the life of
the believer. It is James's invocation of the effects of believing a proposition which most
clearly distinguishes his pragmatic theory of meaning from that of the positivists.
Beliefs about the goodness of God, for example, would be rejected as meaningless on a
logical positivist criterion of meaning, because they are empirically unfalsifiable. On
James's criteria, however, beliefs about God’s goodness would be regarded as mean-
ingful, since they have concrete consequences in the life of the believer. It may seem
puzzling that James included in his theory of meaning something so personal as the
consequences in the life of an individual which result from that individual holding a
belief. One explanation of why James held this view is that he was departing from
tradition not only in the details of his theory, but also in its subject matter. Unlike his
predecessors, James was not interested in offering a theory of cognitive meaning —
a theory of the intelligible content of propositions. Rather, his concern was to offer a
theory of pragmatic meaning — a theory of the functional role of the individual’s beliefs
in his or her life (Suckiel 1982, ch. 3).

“Experience” and Radical Empiricism

James's doctrine of radical empiricism forms an important part of his philosophy. In
Essays in Radical Empiricism, he offered an account of experience which provided the
metaphysical and epistemological basis for his pragmatic theories of truth and reality.
The central concept of his theory is “pure experience,” which designates the most
basic ontological category. James held that pure experience was not to be under-
stood as a single “stuff”; rather, as he stated it, “it is made of that, of just what appears,
of space, of intensity, of flatness, brownness, heaviness, or what not” (Works ERE,
pp. 14-15; Writings, p. 179). James called his empiricism “radical” in order to dif-
ferentiate it from classical empiricism. He thought that the classical empiricists’ con-
ception of experience — constituted by atomistic sensory units — was fatally flawed. In
contrast, James held that experience is a continuous stream, the elements of which
have no distinct boundaries, and hence that the relations between things are as real,
as directly experienced, as the things themselves. James argued that if philosophers
acknowledged the continuous and flowing nature of experience, they would be able
to discard the prevalent and long-standing ontological dualisms which had led them
into unnecessary paradoxes and quagmires. He had in mind, in particular, the dualisms
of knower and known, subjective and objective, mental and physical, and fact and value.
In Essays in Radical Empiricism, James argued that these distinctions do not delineate
anything ontologically basic. Rather, they are merely functional distinctions which
may be made within the stream of experience — distinctions which have proven useful
to human subjects as they seek to fulfill their purposes and interests.

It is true that James’s radical empiricism enabled him to avoid the serious problems
to which dualistic philosophies were subject. But his gains were not without costs. For

33



ELLEN KAPPY SUCKIEL

his analysis of physical objects exclusively in terms of the experiential constructions of
the teleological subject (which itself, for James, is just a stream of experience) leaves
him open to several serious challenges. Among them are questions as to whether he
can adequately account for the concept of objective reference, whether he can justify
our belief in a common world, and whether he can account for the personal identity of
the subject in whom the teleology is instantiated.

The concept of experience played a complex and variable role in James’s philosophy.
As we have noted, in Essays in Radical Empiricism, James considered experience to be
the sole ontologically basic category, within which the merely functional distinctions
between subject and object are made. On the other hand, in The Principles of Psycho-
logy, for instance, he took “experience” to be a subjective phenomenon, apprehended
by introspection. His famous notion of the “blooming, buzzing confusion” is part of
that account (Works PP, v. 1, p. 462). Finally, there was yet another, and quite dis-
tinct, role which experience played in James's philosophy. In The Varieties of Religious
Experience and A Pluralistic Universe, he used the concept of experience in his charac-
terization of the divine. James posited that the divine is a field of experience in which
all other fields of experience are encompassed (Works VRE, pp. 400-8; Writings,
pp. 774-82; Works PU, p. 131; Writings, p. 297). It is a most interesting question as
to whether and how it would be possible to reconcile these three radically different
conceptions of experience utilized by James.

The Will to Believe and the Justification of Faith

James's doctrine of the will to believe has engendered controversy for over a century.
His essay, “The Will to Believe,” was first published in 1896 and then published a year
later in his book The Will to Believe and Other Essays. In “The Will to Believe,” James
placed himself firmly in the fideist tradition in philosophy, which includes thinkers
such as Tertullian and Kierkegaard. He asserted that there are occasions under which
faith, rather than evidence, is sufficient to justify belief. While fideists are typically
concerned exclusively with religious beliefs, James’s interests were broader in scope.
He argued that not only religious beliefs, but in some circumstances other kinds of
beliefs as well, may be fully justified independently of evidential support. James’s target
in “The Will to Believe” was the “principle of evidentialism.” This is the principle that
a belief may be justified only if it is supported, or to the extent to which it is supported,
by adequate evidence (Suckiel 1982, ch. 5). The principle of evidentialism has been
considered by its adherents to be a central requirement of rationality and philosoph-
ical respectability. But James disagreed. He argued that the evidentialist principle was
overly narrow and unimaginative, because it failed to take account of the broader
personal, psychological, and even epistemic functions of belief. James argued that once
these functions were spelled out, it would become apparent that the evidentialist’'s
conception of reasonableness was one which trivialized the responsibilities and oppor-
tunities incurred by subjects as they formulate and sustain their beliefs.

In “The Will to Believe,” James argued that there are several kinds of cases under
which belief in advance of adequate evidence is justified. His case of the “intellectually
undecidable genuine option” is the one which has been most widely discussed (see, for
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example, Miller 1899; Ayer 1968; Smith 1983; Bird 1986; Gale 1999). James defined
a “genuine option” as one which is “live,” “forced,” and “momentous.” He held that
an option to believe is “live” for an individual if that individual regards all of the
alternatives before him or her as plausible candidates for belief. An option to believe is
“forced” if the subject cannot avoid choosing between the alternatives; that is to say,
in light of the consequences of the subject’s belief, withholding belief is not a real
possibility. Finally, an option is “momentous” if the opportunity to choose is “unique,”
the stakes are “significant,” and the decision is “irreversible” — in other words, if the
subject is faced with a once-in-a-lifetime chance. In considering the justification of
belief in the case of the genuine option, James meant to highlight the fact that the
context in which a belief is held, as well as the desires, hopes, and goals of the believer,
are relevant to that belief’s justification.

If a person is in a genuine option situation, James held, he or she is justified in holding
a belief in advance of adequate evidence, but only if a further condition obtains: the
option to believe must be “intellectually undecidable.” By this James meant that the
subject does not have, and cannot acquire (either in principle, or in the time available)
adequate evidence to support any member of the set of propositions from which he
must choose to believe. James argued that the choice to believe in a divine order of
existence is a prime example of an intellectually undecidable genuine option, and thus
concluded that accepting religious belief on faith is justified on pragmatic grounds.

James'’s defense of faith by appeal to the concept of the intellectually undecidable
genuine option has generated endless discussion. But it has usually gone unnoticed
that James did not restrict his justification of faith to this case alone. In “The Will to
Believe,” he argued that there are two additional kinds of situations in which belief
held without adequate evidence is justified on pragmatic grounds. One of these is the
situation in which faith in the truth of a proposition is a causally necessary condition
for that proposition’s coming to be true. For instance, a person might be able to suc-
ceed at a task only if that person holds the belief, in advance of sufficient evidence, that
success will be attained. The final case James offered is one which most directly chal-
lenges evidentialism, since it is based on the acceptance of the evidentialist principle
on its own terms. This is the situation in which a person’s faith in the truth of a
proposition is a necessary condition for acquiring the very evidence for the proposition
which the evidentialist requires. James demonstrated how this might occur in the case
of religious belief. He argued that pre-evidential belief in religious propositions may be
required as a condition of the subject’s recognizing the evidential relevance of experi-
ences which support those beliefs. As he put it, “we feel . . . as if the appeal of religion
to us were made to our own active good-will, as if evidence might be forever withheld
from us unless we met the hypothesis half-way” (Works WB, p. 31; Writings, p. 733).
The more general point to which James was appealing here is one which has since
been made in the context of the philosophy of science. It is that the acceptance of
certain experiences as evidence already presupposes the acceptance of the theory within
which those experiences are deemed to constitute evidence.

In this argument, James challenged the common philosophical distinction between
internal (evidential) reasons for belief and external (pragmatic) ones. He undermined
the view that internal reasons were the only reasons which count in the context of
epistemic justification, and that pragmatic, external reasons were beside the point. In
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the case where faith is necessary for the evidence, James’s point was to show that
internal and external reasons are causally inseparable: the pragmatic justification for
holding a belief is constituted by the fact that one must first hold the belief in order to
acquire evidence for it. Thus, the pragmatic justification for believing functions logic-
ally in the service of the evidential justification.

James also objected to evidentialism based on the broader principles of his prag-
matism. His most basic objection was that the principle of evidentialism was offered as
a hegemonic belief policy, leaving no room for other considerations about persons and
the particular situations in which they find themselves. James held that the evidentialist
conception of “epistemically reasonable” was far too narrow. He argued that it was
fatuous to offer an analysis of the justification of belief in terms of an abstract subject
divorced from any specific context in which that subject’s beliefs are relevant. Thus,
James faulted the evidentialist for conceiving of the subject as an abstract disembodied
intellect operating under no conditions of practical exigency — a one-dimensional figure
in a philosophical sketchbook. According to James, what was often touted as intel-
lectual responsibility and judiciousness on the part of the evidentialist was actually
temerity borne of a misguided perspective on the function and significance of belief
in the subject’s life.

James'’s defense of belief on faith is expressed widely throughout his philosophy.
Several other examples of this appear in two essays in The Will to Believe. In “Is Life
Worth Living?,” for instance, James argued that there are occasions under which an
individual’s belief that life is worth living is a precondition of its actually being so. In
“The Sentiment of Rationality,” in considering the question of whether this is a moral
world, James argued that the moral character of the world depends in part on the
contribution we make to it, and that this contribution in turn depends in part on our
pre-evidential faith that the world is a moral one.

Theory of Truth

James's theory of truth, developed in Pragmatism and The Meaning of Truth, consti-
tutes the center of philosophical interest within his pragmatism. It is also one of the
most highly controversial aspects of his philosophy. As was the case in response to
his doctrine of the will to believe, critics of James rejected his theory of truth as an
expression of irrationalism and pernicious subjectivism. While in more recent years,
postmodern and neo-pragmatic philosophers have honored James as a precursor and
pioneer, the fact is that the interpretations of James's theory of truth by both his critics
and defenders often have been unduly influenced by their own philosophical points
of view.

James rejected both of the traditional theories of truth: the coherence and the cor-
respondence theories. He rejected the coherence theory of truth on the grounds that it
was so abstract as to be irrelevant to the activities in which human beings engage
when they participate in the practice of making truth claims. Against the correspond-
ence theory, James sought to repudiate the claim that the truth of a proposition is
constituted by its agreement with, or correspondence to, a reality which exists inde-
pendently of the beliefs which are held about it. For the sake of argument (and perhaps
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also as a lighthearted provocation to his adversaries), James was willing to grant the
correspondence theorists’ definition of truth as “agreement with reality.” But he then
went on to offer a revisionist interpretation of the meaning of the term “agreement.” He
held that “agreement” did not designate a correspondence or isomorphism between
a proposition believed and the independent reality to which it allegedly referred.
Rather — and this is what made James’s theory so radical — it designated a property of
the believer. It is the believer who agrees with reality, James held, not the proposition
which is held to be true: “To ‘agree’ ... with a reality can only mean to be guided
either straight up to it or into its surroundings, or to be put into such working touch
with it as to handle either it or something connected with it better than if we dis-
agreed” (Works Prag, p. 102; Writings, p. 434; italics removed).

What both the correspondence and coherence theories of truth had in common was
their use of “truth” as a transexperiential concept. James rejected these theories on the
grounds that it made no sense to posit truth as a transexperiential property, that is to
say, as one which exists independently of our own actual or hypothetical processes of
testing and utilizing our beliefs. The meaning of the concept of truth, he argued, can
only be explained pragmatically — in terms of actual or possible human practices
and judgments. Perhaps James’s most important objection to both the correspondence
and coherence theories, then, is that from his point of view, they shared a central and
fundamental flaw: they failed to recognize that truth, at its core, is not a metaphysical
category but rather a moral and epistemological one.

James held that the central condition of a belief’s being true is that it function
satisfactorily in the life of the believer — that, under the appropriate conditions, it
enhance the believer’s ability to satisfy his purposes and interests. James was careful to
point out that at least in the context of empirical matters, beliefs cannot function satis-
factorily, cannot help believers to satisfy their purposes and interests, unless those
beliefs are, in his language, “verifiable.” For a belief to be verifiable, for James, meant
that within a specified set of experiences, it could not be disconfirmed. James’s use
of verifiability as a criterion of truth enabled him, he thought, to avoid pernicious
subjectivism.

James's explanation of truth begins with his analysis of the meaning of truth in the
limited context of the life of a single individual. With this as a starting point, he went
on to explain that for a belief to be true in more than a temporary and attenuated
sense, it must survive progressively wider tests. Beginning from the set of beliefs that
function satisfactorily for the individual over a limited period of time, James developed
an idea of progressively greater degrees of truth, culminating finally in what he calls
“absolute truth.” Following Peirce’s account of truth as “the opinion which is fated to
be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate” (W 3:273; EP 1:139), James proposed
a hypothetical and normative concept of absolute truth — an ideal end-point of inquiry,
as achieved by a conscientious and informed community of inquirers. As he put it in
Pragmatism, “the absolutely true, meaning what no farther experience will ever alter,
is that ideal vanishing-point towards which we imagine that all our temporary truths
will some day converge” (Works Prag, pp. 106—7; Writings, p. 438).

James never reconciled what appear to be contradictory elements in his theory of
truth. One particularly intransigent problem concerns the place of objectivity in his
theory. On the one hand, James argued that the individual's unique purposes and
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interests are relevant to determining that individual’s particular “truths.” On the other
hand, he argued that absolute truth, truth in its most realized sense, is constituted
by the ideal consensus of an ideal community of inquirers. It does not seem possible,
however, that an ideal consensus of an ideal community of inquirers could also
accommodate the unique and variable purposes and interests which, for James, con-
tribute to determining the differing “truths” of different individuals.

James's critics throughout the years have offered vigorous objections to his theory
of truth. Some of the most trenchant criticisms came from his contemporaries, Bertrand
Russell (1908), G. E. Moore (1908), and James B. Pratt (1909). Some of his critics
endorsed a realist conception of truth, and objected to James's pragmatic account of
truth simply because it was anti-realist. Of course, merely rejecting a theory with
which one disagrees does not constitute a refutation of it. One major difficulty with
James's theory is that in struggling to account for the objectivity required of truth-
claims, he was forced to make ontological commitments which contradicted his anti-
realism and abrogated his principle of experience. One of the realist concepts which
James invoked was that of “virtual truth” (Works MT, pp. 56—60), by which he seems
to have meant “truth existing but not discovered.” Another was his concept of “a
fundamentum of circumstance surrounding object and idea” (Works MT, pp. 91-3),
whose function in his theory was to constitute the basis in reality upon which true
beliefs were founded. The important question for scholars is whether these seemingly
realist concepts reveal a fundamental error in James’s theory of truth, or whether they
may be reconfigured to fulfill the important functions for which they are required,
without undermining James's principle of experience and thus the validity of his prag-
matic methodology.

Fthics

James exhibited an acute ethical sensibility throughout his philosophy — in his writ-
ings about ethics, of course, but also in his epistemology and even his metaphysics.
He wrote widely on topics in normative ethics. Essays such as “What Makes a Life
Significant,” “On a Certain Blindness in Human Beings,” “The Moral Equivalent of
War,” as well as Lectures 11-15 in The Varieties of Religious Experience on the topic of
saintliness, have helped define his legacy. While James’s views on normative ethics are
some of his most interesting and influential, he was on less stable ground when it
came to his more theoretical views about the foundation of ethical value.

James wrote only one essay on ethical theory, “The Moral Philosopher and the
Moral Life.” In this essay he offered a humanistic and secular account of ethics,
rejecting in principle any possibility of a transcendent source of value. Following the
dictates of his principle of experience, his goal was to develop a purely naturalistic
account of ethical value, and show how all questions regarding ethical value could
be exhaustively resolved by appeal to empirical facts. Specifically, he sought to provide
an account of the nature of ethical value by reference exclusively to the experience of
sentient beings.

The central concept in “The Moral Philosopher” is that of “the satisfaction of de-
mand.” While James did not always use the term “demand” in exactly the same way,
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broadly speaking, by the “satisfaction of demand” he meant the fulfillment of a sen-
tient being’s desires. The challenge James faced in “The Moral Philosopher” was to
explain how ethical judgments could be justified merely on the basis of the empirical
fact that sentient beings have demands. To justify his claim, James argued simply that
there is no reason to think otherwise. He challenged his reader to find a criterion of
ethical value which is independent of the satisfaction of demand: “Take any demand,
however slight, which any creature, however weak, may make. Ought it not, for its
own sole sake, to be satisfied? If not, prove why not. The only possible kind of proof you
could adduce would be the exhibition of another creature who should make a demand
that ran the other way” (Works WB, p. 149; Writings, p. 617).

The ethical theory James endorsed in “The Moral Philosopher” is a version of utilit-
arianism, but it is distinguishable from other forms of utilitarianism in important ways.
First, unlike hedonistic utilitarianism, James maintained that not all demands are for
pleasure or the reduction of pain, and hence that ethical value cannot be understood
in exclusively hedonistic terms. Second, James held that the “satisfaction of demand”
is a second-order concept. It does not by itself designate any first-order properties (such
as happiness, knowledge, beauty, etc.) as intrinsically valuable. On James's view, no
matter what the nature of the demands, all other things being equal, they ought to be
satisfied. It is this second-order nature of James’s concept of the satisfaction of demand
that gives his ethical theory a flexibility and sensitivity to the history of changing
values which is not available to those versions of utilitarianism (e.g. hedonistic or even
ideal utilitarianism) which posit fixed goods. It is, of course, debatable whether the
flexibility in the determination of ethical value which James’s theory accords (and of
which he was so proud) is in fact a strength. For such flexibility appears to forsake the
possibility of objectivity in ethical judgment. The question of objectivity in the context
of a pragmatic approach to ethics would be addressed more robustly and thoroughly
at a later time by John Dewey and others, and then again by late twentieth-century
neo-pragmatists.

Having identified the satisfaction of demand as the basis of moral value, James went
on to argue that the morally best arrangement for a plurality of individuals, each
having their own demands, is one in which all competing demands are met as inclus-
ively as possible. He offered the following principle of choice:

[TThose ideals must be written highest which prevail at the least cost, or by whose realiza-
tion the least possible number of other ideals are destroyed. . . . [T]he victory to be philo-
sophically prayed for is that of the more inclusive side — of the side which even in the hour
of triumph will to some degree do justice to the ideals in which the vanquished party’s
interest lay. (Works WB, p. 155; Writings, p. 623)

James's criterion for moral decision-making, though not fully worked out, was more
subtle than earlier versions of utilitarianism (particularly Bentham's) which held that
moral judgments should be made simply by appeal to the greatest good for the greatest
number. James’s theory is an advance over his predecessors in terms of acknow-
ledging and accommodating the moral requirements of justice, for his notion of the
inclusivity of the satisfaction of demand requires that the desires of all individuals who
are affected by a choice are respected as fully as possible.
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James’s ethical theory is not without its problems, however. Against his view that,
all other things being equal, every demand ought to be satisfied, it may plausibly be
argued that the fact that something is demanded is neither a necessary nor a sufficient
condition of its being good. States of affairs may be desirable even if no one were
intelligent or sensitive enough to demand them, and individuals may have demands
for things or states of affairs that are not desirable, even if their undesirability remains
unacknowledged (Suckiel 1982, ch. 4).

In “The Moral Philosopher,” James considered and rejected the possibility of appeal-
ing to a divine being as the foundation of ethical value. In line with the strictures set
by his principle of experience, he argued that a transcendent God, existing outside
human experience, must be considered otiose as a foundation of ethical value. James
argued that even if a transcendent God did exist, human beings would have no reliable
way of ascertaining the nature of His commands, and hence could not appeal to His
authority to support their moral judgments. James did allow, however, that belief in
God is significant from a psychological perspective, in that religious belief generates an
intensity of moral commitment which is unavailable to those who adhere to a secular
point of view. Nevertheless, in “The Moral Philosopher,” James was quite firm in his
belief that the value of belief in God was exclusively psychological, and that it offered
no support for the truth of theistic ethics.

By the time James published The Varieties of Religious Experience in 1902, eleven
years after the initial publication of “The Moral Philosopher,” his views on ethics
appear to have radically changed. In contrast to the earlier work, in The Varieties of
Religious Experience James did not advocate the moral acceptability of any and all
demands. Rather, he supported a spiritual, and sometimes even theistic (indeed, quite
Christian) ethical point of view. Particular spiritual virtues which James endorsed in
The Varieties of Religious Experience included self-sacrifice, purity, “strength of soul,”
asceticism, tenderness, love, equanimity, resignation, fortitude, and patience. More-
over, in contrast to “The Moral Philosopher,” James asserted that the value of these
virtues derive from the broader context of our relationship to God. He argued that “we
and God have business with each other; and in opening ourselves to his influence our
deepest destiny is fulfilled” (Works VRE, p. 406; Writings, p. 780). In The Varieties
of Religious Experience, James even went so far as to apply the popular metaphors
of Darwinism to support his religious claims. He advocated a position which may
be called “spiritual Darwinism,” namely, that success in life was to be measured by
human beings’ spiritual evolution toward a progressively deeper relationship with the
divine (Suckiel 1996, ch. 6).

Given James's naturalistic ethical theory in “The Moral Philosopher,” it seems
puzzling that he could have expressed such a profound ethico-religious sensibility in
The Varieties of Religious Experience. While several explanations come to mind, perhaps
the most plausible is that by the time he came to write The Varieties of Religious Experi-
ence, James no longer believed that God was transcendent and empirically inaccess-
ible. Since James held, in The Varieties of Religious Experience, that it is possible to have
empirical evidence for the existence of the divine, this view left open the possibility,
which his view in “The Moral Philosopher” did not, that there could be evidence
regarding the nature of divine commands.
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Philosophy of Religion

Religion was one of James's deepest philosophical concerns: he described it as the great
interest of his life. James addressed religious themes frequently in his books, including
A Pluralistic Universe, Pragmatism, and more prominently in Human Immortality, and
The Will to Believe. His most notable contribution to the study of religion was, of course,
The Varieties of Religious Experience. If James were known for nothing else, his histor-
ical importance would be assured by this great work. James announced that his
main interest in The Varieties of Religious Experience concerned “the feelings, acts, and
experiences of individual men in their solitude, so far as they apprehend themselves to
stand in relation to whatever they may consider the divine” (Works VRE, p. 34). He
treated the idea of the divine as broadly as possible, restricting himself to no particular
doctrinal theological perspectives. The Varieties of Religious Experience is a study in both
the psychology and philosophy of religion. Looking at religion from a philosophical
point of view, James was concerned, in The Varieties of Religious Experience and other
works, primarily with two questions. The first, discussed above, was whether religious
beliefs may be justified by appeal to the pragmatic consequences which follow from
holding those beliefs. The second was whether personal religious experiences appro-
priately may count as evidence for religious beliefs.

One of the major points James wanted to drive home in The Varieties of Religious
Experience is that the scientific rationalist position, which regards religious beliefs as
unjustified, typically begs the question against religion by requiring kinds of justifica-
tion for religious belief which are inappropriate to it. The scientific rationalist dis-
allows, in advance, a set of religious claims which wider conceptions of justification
and evidence would permit. James believed that religion concerns “the reality of the
unseen” (Works VRE, lecture 3), and hence that the experiences which might count as
providing evidence for religious claims are not the sort that would be acceptable on
conventional scientific grounds. He defended religious experience as being a direct and
primary source of religious knowledge — an acquaintance with a deeper level of reality.
James argued that experiential knowledge of the divine was achieved prior to and
independently of intellectual concepts, and that intellectual, conceptual tools were
inadequate — “hollow and irrelevant” for dealing with the subject of religion (Works
VRE, p. 360).

In The Varieties of Religious Experience, James presented his readers with a wide
range of first-hand reports by individuals describing their religious experiences. He
was particularly interested in mystical or quasi-mystical experiences. James wanted to
provide a phenomenology of religious experience; to convey, as concretely and richly
as possible, what these experiences were like from the point of view of the person who
had them. Given that he believed that conceptual, philosophical discourse was an
inadequate route to religious knowledge, it is plausible to see his intention in The
Varieties of Religious Experience as a philosophically unconventional one. There is good
reason to think that in offering a glimpse into the inner lives of mystics and other
religious individuals, James hoped to guide his readers into at least some degree of
resonance with or participation in those experiences. It seems plausible to interpret
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him as having believed that if his audience, through contemplating the experiential
descriptions he provided, could identify and appreciate their own germinal mystical
experiences (however attenuated), they might experience at least some sense of what
the fully developed mystic has experienced, and perhaps come to have an entirely
new appreciation of the evidential power of that experience (Suckiel 2002). James’s
evocative and original analysis of religious experience in The Varieties of Religious
Experience has had immense impact on scholars and religious practitioners, and has
transformed the parameters within which the topic of religious experience has been
discussed.

In his epistemology, metaphysics, ethics, and philosophy of religion, James’s im-
mense contributions to philosophy are to be counted not only in terms of the subtlety,
originality, and incisiveness of his observations and arguments, but also in terms of his
unwavering commitment to the idea that it is the responsibility of philosophers to
clarify, enrich, and add perspective and wisdom to the experience of ordinary life.
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F. C. S. Schiller and European Pragmatism

JOHN R. SHOOK

Although Oxford philosopher F. C. S. Schiller remains the only European to design a
comprehensive version of pragmatism that ranks with the systems of Charles Peirce (see
PrIrcE), William James (see JAMES), John Dewey (see DEwEy), and George Herbert Mead
(see MEAD), many thinkers in England, France, Germany, Italy, and other countries
incorporated pragmatic themes into their philosophies. The period of greatest inter-
est was from 1900 until the late 1920s, when James and Schiller were widely read;
acquaintance with Peirce, Dewey, or Mead was sporadic and rare. During this
period European philosophers perceived Schiller and James as the leaders of the Anglo-
American pragmatic movement. Just the opposite has been the case since World War 11,
as Peirce, Dewey, and Mead have been far more influential. Following an exposition of
Schiller’s pragmatism, this chapter surveys pragmatism in France, Italy, Germany,
and other European countries.

Schiller’s Humanism, Personalism, and Pragmatism

Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller was born on August 16, 1864 in Schleswig-Holstein
on the Danish side of the border, and died in Los Angeles, California on August 9,
1937. After attending Rugby School in the UK, Schiller went to Balliol College, Oxford,
where, in the 1880s, Balliol's Master Benjamin Jowett, T. H. Green, Edward Caird,
William Wallace, and Richard Nettleship were founding British neo-idealism. Schiller
was awarded firsts in classical moderations and in Greats, the Taylorian Scholarship
for German (in 1887), and an MA. He was an instructor in logic and metaphysics at
Cornell University from 1893 until 1897, during which time he absorbed William
James's pragmatism. Oxford’s Corpus Christi College then called him back home, to
be assistant tutor, then tutor, senior tutor, and eventually Fellow. From 1900 to
1926 Schiller served as Treasurer of the Mind Association. He was President of the
Aristotelian Society, President of the British Society for Psychical Research and a
Fellow of the British Academy. He retired from Corpus in 1926, and became a pro-
fessor at the University of Southern California, teaching there until 1935.

Schiller was the primary English representative of pragmatism, defending its prin-
ciples and elaborating its theories for a mostly European audience. From his post at
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Oxford, he conducted incisive and polemical debates with absolute idealists, particu-
larly F. H. Bradley, and also realists, especially Bertrand Russell, concerning the proper
role of reason in ascertaining the nature of reality, personhood, and value. Schiller
championed the nascent evolutionism, voluntarism, and personal idealism then emerg-
ing in the United States, Great Britain, France, and Italy in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. In contrast to absolute idealism, which absorbed the reality
and activity of all things into the supreme absolute mind, personal idealism asserts
that any divine mind is only one mind, albeit important, among many free and mostly
independent and individualized centers of creative consciousness. Schiller’s self-titled
“humanism” offered a philosophy that gave special priority to individual conscious-
ness and free will for theorizing about the true, the good, and the right. “Man is the
measure of all things,” was Schiller’s humanistic doctrine, of which pragmatism was
a particular application. His enormous productivity was distributed across religion,
psychology, education, history, and nearly every area of philosophy, including epistemo-
logy, philosophy of science, philosophy of mind, metaphysics, and ethics. Of central
importance for Schiller was the nature of meaning in relation to thought, language,
logical inference, knowledge, and truth.

Schiller’s closest allies were William James in the US, personal idealist Henry Sturt
and logician Alfred Sidgwick in England, and pragmatist Giovanni Papini in Italy.
Their common view was a belief in the reality of human power and growth in an
accommodating universe. Schiller made an early commitment to exploring evolution’s
impact on philosophy, anonymously publishing Riddles of the Sphinx: A Study in the
Philosophy of Evolution (1891) at the age of 27. This popular book, running through
three editions, displays his lifelong quest to establish a kind of anti-materialistic and
non-skeptical relativism in which revisable knowledge grounded on human interests
is attainable. There are also strong signs of Nietzschean influences in this work; Schiller
went the farthest in that direction of all the major pragmatists. In James’s Principles of
Psychology (1890) Schiller then discovered a biological theory of consciousness as an
interactive process of growth within a selectively perceived environment. Both James
and Schiller followed the primary philosophical implication: all thought must service
the organism’s survival efforts in a plastic and malleable world. Schiller promptly
expanded upon James's will-to-believe doctrine, declaring truth to be what proves to
be valuable to the individual, and formulated a subjectivist version of James’s stream
of consciousness theory, declaring that reality must only be as it is knowable by an
individual mind. Schiller asserted the ontological ultimacy of the creative personal
mind because it is the most real thing knowable, and he argued that personal values
must always be the final judge of all knowledge.

Schiller’s metaphysical foundations, centered on the supreme reality of personal
values, allied him with a group of self-titled “personal” idealists in England, including
Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattison, Hastings Rashdall, and Henry Sturt. Rashdall and
Schiller, together with six more Oxford personalists, contributed essays to Personal
Idealism (1902), edited by Sturt. Sturt was notorious for his public contempt for the
rationalism inherent in British absolute idealism and embodied in Oxford’s mode of
education. Schiller supported this attack, arguing in his contribution “Axioms as
Postulates” that scientific and logical principles are human constructions imposed
on reality for practical ends. Schiller later devoted a book, Formal Logic (1912), to
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deploring the deleterious effects, both personal and social, of promulgating deductive
logic as the only mode of thought. Besides promoting social authoritarianism, deduct-
ive rationalism in philosophy encourages the mistaken view that logical principles
are transhuman entities standing in judgment upon actual psychological processes.
Schiller’s stance on the psychological nature of logic brought him into agreement with
Alfred Sidgwick, an early pioneer of informal logic and argumentation.

Freed from the tight strictures of a universe conceived through any rationalistic
methodology, underlying both materialistic determinism and absolutist teleology,
Schiller (like James) exulted in the “open universe” of genuine possibilities for per-
sonal evolution toward greater harmony within both the social world and the nat-
ural world. Reality remained a cooperative yet quasi-independent partner to human
efforts. While natural processes cannot be identified apart from the results of human
transformations of the world, since nature cannot be known before such transforma-
tions, reality surely imposes many constraints on our partially free enterprises.

For Schiller, reality should be pragmatically conceived as not yet complete, still in
the process of growth, stimulated toward definite forms by human activity. Human
creations are not merely rearrangements of pre-existing raw materials. All our crea-
tions, including knowledge, transform reality into genuinely novel things, thereby
creating truly new realities and adding to the amount of being. The dictum that
matter (or energy, etc.) can neither be created nor destroyed is but a convenient
fiction successfully imposed on the world for a circumscribed kind of scientific in-
vestigation, and cannot, like any such principle, be taken as reigning absolutely over
all dealings with the universe. The best term for reality is the Aristotelian notion of
hulé, signifying the indeterminate potentiality of objective nature, which can be
known only insofar as human interaction creatively establishes actuality. The sub-
jective nature of knowledge’s origins cannot plunge personal idealism into either sol-
ipsism or panpsychism, since knowledge is created in this wider human—environment
matrix.

At the heart of this metaphysical vision is a post-Kantian empiricist epistemology,
placing Schiller in the company of positivists such as Ernst Mach, Henri Poincaré,
and Rudolf Carnap, and pragmatic empiricists, especially John Dewey and C. I. Lewis
(see LEwi1s). Schiller’s version of pragmatism was announced in “Axioms as Postu-
lates” and elaborated by several essays in Humanism (1903) and Studies in Humanism
(1907). Pragmatic empiricism cannot endorse the psychological passivity of positive
experience, denying that inductive generalizations from atomic facts in turn structure
further experience. The mind must impose its own principled ordering on experience
in order for there to be any meaningful facts, leaving to induction only a limited effi-
cacy for suggesting higher-order principles. Kantianism, while rescuing the normative
character of principles from positivism'’s clutches, mistakenly elevates their necessary
role to an a priori and universal status. If the mind is instead an actively biological
process, its own habits control our behavioral habits, which in turn may track cooper-
ating natural processes. To the degree that successful cooperation can be reliably
established, our mental habits are “verified” as (fallibly) true. Both the correspondence
theory of truth upheld by realists and the coherence theory of truth upheld by absolut-
ists vainly try to legislate a priori the nature of truth, and both reap the inevitable
skeptical consequences.
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Psychological habits are both “axioms” and “postulates”: they are regular, normat-
ive, social, and transformable. Regularity implies stability without rigid fixity or uni-
versal dominion; as Schiller observes, laws of thought are not natural laws without
exception since even a philosopher may contradict himself or herself. That he or she
can recognize his or her error is made possible by the normative nature of mental
laws. Most mental laws are socially normative in a double sense: the most general
(e.g. that there is an external world, that this world displays uniformities) have their
evolutionary roots in our common humanity, and many more have historical roots
in the evolution of one’s culture. To the extent that mental laws come under reflective
scrutiny (in situations where their operations produce more failure than success) there
arises an opportunity deliberatively to transform them. This opportunity grounds their
status as “postulates” in the sense that we grasp their contingent status as dependent
on continued human allegiance. In the first chapter of Studies in Humanism Schiller
asserts that the meaning of a rule lies in its application; long before Wittgenstein's
endorsement, many of the wider implications of this pragmatic approach to rules were
explored in Schiller’s writings.

The higher-order axioms of logical and mathematical science remain epistemologic-
ally necessary as structuring experience even while they are contingently sustained by
the scientific community. Schiller argued that logical necessity is only psychological
certainty produced by our conviction in the meaning of terms, and that valid syllog-
isms are just exercises in begging the question. Genuine learning requires altering the
meanings of terms in response to novel experiences, as all scientific progress shows.
Meaning cannot be either an inherent property of objects or a static relation between
objects, but is an activity or attitude taken up toward objects by a subject. To attribute
meaning and to attribute value are practically the same thing. Understanding the
contextual value, the situational practical relevance, of a statement is needed for grasp-
ing and applying its meaning. The theory of propositions, the life-blood of modern
rationalisms, abstracts all psychological value from statements to create an illusion of
transhuman truth.

In “Scientific Discovery and Logical Proof” (1917), “Hypothesis” (1921), and Logic
for Use (1929) Schiller constructed a sophisticated philosophy of science grounded in a
distinction between the logic of discovery and the logic of verification, and a denial of
the notion that facts can be ascertained independently of a guiding hypothesis. Schiller
develops a theory of the theory—observation relation, his own version of abductive
logic, and an explanation of how causal analysis is dependent on the inquirer’s selec-
tion of relevant factors. Also of note is Schiller’s agreement with Peirce and Dewey on
the side of realism against nominalism, demonstrating why pragmatism cannot be
categorized with positivistic empiricism or instrumentalism.

No metaphysical truth can be attributed to any laws; whether reality is such that
we should conceive it according to one or another mental law depends on the results
of a posteriori experimental science. Science should embrace theoretical relativism,
since there can be no reasonable expectation that the science’s separate bodies of
postulates could ever be reduced to the principles of any one of them. Metaphysics
at best may suggest novel postulates attempting to harmonize scientific principles,
but these too are subject to experimental confirmation. No absolute harmonization
could be possible, and thus metaphysical pluralism is recommended, because complete
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agreement on metaphysics is obstructed by temperamental and valuational disparities
across humanity. Science and metaphysics thus rest on ethics.

Pluralism also characterizes Schiller’s moral theory and axiology, further developed
in his last books. His definition of value as an unconstrained personal attitude toward
an object of interest forbids the reduction of value to anything else. Moral laws and reli-
gious doctrines represent long-tested useful beliefs, revisable in the face of new demands
and problems. With James, Schiller found a finite evolving personal God congenial
to moral progress toward cosmic harmony. With Bergson, Schiller conceived nature
as the source of evil insofar as its processes resist God and evolution.

Schiller’s impact on European philosophy quickly declined after World War 1.
During his last decade in America, he was an important member of a flourishing
group of personal idealists at the University of Southern California. Through their
journal The Personalist and their students, a pragmatic and personal idealism remained
a small but significant part of philosophy in America.

Pragmatism and France

Attention to American pragmatism in France began not long after William James
announced the existence of this new philosophical movement in 1897. The peak of
the Catholic Modernist movement, perhaps not coincidentally, was during the period
roughly from 1898 to 1908. Both American pragmatism and French modernism were
reactions against rationalism and conservatism, and took similar forms. By the eve of
World War I, the interest of French philosophers and theologians in American prag-
matism had run its course and fell into sharp decline. French interest was largely
centered on the pragmatism and pluralism of James, who had nine books of his writ-
ings translated into French during this period. The considerable output of comment-
ary, criticism, and rejection reached its peak in the period 1907-11: from the year of
the publication of James’s Pragmatism to the year after his death.

Some of James's writings on pedagogy and psychology had been translated into
French by 1903, but very little notice had yet been taken of him, aside from those who
knew him personally, such as Charles Renouvier, Henri Bergson, and Théodore
Flournoy. Until 1905, besides the introductions to translations of James’s works, only
book reviews directly discuss American pragmatism: three reviews of James's works,
one of Schiller’s book Humanism, and one of Dewey's Studies in Logical Theory. Further-
more, there was yet no notice of fellow American pragmatist Peirce. Still, some French
philosophers were well prepared to hear James’'s message as it began to penetrate
France. By 1907 some had also followed James's frequent admonitions to read his
pragmatist allies, including Schiller and Papini.

Three interrelated schools of thought already attracting attention in French philo-
sophy greeted the pragmatists as potential contributors to their own agendas. First,
the “school of action” inspired by Maurice Blondel took an interest in James, and this
interest was reciprocated. Blondel had also independently labeled his philosophy as
early as 1888 as pragmatisme. This school appreciated James's anti-materialism and
defense of free will. Second, the neo-critical school, inspired by Emile Boutroux and
Henri Bergson, found in James an ally. Third, the scientific constructionism of Henri
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Poincaré and Pierre Duhem appreciated pragmatism’s similarities to scientific positiv-
ism and conventionalism.

The school of action movement was an important component of the Catholic mod-
ernist struggle with scholasticism. However, Blondel, his friend Lucien Laberthoniérre,
and many others received the condemnation of modernism in 1907 by Pope Pius X,
and they fell silent for many years. The neo-critical school was exemplified by Bergson'’s
successor Edouard Le Roy, who also came to label his philosophy pragmatisme. This
school of thought, also allied with modernism, was not silenced by Catholic conser-
vatism and remained a voice in French philosophy. Perhaps the closest to James’s own
pragmatic empiricism, Le Roy was sympathetic to James’s views on religion and reli-
gious experience. Another important member of this school was André Lalande, who
was openly dismissive of the Pope’s efforts to condemn modernism. The third school of
thought, scientific constructionism, argued that scientific theories must be judged only
with regard to their ability to account for experimental evidence and to solve practical
difficulties. This school looked to pragmatism for assistance with the hard problems of
positivism and realism.

None of these three French schools of thought completely abandoned the notions of
absolute truth and fixed reality. They refused to use the practical as the sole definition
or criterion of the truth, although some French philosophers gave qualified approval to
the idea that the true could be identified with the practical. A common way to closely
connect the true with the practical without making them identical was to agree that the
practical is the best epistemological criterion of the truth for human beings. We know
truth through the practical, on this halfway view, but the truth should remain con-
ceptually distinct from the practical. The question of whether pragmatism was simply
a new form of positivism repeated these issues and stimulated further questioning
about whether pragmatism was compatible with scientific or metaphysical realism.

French thinkers most sympathetic to pragmatism were impressed with one or more
of its challenges to rationalism, scientism, and atheism. Pragmatism was found to be
useful for (1) protecting the original nature of lived experience from rationalism and
scientific materialism, (2) taking ideas as essentially connected with voluntary action,
and (3) regarding faith as necessary for any practical achievement of truth. How-
ever, pragmatism’s approach to the nature of knowledge raised serious concerns over
(4) whether pragmatism is any sort of realism, conventionalism, relativism, or just
subjectivism, and (5) whether pragmatism'’s affection for pluralism is compatible with
the notions of an independent reality or absolute truth. The two sets of issues are deeply
connected, because science’s claim to dictate the nature of all reality would severely
threaten lived experience with reductionism, determinism, and atheism.

Apart from the sympathetic schools of French thought, the wider reaction of French
philosophers and theologians was sharply critical of pragmatism’s effort to unify the
true and the practical. Some could minimally agree that the true would eventually be
practical, but only because what is permanently true would reveal itself as useful in
the long run. Others refused to connect the true and the practical in any serious way,
finding in pragmatism only a new resurgence of Anglo-Saxon utilitarianism and
hedonism that has regrettably overflowed into epistemology and metaphysics.

Many French philosophers had little trouble generating the same sorts of epistemo-
logical and metaphysical objections to pragmatism simultaneously raised by hostile
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American and British philosophers. Primary among the French objections is that the
mind’s proper function is to apprehend truth as a correspondence with its object, and
that reason cannot be subservient to the practical needs of the body. Further typical
objections proceeded from associating pragmatism with nominalism, psychologism,
free will and voluntarism, relativism, subjectivism, and skepticism. Much of the inter-
nal debate about pragmatism between its friends and foes concerns whether pragmat-
ism deserves to be classified with these other suspicious “-isms.”

Concerning pragmatism’s philosophy of religion, interest in James's views began
to appear frequently in French journals and books in 1906, the year that James's
Varieties of Religious Experience was published in French. From the more conservative
wings of French Catholicism, James was immediately condemned as reducing God
to human concepts and desires. Of special interest is the repeated concern that reli-
gion should not be primarily based on human experience, but rather on theological
arguments and Church authority. Other commentators warily approved of James's
empiricist spiritualism and his conviction that religious truths (including free will and
immortality) must be emotionally lived and confirmed. From a religious standpoint,
the question of whether values direct intelligence, or reason should dictate values,
seemed an urgent matter to some French commentators. Some extreme implications of
humanistic pragmatism, such as the idea of humanity replacing God as having ulti-
mate value, frightened every French thinker who raised this possibility.

Notably absent from the early French reaction is a serious evaluation of the social
psychology and social view of language advocated by Peirce and Dewey. Also largely
missing from the early French reaction is attention to the impact of pragmatism on
moral or political theory, or on education.

Two major French thinkers not yet mentioned did take a close interest in pragmat-
ism’s implications for social and political theory before World War II: Emile Durkheim
and Georges Sorel. Durkheim, a founder of sociology at the University of Bordeaux and
later Professor of Education at the Sorbonne, had a deep interest in the pragmatisms
of James and Dewey. His 1913-14 lectures on pragmatism and sociology demon-
strate his serious engagement and qualified approval with some pragmatic views on
the relation of theory and practice, but his death in 1917 prevented their publication
until 1955 (published in English in 1983). The lectures categorize pragmatism as
some form of “logical utilitarianism” which suspiciously leads toward epistemological
and moral subjectivism, and complain about pragmatism'’s inadequacies concerning
truth when compared with sociology’s realism. There is good evidence that Dewey’s
social psychology and social epistemology made a much more positive impression
on Durkheim before his death, but this enthusiasm could not be transmitted and had
no further impact on French thought. Labor activist Georges Sorel also gave heavily
qualified approval to James’s pragmatism. He used pragmatic tenets to support his
political syndicalism and his theory that the masses must be energized into revo-
lutionary struggle by deliberately constructed myths. His 1921 work, De I'utilité du
pragmatisme, characterizes pragmatism as an important response to the inevitable
problems of modern intellectual life.

After World War II, philosopher Gérard Deledalle at the University of Perpignan was
the foremost expositor of American pragmatism in France. Deledalle was an expert
on Dewey and Peirce, and through his lectures and many books brought attention to
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pragmatism and semiotics. Of particular significance is Deledalle’s transmission of prag-
matism’s views on language and knowledge to several significant French philosophers
including Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze, and Jacques Lacan during the 1950s and
1960s. Serious appreciation for pragmatism and semiotics has been maintained up to
the present at several major French universities.

Pragmatism in Italy

For European intellectuals in the early twentieth century, James's and Schiller’s vision
of freedom used for the growth of human power repulsed many but inspired a few,
including Italian pragmatist Giovanni Papini. Papini, together with his good friend
and collaborator Giuseppe Prezzolini, led a humanist movement in Rome largely in-
spired by an unstable mixture of James, Schiller, Henri Bergson, and Friedrich Nietzsche.
Papini and Prezzolini edited and published the review Leonardo, and often wrote most
of its content, from 1903 to 1907. When James met the members of this small move-
ment in Rome in 1905, he was very impressed by their enthusiasm and depth of
appreciation for pragmatism. He portrayed Papini and his band as intellectual heroes
when he returned to the US, soon publishing an article on “G. Papini and the Pragmat-
ist Movement in Italy.” However, this movement was destined to be short-lived.

Both Papini and Prezzolini were searching for a way to energize a renaissance of
Italian life and a modernization of politics. Papini was the most influential upon Italian
intellectual life for many decades. He joined the futurism movement after his experi-
ment with pragmatism, which sought meaning in practical achievement by the mod-
ern standards of mechanism, industrialism, cosmopolitanism, and militarism. Papini
became notorious for supporting Mussolini and Italian fascism even while he converted
to Catholicism. Prezzolini's early radical voluntarism led to his philosophy of the
“Man-god”: the new pragmatic Superman whose will asserts itself as the omnipotent
transformer of his world. But he soon lost enthusiasm for pragmatism, moving on
by 1908 to a humanistic idealism that was devoted to restoring the best of Italian
culture. For two decades after World War II he was a professor of Italian Literature
at Columbia University.

The other major figures of the short-lived Italian pragmatism movement were
Giovanni Vailati and Mario Calderoni. They were devoted to the careful study of
Peirce and his theories of logic, semiotic, and scientific inquiry. They published a few
important studies in Leonardo, but little more, and both were dead by the start of
World War I. Other interesting Italian philosophers knowledgeable about pragmat-
ism before World War II were Giovanni Amendola and Antonio Aliotta. Since World
War II, Italian interest in pragmatism has been sporadic and of little impact.

Germany and Pragmatism
Unlike France or England, Germany had no ongoing native movement struggling

against rationalism, and accordingly the arrival of Anglo-American pragmatism in the
early twentieth century was met with diffidence and hostility. The German reaction

51



JOHN R. SHOOK

against rationalism, in the form of absolute idealism, had already erupted in the late
1800s, resulting in a variety of empirical and voluntaristic systems, including the
pluralistic personalism of Hermann Lotze and the social and functional psychology of
Wilhelm Wundt, which had helped to inspire James and Dewey toward pragmatism.
But that was history by the time pragmatism arrived; neo-Kantianism and phenom-
enology presently reigned. Content to dismiss pragmatism as an undigested remnant
of J. G. Fichte or Nietzsche, or as a new version of utilitarianism, German philosophers
proclaimed the obvious inferiority of American pragmatism.

The interesting case of Hans Vaihinger, professor of philosophy at the University of
Halle, should be mentioned. Although a contributor to the rise of neo-Kantianism,
he had withheld his more speculative conclusions about knowledge and reality for
decades. Finally published as Philosophie des Als Ob (The Philosophy of Either/Or) in
1911, when Vaihinger no longer feared the ridicule of the philosophy profession, it
was immediately perceived as having similarities with pragmatism. In Vaihinger’s
empiricist system, the willful choice of fictional accounts of reality, to be judged
according to the degree that they are adequate to phenomenal experience, leave open
the possibility of either/or: multiple theories may be practically correct, and there is
no further rational method that can decide which is “true.” By portraying knowledge
as the combination of empirical data and conventionally a priori categories, Vaihinger
makes an interesting anticipation of Rudolf Carnap’s logical positivism of the 1930s
and 1940s. American pragmatist C. I. Lewis, like Vaihinger also a Kant scholar, was
developing a similar approach to knowledge around the same time.

Wilhelm Jerusalem and Giinther Jacoby prior to World War I, and Arnold Gehlen
and Eduard Baumgarten between the wars, figure as the significant sympathetic inter-
preters of pragmatism. After World War II, several major German philosophers dis-
covered Peirce, Dewey, and Mead, including Karl-Otto Apel and Jiirgen Habermas (see
HABERMAS), who both declared themselves to be pragmatists, although in somewhat
divergent ways.

Other European Philosophers and Pragmatism

Besides the English allies of Schiller mentioned already, the brief career of the brilliant
philosopher F. P. Ramsey was marked by his firm agreement with several pragmatic
tenets about meaning, knowledge, and truth, mostly drawn from Peirce, during the
1920s. Ramsey is usually remembered for suggesting a redundancy theory of truth,
but his own considered view preferred a reliabilist theory of knowledge, in which reli-
ability is measured by overall practical success.

Of great importance to Czech thought have been the philosophies of Tomas Garrigue
Masaryk and Karel Capek, both of which were strongly influenced by the philo-
sophies of James, Schiller, and Peirce. Masaryk was the founder and first President of
the Republic of Czechoslovakia in the aftermath of World War 1. Capek, who later
invented the term “robot” and wrote the first drama about them, made a thorough
study of philosophy and was personally inspired by Anglo-American pragmatism
before World War 1. His Pragmatismus cili Filosofie praktického Zivota (Pragmatism: A
Philosophy of Practical Life) was published in 1918. Capek was a close friend and
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intellectual confidante of Masaryk, and together they absorbed pragmatism’s justifica-
tions of the democratic way of life, which became instrumental for the intense demo-
cratic atmosphere of Czechoslovakia before World War II.

One of the greatest philosophers of the twentieth century, José Ortega y Gasset,
developed several recognizably pragmatist themes at the core of his humanistic philo-
sophy. Some scholars have claimed that American pragmatism, and above all James’s
radical empiricism, were a major influence, alongside the acknowledged impact of phe-
nomenology, on Ortega y Gasset. Regardless of direct influence, his philosophy should
be taken seriously as a major development of the pragmatic worldview on the primacy
of lived creative experience, the ineliminable nature of perspective, and the historical
nature of reason.
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John Dewey
PHILIP W. JACKSON

John Dewey was America’s leading philosopher throughout the first half of the
twentieth century. Many Americans during that period considered him to be the
foremost intellectual of his time. Some still do. Others, both then and now, have
demurred. There can be no doubt, however, that he was highly regarded by the
public at large, especially between the two world wars. A 1926 New Yorker article,
“The Man Who Made Us What We Are,” described Dewey as the most influential
American alive.

The philosophical ideas that Dewey espoused were the subject of controversy from
the start. Philosophers of contrary views pounced on them almost at once and were
quick to point out what they took to be the essential defects or weaknesses of
Dewey’s ideas. Critics of one kind or another have continued the assault over the
years (see Morgenbesser 1977). Popular versions of Dewey's thought, in the form of
his many less technical books, essays, and opinion pieces, have aroused fully as much
controversy as have his more specialized writings. Though the heat of that contro-
versy has waxed and waned over the years, it discernibly persists today in both public
forums and professional enclaves.

A partial explanation of Dewey's notoriety lies in the fact that he lived so long and
wrote so much. He sprang into prominence quite early in his academic career and
remained there to the very end of his life. Throughout that lengthy stay of more than
six decades in the public eye, he wrote, lectured, and corresponded at a rate almost
unprecedented by prior members of his profession. His published works comprise
37 volumes and his collected correspondence is equally voluminous. He also traveled
extensively, especially during the last half of his life, becoming almost as well known
abroad as he was at home.

Because the written record of Dewey's thinking is so extensive and is spread over so
many decades, it is possible to use that record as a kind of paper trail not only to trace
the path he took from start to finish but also to discern something about the twists
and turns it took along the way. A cursory examination of the order of appearance of
his major works — i.e., the several books and monographs on which his intellectual
reputation primarily rests — offers an overview of his intellectual life as a whole. A
somewhat more detailed look sheds light on the particular issues and topics that con-
cerned him during this or that period of his life.
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A Biographical Sketch

A quick sketch of Dewey'’s life helps to locate the man in his time and place, adding
flesh and blood, as it were, to the bare bones of his intellectual accomplishments.
Dewey was born in Burlington, Vermont on October 20, 1859, the son of Lucinda and
Archibald Dewey. He was the third of four children, all boys, the eldest of whom, also
named John, died as the result of a home accident less than a year before Dewey's
birth. Dewey’s father was the proprietor of a grocery store in Burlington and also
served as a quartermaster in the First Vermont Cavalry during the Civil War. Dewey
attended the public schools of Burlington and in 1875 enrolled in the University of
Vermont, which is also located in that city. Following his graduation from college in
1879 he taught high school for two years in Oil City, Pennsylvania. During those
interim years his interest in philosophy began to deepen and with the encouragement
of one of his former college teachers, H. A. P. Torrey, he began to submit articles for
publication in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, which was edited by W. T. Harris, a
leading Hegelian scholar and a prominent educator. Dewey'’s early attempts to break
into print were successful and the acceptance of his submissions, along with Harris's
personal acknowledgment of their merit, was enough to make him yearn for a career
in philosophy.

Because he could not afford to study abroad, as most American students of philo-
sophy aspired to do at that time, Dewey applied to the philosophy program at Johns
Hopkins University, and though he did not receive one of its coveted fellowships for
which he had applied, he borrowed money from his aunt and entered the University in
the fall of 1882. At Hopkins he was chiefly influenced by George Sylvester Morris, a
devout Hegelian who took Dewey under his wing. He was also deeply impressed by the
experimental psychology being taught by G. Stanley Hall, who had recently trained
in Germany and had earned the first American doctorate in psychology under the
direction of William James (see JamEs). While at Hopkins, Dewey also took a course in
mathematical logic from Charles Sanders Peirce (see PEIRCE), but he appears not to
have been very impressed at the time by either the subject or its teacher.

Dewey graduated from Johns Hopkins with his PhD in philosophy in June of 1884.
(His PhD thesis, on Kant, has since been lost. Its whereabouts remain unknown.)
After a summer of uncertainty he joined the faculty of the University of Michigan in
Ann Arbor. He moved briefly to the University of Minnesota in 1888, but returned to
Michigan in 1889 (following the death of Morris, who had been his Department chair
and colleague and whose replacement Dewey became). He remained at Michigan until
1894. Early in his stay at Michigan, Dewey met Alice Chipman, a woman of his own
age, who was one of his students and also a co-boarder at the rooming house where he
lived. They fell in love and were married in 1886. Three of their children — Fred (1887),
Evelyn (1889), and Morris (1892) — were born while the Deweys were living in Ann
Arbor. In 1894 the Deweys moved to Chicago, where he was appointed Professor of
Philosophy, Psychology, and Pedagogy at the newly established University of Chicago.
In Chicago, Alice bore three more children: Gordon (1896), Lucy (1897), and Jane
(1900). Two of their sons, Morris and Gordon, died separately of illnesses during child-
hood, each while traveling abroad with the family.
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Following a dispute with William Rainey Harper, then President of the University
of Chicago, Dewey abruptly resigned from that institution in 1904 and accepted a
post at Columbia University. The Deweys moved to New York in 1905, where they
remained for the balance of Dewey’s academic career, and he for the rest of his life.
In 1905, a year after the death of their son Gordon, the Deweys adopted an Italian
youth with the first name of Sabino, who became a life-long member of their family.
Dewey’s first wife, Alice Chipman Dewey, died of a heart condition in 1927. In 1946
he remarried. His second wife, Roberta Lowitz, born in 1904, was the daughter of
Joshua Lowitz, a former friend of Dewey’s from his teaching days in Oil City, Pennsyl-
vania. At Roberta’s urging, the couple adopted two young Canadian children, a boy,
John, and a year later his sister, Adrienne. John Dewey died at home of pneumonia
on 1 June 1952 in New York City. He was then 92 and had been recovering from
a household fall that had occurred four months earlier resulting in a broken hip. His
ashes, along with those of his wife Roberta, who died in 1970, are interred at the
University of Vermont.

Dewey’s Early Works

Dewey’s first published article, entitled “The Metaphysical Assumptions of Material-
ism,” aimed to show that in declaring “that matter and its forces adequately account
for all phenomena” (EW 1:3), doctrinaire materialism was woefully inadequate and,
as theory, was downright self-destructive. It was the kind of contentious piece on
which budding young philosophers routinely cut their teeth. The final article to appear
in the fifth volume of Dewey’s Early Works is entitled “Report of the Committee on a
Detailed Plan for a Report on Elementary Education.” It ends by asking, “Are there
evidences that the school, by its attention to social training, is entertaining a bene-
ficial influence upon the social tastes and tendencies of the community, or, at least,
of the younger members of the community?” (EW 5:464) From a purely academic
point of view one could hardly imagine a more “unphilosophical” question than
that of the kind Dewey was raising midway through his stay at the University of
Chicago.

During his early career a major change had occurred in Dewey’s outlook, prompted
in part by the influence of his wife Alice, who from the start was more socially con-
cerned than was Dewey himself (Ryan 1995, pp. 80—1). But it was also a change
bolstered by a host of other influences, including his budding acquaintance with
Jane Addams (see Appams) of Hull-House fame and the dawning emergence of his
own social consciousness, triggered in large measure by his first-hand encounter
with the urbanization of America. In short, the social reality of Dewey'’s life in those
years pressed in from all sides. Yet for a man of Dewey'’s intellect it was a reality that
had to be grappled with rationally.

In this early series of publications the two sides of Dewey’s emergent pragmat-
ism stand revealed in uneasy alliance. On the one hand lie his straightforward
academic treatises, evinced in publications such as Leibniz’s New Essays Concerning
the Human Understanding (1888, EW 1), his widely adopted textbook Psychology
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(1887; 2nd edn. 1889, 3rd edn. 1891, EW 2), and his Outlines of a Critical Theory
of Ethics (1891, EW 3). On the other hand lie his far more practically oriented treat-
ises, such as Interest as Related to Training of the Will (1895, EW 5), and My Pedagogic
Creed (1897, EW 5). Between those two extremes of academically weighty and
practically oriented tomes are interlarded a host of essays, whose topics range in
scope from “The Pantheism of Spinoza” to “Health and Sex in Higher Education”
(EW 1), from “Poetry and Philosophy” to “Galton’s Statistical Methods” (EW 3),
from “Christianity and Democracy” to “Teaching Ethics in High School” (EW 4), and
from “The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology” to “The Kindergarten and Child-Study”
(EW 5).

Dewey’s Chicago Years of Transition

The ten years that Dewey spent at the University of Chicago between 1894 and
1904 bridge not only the turn of the century, they also cover the separation between
what are called Dewey’s “Early Works” and his “Middle Works.” That bridging decade
was crucial for Dewey in a variety of ways. During those years he not only founded
what William James initially applauded as constituting “a new system of philo-
sophy,” one to which James would later affix the term “the Chicago School.” Dewey also
established under the aegis of the University a private elementary school that was
designed to serve as an “educational laboratory,” as he called it, and that soon came
to be known worldwide as the “Laboratory School of the University of Chicago” or,
more popularly, “Dewey’s School.” Dewey’s fame quickly spread in two directions
at once. He soon was widely acknowledged to be a bold and original philosopher
and, of equal note, a prominent and innovative educator. Both reputations readily
expanded and clung to him throughout the balance of his career.

It is worthy of mention, however, that the two principal grounds of Dewey's
prominence, as philosopher and as educator, appeal to quite different audiences and,
therefore, are seldom conjoined in appraisals of his work (see PHIL.OSoPHY AS EpUCA-
TION). Those who look upon him primarily as a philosopher pay little attention to
his educational writings. Conversely, those most influenced by what he has to say
about education give little mind to his more philosophical pronouncements. Given
the specialized interests of each group, this separation of audiences is quite under-
standable, perhaps, but it does serve to highlight the age-old cleavage between theory
and practice, a dichotomy that Dewey struggled to overcome throughout his
career.

That Dewey’s academic title at the University of Chicago was Professor of Philo-
sophy, Psychology, and Pedagogy is of no small consequence. Those three domains of
study — philosophy, psychology, and pedagogy — were never really separate in Dewey's
way of thinking. Thus his three-pronged professorial title was indeed apt. Those prongs
remained conjoined, at least ideologically, throughout his career. And though, while
still at Chicago, he did later argue for a separate Department of Pedagogy, which was
subsequently established, he remained the new Department’s staunchest supporter
and most active participant throughout his stay there.
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Dewey’s Middle Period

Among Dewey'’s Middle Works (1899-1924) are several that have since become clas-
sics within their respective domains. Within the field of educational studies, those that
stand out most prominently include The School and Society (1899, MW 1), The Child
and the Curriculum (1902, MW 2), How We Think (1911, MW 6), Interest and Effort in
Education (1913, MW 7), Schools of To-Morrow (1915, MW 8), and, most prominent of
all, Democracy and Education (1916, MW 9). Within the field of philosophy in gen-
eral the writings of this period that are best known include Studies in Logical Theory
(1903, MW 2), Ethics (1908, MW 5), Reconstruction in Philosophy (1920, MW 12),
and Human Nature and Conduct (1922, MW 14). Among the essays of special inter-
est to philosophers are: “The Realism of Pragmatism” (1905, MW 3), “The Postulate
of Immediate Empiricism” (1905, MW 3), “What Pragmatism Means by Practical”
(1908, MW 4), and “The Pragmatism of Peirce” (1916, MW 10). The outbreak of
World War I occasioned German Philosophy and Politics (1915, MW 8).

This period covers Dewey'’s first 20 years at Columbia University from 1904 to
1924. 1t also embraces his emerging engagement in world affairs: in particular, the
international build-up to World War I, the war itself, and its prolonged aftermath.
These were difficult, yet productive years for Dewey. They began with his move from
Chicago, soon to be followed by the death of his son Gordon, and ended with his three
years spent in Japan and China. He was now a public figure of international acclaim,
yet he still was torn between his deep commitment to education as a social institution,
his growing involvement in political affairs, and his continuing allegiance to philoso-
phy as an intellectual discipline.

Dewey’s Later Period

The final 25 years or so of Dewey’s life were among his most productive. Instead of
retiring at age 65 and quickly becoming quiescent, as so often happened in those days
to professors in their post-retirement years, Dewey'’s literary output, collected in the
Later Works (1925-53), became even richer and more profuse than before. The books
he published during those years have almost all become classics. Most of them are still
in print, quite apart from their inclusion in his collected works. They include Experi-
ence and Nature (1925, LW 1), The Public and Its Problems (1926, LW 2), The Quest
for Certainty (1929, LW 4), A Common Faith (1934, LW 9), Art as Experience (1934,
LW 10), Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (1938, LW 12), Experience and Education (1938,
LW 13), Freedom and Culture (1939, LW 13), and, finally, Knowing and the Known,
with Arthur F. Bentley (1949, LW 16).

In addition, he wrote several essays and monographs during that period that
remain almost as well known as the larger works that have just been mentioned.
They include “The Development of American Pragmatism” (1925, LW 2), “The Sources
of a Science of Education” (1929, LW 5), Individualism, Old and New (1929, LW 5),
“From Absolutism to Experimentalism” (1930, LW 5), Liberalism and Social Action
(1935, LW 11), and Theory of Valuation (1939, LW 13). He also produced a revised
and enlarged edition of Ethics (1932, LW 7) and How We Think (1933, LW 8).
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Dewey’s Pragmatism

Dewey is commonly credited as having been one of pragmatism'’s three American co-
founders, the other two being Charles Sanders Peirce and William James. Yet the three
men — Peirce, James, and Dewey — had far less in common than one might imagine,
based solely on the fact of their having been pragmatism’s co-founders. The first of the
pragmatists was Peirce, who introduced the basic notion of using consequences as a
test of the validity of propositions in his famed 1878 essay entitled “How to Make Ideas
Clear” (W 3:257-75). James applied the term “pragmatism,” which he recalled was
Peirce’s invention, in his 1898 lecture at the University of California in Berkeley. The
label stuck and became the title of a set of his collected essays, entitled Pragmatism,
published in 1907. In his preface to that book, James says: “The pragmatic movement,
so called — I do not like the name, but apparently it is too late to change it — seems to
have rather suddenly precipitated itself out of the air” (Works Prag, p. 5).

Dewey was uncomfortable with the term “pragmatism” as well, and expressed his
discomfort right from the start. In his presidential address to the fifth annual meeting
of the American Philosophical Association, delivered in December 1905, he says: “The
radical empiricist, the humanist, the pragmatist, label him as you will . . .” and implies
that that the label one chooses is of little importance (MW 3:97). Twenty years later
he omits the term “pragmatism” entirely when depicting his own work. In the first
chapter of Experience and Nature, published in 1925, he says, “the philosophy here
presented may be termed either empirical naturalism or naturalistic empiricism,
or . ..naturalistic humanism” (LW 1:10) (see DEwEY, DUALISM, AND NATURALISM).
Thirteen years later, in his Introduction to Logic: A Theory of Inquiry, he explains his
avoidance of the term: “The word ‘Pragmatism’ does not, I think, occur in the text.
Perhaps the word lends itself to misconception. At all events, so much misunderstand-
ing and relatively futile controversy have gathered about the word that it seemed
advisable to avoid its use.” He then goes on to say: “But in the proper interpretation of
‘pragmatic,” namely the function of consequences as necessary tests of the validity
of propositions, provided these consequences are operationally instituted and are
such as to resolve the specific problem evoking the operations, the text that follows is
thoroughly pragmatic” (LW 12:4).

So it is the adjective “pragmatic,” rather than the noun “pragmatism,” whose mean-
ing we must fathom if we are to understand Dewey’s position. In the above quotation
Dewey starts off by flatly telling us what being pragmatic means: looking upon the
consequences of any proposition as a necessary test of its validity, provided, of course,
that those consequences are not just imagined but are the result of actions taken in
accordance with the proposition itself. Thus, to take the simplest of instances, if some-
one declares, “The cat is on the mat,” her statement sounds like an answer to the
question, “Where is the cat?” For that statement to be true, it should result, if acted
upon, in finding the lost animal.

This seemingly trivial example is more complex, however, than it might appear.
It suggests that when employed as a statement (as opposed to being used as a move
in some esoteric language game of the kind philosophers play) the proposition, “The
cat is on the mat,” makes little or no sense unless someone is actually trying to find
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the cat or wants to know where it is. Thus, when Dewey says: “the term ‘pragmatic’
means only the rule of referring all thinking, all reflective considerations, to con-
sequences for final meaning and test” (MW 10:366; emphasis added), his double inser-
tion of the word “all” has normative significance and must be taken in earnest.

But does being pragmatic mean only the rule that Dewey there enunciates? Or does
it entail more than that? There are times, as in the preceding quotation, when Dewey
insists that the rule of being guided by consequences is all there is to being pragmatic.
But when he pauses to elaborate on the rule’s entailment, as he often does, it soon
becomes clear that there is much more to it than that. He seldom fails to point out, for
example, that for the pragmatist, truth is prospective. It lies in the future. It awaits
verification. It is something to be discovered through experimentation, not an empir-
ical fact that is already established. More than a rule to be memorized and religiously
followed, pragmatism for Dewey is more like a frame of mind, or even a way of life.
“Pragmatism as attitude,” he explains, “represents what Mr. Peirce has happily termed
the ‘laboratory habit of mind’ extended into every area where inquiry may fruitfully be
carried on” (MW 4:100).

If we go on to ask what else a Deweyan form of pragmatism stands for, restricting
our answer to Dewey’s own words, we cannot go very far without failing to acknow-
ledge the strong core of idealism that lies at the heart of his way of thinking. Prag-
matism, for Dewey, is not just a way of gathering knowledge about the consequences
of doing this or that, about how the world works simpliciter. It is not just a move in a
philosophical sub-speciality called epistemology. Rather, it is a way of employing
intelligence for the betterment of humankind in general and of the individual in particu-
lar. In short, it is deeply moral in its entailments and fundamentally humanistic in
orientation. “Pragmatism is content to take its stand with science,” Dewey tells us, but,
he quickly goes on, “it also takes its stand with daily life” (MW 10:39). This means
“that [pragmatic] philosophy should develop ideas relevant to the actual crises of
life, ideas influential in dealing with them and tested by the assistance they afford”
(MW 10:43). Or again, “the use of intelligence to liberate and liberalize action is the
pragmatic lesson” (MW 10:45; emphasis added).

Whether those liberal ideals are a natural outgrowth of Dewey’s pragmatic orienta-
tion, whether, that is, they reside implicitly therein or have some other source, remains
a question that demands a fuller answer than can be given here. Possibly his liberal
idealism may be traced to his earlier Hegelianism or even to his much earlier religious
upbringing. Nevertheless, the way Dewey tends at times to use the terms “empiricism,”
“humanism,” “instrumentalism,” and “pragmatism” almost interchangeably (see for
example MW 1:130, MW 3:97, LW 2:20), suggests that at least in his view all four
terms have a lot in common.

Dewey speaks of the “ideal element” of instrumentalism (which he regards as being
a “later form” of pragmatism) as a form of thinking that “gives birth to distinctive acts
which modify future facts and events in such a way as to render them more reason-
able, that is to say, more adequate to the ends which we propose for ourselves” (LW
2:18). He also sees that ideal element as being “more and more accentuated by the
inclusion progressively of social factors in human environment over and above nat-
ural factors” (LW 2:18). In other words, the fundamental idea is “that action and
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opportunity justify themselves only to the degree in which they render [human] life
more reasonable and increase its value” (LW 2:19).

One way to position Dewey’s pragmatism more or less spatially is to locate it in a
region that lies somewhere between Peirce’s point of view, on the one hand, and that
of William James, on the other. “Peirce was above all a logician,” Dewey points out,
“whereas James was an educator and humanist” (LW 2:8). Dewey, in effect, wanted to
embrace both points of view simultaneously. He wanted at once to be as logical as
Peirce and as humanistic as James. Yet that kind of balance is hard to achieve and
even harder to maintain. Thus, if we look at Dewey's leanings in both directions and
follow them over time we find him starting out closer to James, particularly to the
views James espoused in his 1890 Principles of Psychology, and winding up closer to
Peirce, whom he belatedly lauds as “the most original philosophical mind produced
by this country” (LW 11:421). Part of that shift Dewey ascribes to events in the world
at large. In 1935 he writes, “many intellectual movements, in science, as well as in
philosophy, have brought Peirce’s ideas closer to us. His thought is nearer the mind of
today than it was to the mind of thirty years ago” (LW 11:422). Another way of
looking at Dewey’s pragmatism, a way that he himself seemed to prefer, is to see it as
forming a kind of bridge between the real and the ideal, the actual and the possible.
But that goal is by no means unique to those who are pragmatically inclined, for as
Dewey points out, “all serious thinking combines in some proportion and perspective
the actual and the possible, where actuality supplies contact and solidity while pos-
sibility furnishes the ideal upon which criticism rests and from which creative effort
springs” (LW 3:147).

What, then, marks the pragmatic attempt to achieve that goal? Dewey answers:
“The question whether the possibility appealed to is a possibility of the actual, or is
externally imported and applied, is crucial” (LW 3:147). Thus the pragmatist is com-
mitted to deriving his or her notion of what is possible from a close study of what is
actual, rather than by attempting to realize some ready-made ideal that has been
handed down from above or seized upon and applied without clear reference to the
particular circumstances at hand.

Two further elements of Dewey’s pragmatic outlook are so closely connected that
they deserve being mentioned in tandem. They concern pragmatism’s stress on the
importance of the individual, on the one hand, and its American origin, on the other.
Concerning the latter, Dewey states unequivocally in 1925 (with more than a touch of
patriotic pride): “It is beyond doubt that the progressive and unstable character of
American life and civilization has facilitated the birth of a philosophy which regards
the world as being in continuous formation, where there is still place for indeter-
minism, for the new and for a real future” (LW 2:19). He then quickly temporizes his
somewhat chauvinistic claim, without, however, withdrawing it completely: “But this
idea is not exclusively American, although the conditions of American life have aided
this idea in becoming self-conscious” (LW 2:19).

Dewey next brings together his nationalistic notion with his insistence on the
importance of the individual. “Pragmatism and instrumental experimentalism,” he
explains, “brought into prominence the importance of the individual. It is he who is
the carrier of creative thought, the author of action, and of its application” (LW 2:20).
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To this he adds: “American thought, in the systems which we have expounded, has
given to the subject, to the individual mind, a practical rather than an epistemological
function. The individual mind is important because only the individual mind is the
organ of modifications in traditions and institutions, the vehicle of experimental crea-
tion” (LW 2:20). To some philosophers abroad, notably Bertrand Russell in England
and certain members of the Vienna Circle on the Continent, the as-American-as-
apple-pie flavor of pragmatism was rather distasteful and a good reason for giving it
a cool and dismissive reception. Pragmatism was too utilitarian in outlook, Russell
regularly complained, and it bore the taint of commercialism. Dewey was quick to
answer Russell’s charge (MW 13:306-10), effectively so, I would say. But in English
and European philosophical circles Russell’s dismissal registered emphatically and was
felt for quite some time. Its echo continues to reverberate today in certain quarters,
both at home and abroad.

Dewey'’s collaboration with Bentley: pragmatism in extremis

Dewey’s continuing effort to spell out the significance of his own brand of pragmatism
occupied him through his career. His lengthy correspondence with Arthur F. Bentley
during the 1930s and 1940s, which culminated in their co-authoring Knowing and the
Known, sheds an interesting light on that effort. In particular it calls attention to the
question of whether Dewey’s pragmatism or instrumentalism, call it what you will, is
intrinsically idealistic or only appears to be so because of the extra baggage in the way
of unacknowledged presuppositions and the like that Dewey smuggled aboard. The
story of their collaboration offers a fascinating tale, no matter which answer it yields,
yet the tale turns out to be a sad one, I fear.

It does so because it reveals the relative barrenness of Dewey’s pragmatism when
stripped of its idealism, which happens when it is embraced solely as a methodology or
an epistemological exercise. It also shows Dewey to be surprisingly ineffective in ris-
ing to the defense of what had been for decades his well-established point of view. The
full story is far too complicated to relate here, but what happened, in essence, is that
Dewey and Bentley joined forces soon after the latter came to Dewey's defense in
response to attacks by several of the so-called logical positivists, particularly Bertrand
Russell and Rudolph Carnap. Bentley was far better trained and more adroit than
Dewey in both mathematics and logic, thus Dewey understandably welcomed his sup-
port in defending his ideas against his critics’ charges. Beyond being the better trained
of the two in mathematics, linguistics, and formal logic, Bentley was also far more
acerbic and intellectually aggressive than Dewey, who remained mild-mannered and
relatively conciliatory throughout the relationship.

Step by step, as the work on Knowing and the Known progressed, Dewey moved closer
and closer to Bentley’s point of view. At Bentley's insistence, he gradually jettisoned,
at least for the sake of their joint enterprise, those aspects of his prior thinking that
were distinctively humanistic and socially meliorative in aim. It is significant, finally,
that the only chapter in Knowing and Known ascribed specifically to Dewey is the one
entitled “Common Sense” (LW 16:242-57). There Dewey does revert, it seems, to
something like his previous self. The presence of that chapter bearing Dewey’s name
as its sole author raises a number of questions that here must remain unanswered but
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bear mention all the same: Did Dewey insist on the chapter being included, against
Bentley’s protestations? Or was it Bentley who refused to attach his name to what
Dewey had written? Was Dewey not so subtly turning his back on the enterprise as a
whole? Was he, for example, referring to the rest of the book when he penned the
following, which appears in that chapter? “The intellectual enterprise which turns its
back upon the matters of common sense, in the connection of the latter with the
concerns of living, does so at its peril. It is fatal for an intellectual enterprise to despise
the issues reflected in this speech; the more ambitious or pretentious its claims, the
more fatal the outcome.” And how can we fail to ponder what he means as he goes on?
“It is, I submit, the growing tendency of ‘philosophy’ to get so far away from vital
issues which render its problems not only technical (to some extent a necessity) but
such that the more they are discussed the more controversial are they and the further
apart are philosophers among themselves: — a pretty sure sign that somewhere on the
route a compass has been lost and a chart thrown away” (LW 16:249-50).

Dewey’s unsettling metaphor sounds as though it might apply with equal force to
the final outcome of his collaboration with Bentley. But if read in that light, whose
compass, in Dewey’s terms, had been lost? Whose chart thrown away? Was it
Bentley’s, or his own? Or is it possible that both of them were somehow cut adrift,
each in his own fashion? In late 1949 when the book was finally published, Dewey
wrote to Bentley: “I get impatient when I realize that it is practically only with the last
three or four years that I can see with reasonable clearness what I've been working at
for many many years” (Dewey 1964, p. 613).

Thelma Lavine, who wrote the Introduction to the volume of Dewey’s collected
works that contains Knowing and Known, offers the following judgment:

As the Correspondence and Knowing and Known disclose, Deweyan pragmatism, as a type of
process philosophy, is not immunized against its own dissolving techniques. Vulnerable
thus to the force of Bentley’s prodding, Dewey falters and the dissolving operations of his
own pragmatism are turned against itself. The end result is a naturalism in extremis, the
dissolution of the structures that Dewey required for his own long-standing agenda: to
reconstruct philosophy and to ameliorate the problems of society by bridging the gap
between science and morality. (LW 16:xxvii—xxviii)

A few pages later she concludes:

Knowing and the Known emerges as a rigorous scientific transactionalism, mirroring
(despite differences) the logical positivism it opposes, offering its own formal language,
maintaining the exclusive legitimacy of science as mode of knowledge and as frame of
reference, denying cognitive significance to metaphysics and ethics, and denying con-
nection between science and common sense. The scientific transactionalism of Knowing
and Known leaves the philosophic constructions of Dewey hopelessly undermined. (LW
16:xxxvii)

One of Dewey’s most recent biographers readily concurs with Lavine's harsh judg-
ment, adding, “None of Dewey’s friends and intellectual foes did more to dismantle
Dewey’s naturalism and his experiential conception of inquiry than Arthur Bentley”
(Dalton 2002, p. 266).

63



PHILIP W. JACKSON

But Lavine’s language and Dalton’s concurrence only open the door to further ques-
tions. Lavine's mention of “the structures that Dewey required” and the “philosophic
constructions” that supposedly are “hopelessly undermined” by Dewey’s collaboration
with Bentley invite us to ask what those “structures” and “constructions” might be.
Lavine indirectly answers that question with a list of nominees: “the great, unifying
Darwinian frame of nature, aesthetically experienced in its precariousness and stabil-
ity, and the linkages of science and morals, of the individual life-career with society,
ethics, politics, aesthetics, and science; and the problematic situation, key to the res-
olution of difficulties” (LW 16:xxxvii). That list will do for a start, but it fairly begs to be
spelled out in greater detail. Unfortunately, the elaboration it calls for requires far
more space than remains available here. What follows, therefore, is offered as nothing
more than the merest hint of what a fuller response might reasonably contain.

The latent structure of Dewey’s point of view

At a symposium in his honor a few months past his eightieth birthday in 1939, Dewey,
who was responding to papers written by two friendly critics, belatedly acknowledged
an aspect of his thought that he had heretofore ignored and had even at times dis-
avowed. He did so with these words: “I find that with respect to the hanging together
of various problems and various hypotheses in a perspective determined by a definite
point of view, I have a system. In so far I have to retract disparaging remarks I have
made in the past about the need for system in philosophy” (LW 14:140-1). Near the
close of his remarks on that occasion he returned to his belated recognition of the
unified nature of his own perspective and reflected on why it had been so long in
coming to his attention: “Given a point of view that determines a perspective and the
nature and arrangements of things seen in that perspective, the point of view is, I
suppose, the last thing to be seen. In fact it is never capable of being seen unless there
is some change from the old point of view” (LW 14:154).

Dewey’s point of view, as he calls it, did of course change over time in certain ways,
as doubtless happens to us all during our lifetime, yet its central features, its “latent
structure” as one might say (I am calling it latent chiefly because Dewey appears not to
have been particularly conscious of its structural role), remained amazingly stable
through the years. (An acknowledgment of that fact overlooks, of course, the anomaly
of his apparent acquiescence to Bentley's hard-edged neo-positivism near the end of
his life, as we have just seen.)

In her brief delineation of that latent structure, Lavine mentions the “linkages of
science and morals” and the intertwining of “the individual life-career with society,
ethics, politics, aesthetics, and science.” As sketchy as that brief depiction cannot help
but be, it implicitly refers to what might be called the two cornerstones of Dewey’s
thought: his abiding concern with the well-being of the individual and his corres-
ponding dedication to the long-term improvement of social conditions in general and
political conditions in particular. It also points toward Dewey’s never-ending quest to
resolve the various tensions that intermittently threaten to disrupt the harmony of the
individual’s life-career with those broader social conditions.

Philosophy, as Dewey practiced it, constituted a multifaceted effort to effect the res-
olution of the individual and the social on several fronts at once. Dewey sought to do
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so chiefly through his prodigious writings directed at three principal audiences: his
fellow philosophers, practicing educators, and the public at large. Leaving aside phi-
losophy itself, which Dewey clearly sought to reform at first hand, science, education,
and politics constituted the trio of secondary social institutions in which he expressed
the most interest and commented upon most frequently. The first of them, science, he
looked upon as a model of disciplined inquiry; the latter two, education and politics,
he treated as targets of criticism and candidates for badly needed reform. The arts in
general he addressed more intermittently; the institution of organized religion he
took on in a very limited fashion; and the manifold congeries of agriculture, trade, and
commerce, hardly at all.

Dewey'’s concern for the rights of the individual took the form of celebrating: (1) the
potency of refined intelligence; (2) the robust naiveté of common sense; (3) the plas-
ticity of human nature; and (4) the ideality of subjective freedom. All four of those
individual “goods” Dewey looked upon as being ideally exercised in the service of one
or more of the world’s social “goods” or cultural accomplishments, which included
familial relations and friendships, the arts, the sciences, democratic governmental
arrangements, and the varied institutions of civil society in general.

That collection of core beliefs, focused on the individual and society, does constitute
“a definite point of view,” as Dewey belatedly acknowledged. Moreover, it is important
to see what Dewey apparently did not see until rather late in his life, which is that the
elements of that “point of view” did not just “hang together,” comprising a relatively
unrelated assortment of “various problems and various hypotheses,” as his belated
acknowledgment so clearly implies. They cohered rationally for Dewey. They were of
a piece. Fused with his deeply ingrained traits of personality and temperament, they
formed a unified outlook.

Dewey'’s outlook as a whole, particularly during his later years, led to him becoming
a concerned world citizen and a revered public figure. It sustained his commitment
to the continued advocacy of social reforms at home and abroad. In the main, the
reforms that Dewey worked for the hardest were (1) the improvement of schools,
based on a modernized conception of human nature, and (2) the increased democrat-
ization of governmental policies and practices, ideally leading to fuller participation
in political affairs on the part of all citizens, along with a more equitable distribution
of society’s economic and cultural resources. The continued importance of both of
those goals in today’s world makes what Dewey said on their behalf throughout
the first half of the twentieth century worthy of sustained study. His more purely
philosophical writings fit comfortably within the expansive embrace of his ever-
broadening pragmatic outlook. To look upon his theoretical notions as being totally
divorced from his more practical concerns, as occurs all too often among both his
defenders and his critics, past and present, is to miss his central point entirely. Dewey
himself said:

[I[[n my treatment philosophy is love of wisdom; wisdom being not knowledge but
knowledge-plus; knowledge turned to account in the instruction and guidance it may
convey in piloting life through the storms and the shoals that beset life-experience as well
as into such havens of consummatory experience as enrich our human life from time to
time. (LW 16:389)
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George Herbert Mead
GARY A. COOK

George Herbert Mead was born on February 27, 1863 in South Hadley, Massachu-
setts, the son of Hiram and Elizabeth Storrs Mead. Hiram Mead served as a pastor of
Congregational churches in Massachusetts and New Hampshire before accepting an
appointment in 1869 to the Chair of Sacred Rhetoric and Pastoral Theology at the
Oberlin Theological Seminary in Ohio. Following the death of Hiram Mead in 1881,
Elizabeth Mead taught at Abbot Academy in Andover, Massachusetts, and then was for
ten years the president of her alma mater, Mount Holyoke Seminary and College. George
Herbert Mead graduated from Oberlin College with a BA in 1883. After several years
spent as a tutor for college-bound students in St Paul, Minnesota, he resumed his
formal education by enrolling at Harvard University in the fall of 1887. While at
Harvard, he studied philosophy under George Herbert Palmer and Josiah Royce; he
also spent a summer as a tutor for the 10-year-old son of William James (see JAMES) at
the James summer home in New Hampshire. In the fall of 1888 he left Harvard for
Germany, where he undertook several additional years of graduate study in philosophy
and physiological psychology at the universities of Leipzig and Berlin. His professors
in Germany included Wilhelm Wundt, Hermann Ebbinghaus, Friedrich Paulsen, and
Wilhelm Dilthey. During his last year of study in Germany, he married Helen Castle,
sister of his close college friend Henry Castle and daughter of Samuel Castle, one of the
founders of the Castle & Cooke Company of Hawaii.

Mead began his professional career in the late fall of 1891 at the University of
Michigan, where he taught philosophy and psychology with department chair John
Dewey (see DEwEY). When Dewey moved to the University of Chicago in 1894 to head
up a new department of Philosophy, Psychology, and Pedagogy, he took Mead with
him and joined two others who had previously been associated with the University of
Michigan: James H. Tufts and James Rowland Angell. Together they established the
Chicago School of Pragmatism. Dewey resigned his position at Chicago in 1904 fol-
lowing a period of disagreement with University President William Rainey Harper
over the administration of Dewey's experimental laboratory school. Dewey subsequently
moved to Columbia University, while Mead remained a member of the University of
Chicago faculty until his death. Despite the geographical distance between them after
1904, Mead and Dewey remained close friends. Mead died in Chicago on April 26,
1931.
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Although Mead never completed work on his doctoral dissertation at the University
of Berlin, his lack of the degree does not seem to have been a serious impediment to his
academic career. He rose to the rank of professor at Chicago and chaired the Depart-
ment of Philosophy following the retirement of Tufts. During the academic year 1916—
17 he served as President of the Western Philosophical Association, and near the
end of his career he was chosen to deliver the Carus Lectures at the Pacific Division
meeting of the American Philosophical Association.

Like many of his colleagues during his early years at the University of Chicago,
Mead played an active leadership role in various civic organizations devoted to educa-
tional and social reform. For 14 years, beginning in 1908, he served on the Board of
Directors of the University of Chicago Settlement, a social service institution similar in
kind to Jane Addams’s (see AbpaMs) famous Hull-House. During much of this period
he was Treasurer for the Settlement and a leading member of its Finance Committee,
chairing the committee from 1909 to 1919. He also chaired the organization’s Com-
mittee on Studies and Publications for a number of years beginning in 1911, and in
this capacity he supervised an extensive study of the social and economic conditions in
the Chicago Stockyards neighborhood. Mead oversaw the publication of the survey’s
findings in three volumes during the years 1912-14. He held the position of President
of the Settlement’s Board of Directors from 1919 to 1922. Further, Mead served for a
decade, along with Jane Addams, as a vice-president of the Immigrants’ Protective
League, and in 1910 he was one of the leaders of an ad hoc Citizens’ Committee
formed in an attempt to resolve a labor conflict involving a strike of 25,000 of the
city’s garment workers. Finally, he was for 25 years an active participant in the large
and influential City Club of Chicago. He chaired the club’s Committee on Public Educa-
tion from 1908 to 1914, and he was a member of the club’s Board of Directors from
1912 to 1922. He served as Chairman of this board in 1917-18 and as President of
the club during 1918-20.

Mead’s Published Writings

Mead resembles his pragmatic predecessor Charles Peirce (see PEIRCE) in at least one
important respect: much of his reputation rests upon works that were edited and
published for him by others after his death. These include The Philosophy of the Present
(1932), Mind, Self and Society (1934), Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century
(1936), and The Philosophy of the Act (1938). Since these volumes are a somewhat
heterogeneous and initially confusing group, it may be helpful to give a brief overview
of their contents.

The Philosophy of the Present was edited by Arthur E. Murphy, one of Mead’s depart-
mental colleagues at the University of Chicago, and was published by the Open Court
Publishing Company as a volume in its series of Carus Lectures. Approximately half of
this volume consists of Murphy’s edited version of the Carus Lectures, which Mead
delivered in December 1930 at the Pacific Division of the American Philosophical
Association meeting in Berkeley. The remaining half contains related material drawn
from several previously unpublished manuscripts and two essays Mead had published
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in the late 1920s. Almost all of this material is difficult to comprehend without a
strong background in Mead’s other writings.

Mind, Self and Society is easily the most widely read of Mead’s posthumously pub-
lished works. Edited by Charles Morris, one of Mead’s students and subsequently a
member of the Department of Philosophy at Chicago, it is based on student notes taken
in several offerings of Mead’s course in advanced social psychology during the years
1927-30. After rearranging and rewriting these notes, Morris added a number of items
he called supplementary essays. The most important of these, “Fragments on Ethics,”
is based on student notes taken in Mead’s course on elementary ethics in the fall
quarter of 1927. This volume is important for any student of Mead'’s thought because
it offers an accessible version of a course Mead taught regularly (but not always under
the same course number or title) from 1900 to 1930. This course and Morris’s pub-
lished record of it are largely responsible for the considerable influence Mead'’s ideas
have had upon the school of Symbolic Interactionism in American sociology.

Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, edited by Merritt H. Moore, another
of Mead's former students at Chicago, is based on student notes taken in Mead's course
of that title in the spring quarter of 1928. It also contains some material from student
notes taken in his 1927 course on the philosophy of Bergson. Mead began to teach the
undergraduate course from which this volume mainly derives during his years at
Michigan, and he continued to teach it throughout his career at Chicago. This book is
non-technical and easily readable, but it is not a source to which one should turn for
carefully worked-out presentations of Mead'’s contributions to social psychology and
philosophy. It does, however, provide interesting bits of historical background that
shed light on the original theories Mead sets forth more fully in other places.

The Philosophy of the Act, edited by Charles Morris with help from several other
former students of Mead, is the most problematic of the four volumes of his work
published in the 1930s. By far the longest of these, it contains a great variety of pre-
viously unpublished manuscripts and fragments, all of which are undated. There is,
however, one clue that helps us to assign at least an approximate date to many of
these materials. We know from his personal correspondence that Mead did not begin
to read the works of Alfred North Whitehead until the summer of 1921, and he did not
begin to make references to these works in his publications until 1925. We can safely
infer, therefore, that any items in The Philosophy of the Act that refer to Whitehead's
writings (and there are many such items) were composed no earlier than 1921 and
probably somewhat later. This volume contains only a limited amount of material
directly related to Mead’s main contributions to social psychology, but it contains a
wealth of exploratory writings on the philosophical topics that were of most concern
to him during the last decade of his life. In particular, we here find him working out his
views on such topics as the following: the temporal and social dimensions of conduct
or behavior (often referred to here as “the act”), the place of mind or reflective human
intelligence in nature, the social aspects of the reconstructive process involved in sci-
entific inquiry, how our perceptions of physical and social objects — as well as our
perceptions of space and time — arise as a phase of our conduct, and the grounding of
the spatio-temporal structures of both Newtonian and post-Newtonian physics in an
analysis of human conduct.
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Preoccupation with these posthumously published works has led some readers to
the misconception that Mead published little of importance during his lifetime. But
while it is true that he published no book-length manuscripts, he did publish numer-
ous essays and book reviews during his Chicago years. The full bibliography of his
writings includes more than 90 such items, at least 40 of which are relatively substan-
tial in length and content. These publications deserve careful examination by any
serious student of Mead: they not only help to clarify the development of his thought,
but also throw light on many ideas that are only incompletely developed in his post-
humously published lectures and manuscripts. Fortunately, the most important of these
publications, including those mentioned in this chapter, have been reprinted in two
collections (1964 and 1968).

Mead and the Functionalism of the Early Chicago School

There is an underlying unity to all of Mead'’s social psychological and philosophical
work, although this unity is difficult to discern if one focuses only on his posthumously
published works. It is best grasped by examining the development of his thought as
this is revealed in the various essays and reviews he published during his lifetime.
When Mead’s work is approached in this manner, it becomes evident that all his most
important ideas grow out of his commitment to a new model of conduct given its
classical formulation in John Dewey’s 1896 essay on “The Reflex Arc Concept in
Psychology.” Dewey set forth a critique of the simplistic and mechanical stimulus-
response model of conduct (the “reflex arc concept”) then prevalent in the field of
psychology. In its place he proposed a view of conduct according to which stimulus and
response were regarded as functionally defined moments or phases within an ongoing
process of behavioral coordination. This coordination, Dewey held, was better termed
“organic” than “reflex” because of the manner in which stimulus and response recip-
rocally affect one another. In a typical act of eye—arm coordination, for instance, the
reaching guides the looking and seeing just as much as the looking and seeing guide
the reaching. Furthermore, the response does not simply follow upon or replace the
stimulus: the stimulus lingers within the ongoing experience to inform the character
of the response, while the response mediates, enlarges, or interprets the initial stimu-
lus content of the experience. As Dewey put it, we typically do not just respond to a
stimulus, but into it.

This organic model of conduct supplied the foundation for the functionalist approach
to psychology and philosophy characteristic of the Chicago School at the beginning of
the twentieth century, and Mead’s earliest publications were attempts to develop more
fully some of its implications. In such essays as “Suggestions Toward a Theory of the
Philosophical Disciplines” (1900) and “The Definition of the Psychical” (1903), for
instance, he attempted to elaborate Dewey's idea that the difference between subjective
and objective elements of experience could be viewed as a functional, rather than a
metaphysical, distinction. Holding with Dewey and William James that the meanings
of the objects we experience arise from the roles these objects play in our conduct,
Mead noted that so long as our conduct proceeds smoothly and without a hitch we
simply take these meanings for granted. It is only when some conflict or problem
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inhibits our conduct that they are felt to be inadequate, and it is in this kind of situ-
ation that we are driven to distinguish between what is objective and what is subjective
in our experience. Subjective or “psychical” consciousness, Mead went on to argue, is
a phase of experience that occupies a place midway between old meanings that have
broken down and new meanings that are needed but have not yet been discovered. It
is characterized by a flux of competing partial meanings and conflicting response tend-
encies that are for the time being regarded as aspects of the immediate consciousness
of the individual confronting the problem. The functional task of such consciousness is
to make possible a new synthesis of meanings that will resolve the ambiguities at hand
and thereby get the inhibited conduct going again.

Mead continued to build upon Dewey’s model of conduct in his 1907 essay “Con-
cerning Animal Perception”: here he sought to locate human perceptual conscious-
ness of physical objects within conduct, and at the same time to distinguish this variety
of consciousness from so-called animal perception. Our perceptual consciousness of
physical objects, Mead maintained, arises within our experience when “distance” stimuli
such as colors, odors, and sounds are mediated by imagery drawn from “contact” or
manipulatory experiences to which these stimuli have previously led. It is imagery
drawn from prior manipulatory experience that gives such objects their enduring
substrates and what have historically been called “primary” qualities, while distance
experience provides the varying “secondary” qualities we attribute to them. Such
perceptual objects arise within human conduct both because that conduct involves a
wealth of manipulatory experience made possible by the form and function of the
human hand, and because this is coupled with a human ability to attend to this
dimension of experience and isolate it from the act as a whole. But Mead found no
convincing evidence that the conduct of nonhuman animals met either of these con-
ditions to any significant degree; he was therefore inclined to doubt that nonhuman
animals ever experienced enduring physical objects of the sort that are so important a
part of human experience.

These initial suggestions outlining a functional view of perceptual objects were to be
greatly elaborated in Mead’s later philosophical writings. Indeed, large sections of both
The Philosophy of the Act and The Philosophy of the Present are devoted to this task. But
of more immediate interest to us here is the fact that a few years after he published the
essays mentioned above Mead began to enrich further the conceptual framework of
early Chicago functionalism by stretching it to include insights related to his growing
interest in social psychology. Mead had by this time seen that an adequate functional-
ism needed to emphasize not only the organic character of human conduct, but also its
fundamentally social nature. Furthermore, while his earlier essays had focused on the
ways in which perceived physical objects and subjective consciousness arise and func-
tion within conduct, he now sought to delineate the social dimensions of conduct that
made such developments possible. He was moving, in other words, toward a genetic
and increasingly social kind of functionalism. Some indication of the new directions
his thought was taking can be gleaned from an inspection of the titles he gave to his
publications of this period. These include “Social Psychology as a Counterpart to Physio-
logical Psychology” (1909), “What Social Objects Must Psychology Presuppose?”
(1910), “Social Consciousness and the Consciousness of Meaning” (1910), “The Mechan-
ism of Social Consciousness” (1912), and “The Social Self” (1913).
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In these essays Mead set forth almost all the main concepts of his mature social
psychological thought. These were ideas he had been gradually working out in his
course lectures on social psychology, ideas he would revisit in such essays as “A
Behavioristic Account of the Significant Symbol” (1922) and “The Genesis of Self and
Social Control” (1925). These ideas are also presented again in Mind, Self and Society,
where they are introduced under the misleading rubric “behaviorism” or, occasion-
ally, “social behaviorism.” Mead did sometimes use the term “behaviorism” to describe
his approach to social psychology, especially in lectures and essays composed during
the 1920s when behaviorism was very much the vogue in American academic psy-
chology. The term “social behaviorism,” on the other hand, seems not to have been
used by Mead at all, although in an act of creative editing Charles Morris put this label
into Mead’s mouth at two points in Mind, Self and Society, and then used it as part of
the volume’s subtitle (“From the Standpoint of a Social Behaviorist”). Both terms are
unfortunate in that they conceal the functionalist roots of Mead’s social psychology
while suggesting an affinity between Mead'’s ideas and those of classical behaviorism.
Mead’s thought was, of course, always concerned with conduct, but never in quite the
way that the behaviorists were concerned with behavior. In the first place, the organic
understanding of conduct he had taken over from Dewey (and enriched with his
own emphasis upon its social dimensions) was at odds with the mechanical concep-
tion of behavior typical of John B. Watson and other early behaviorists. Furthermore,
Mead’s aim was never to restrict the subject matter of psychology to publicly observ-
able behavior in the manner of classical behaviorism; he always intended to keep the
study of the mental as a legitimate and central part of psychology, but he wanted to
approach the mental functionally, as a dimension of conduct. Like all the Chicago
functionalists, he was not so much concerned to protect psychology from the dangers
of methodological subjectivism as he was to find a way around the conceptual prob-
lems associated with the old dualism of the mental and the physical.

Social Psychological Theories

Mind, Self and Society and the essays mentioned above develop a rich set of original
social psychological theories, and they do so by making extensive use of one of Mead's
most distinctive concepts: the human capacity to “take the attitude or the role of the
other.” Given the prominent part this concept plays in Mead’s most important philo-
sophical and social psychological theorizing, it is surprising that he never gives it the
careful analysis and explication it deserves. Nevertheless, we can construct at least the
outlines of such an analysis by showing how he relates this concept to his functional
understanding of animal and human social conduct.

Much of the conduct of both humans and animals, Mead held, is rooted in social
instincts or impulses, i.e., congenital tendencies to respond in particular ways to the
actions of other organisms of the same species. These social impulses sensitize one
organism to the acts of others; the acts of others thus become social stimuli that
release and guide their expression. Beginning in his 1909 essay “Social Psychology as
a Counterpart to Physiological Psychology,” Mead further elaborated his functional
understanding of social conduct in terms of what he called “the conversation of
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gestures.” When an early overt stage of an act by one individual releases a social
impulse and calls forth an anticipatory response by another, that early overt stage of
action is functioning as a “gesture.” Now suppose that an early overt stage of the
response by the second individual functions in turn as a gesture calling forth an anti-
cipatory response from the first individual, and so on: then we have a conversation
of gestures. Consider one of Mead’s favorite examples of such conduct: the pacing,
growling, bristling, and mutual jockeying for position that often takes place when two
hostile dogs encounter one another. Here we have an illustration of what he labels
(in Mind, Self and Society) an “unconscious conversation of gestures.” He calls it “un-
conscious” to make the point that although the participants are responding to each
other’s gestures in an anticipatory fashion, they do not think of the other’s gestures as
signifying the conduct their own responses anticipate; they are not explicitly aware of
either their own gestures or the gestures of the other as signs having meanings.

Mead suggests that the social interaction of nonhuman animals never advances
beyond the level of the unconscious conversation of gestures. On his view, animals
never acquire significant symbols or language, they never achieve self-consciousness,
and they never acquire rational or symbolically mediated intelligence. Human social
conduct, on the other hand, gives rise to all these developments. His explanation for
this difference is that human animals possess, while nonhuman animals lack, the
capacity to take the attitude or role of the other. But just what does this capacity and
its exercise involve? Mead'’s first published reference to this capacity is in his 1912
essay “The Mechanism of Social Consciousness,” in which he writes that “the human
animal can stimulate himself as he stimulates others and can respond to his stimula-
tions as he responds to the stimulations of others” (Mead 1964, p. 139). The following
year, in “The Social Self” (1913), he explained somewhat more fully what he had in
mind: “The very sounds, gestures, especially vocal gestures, which man makes in
addressing others, call out or tend to call out responses from himself” (Mead 1964,
p. 145). But does the man call out in himself the response tendencies that such ges-
tures would stimulate in him if made by others, or does he call out in himself response
tendencies of the sort he has observed others making to similar gestures? On this issue
Mead is often vague, both in his published essays and in Mind, Self and Society, but his
most promising option would appear to be the second of the two alternatives just
posed. This, in fact, is the view he espouses in “The Social Self” when he says:

[W]e do not assume the roles of others because we are subject to a mere imitative instinct,
but because in responding to ourselves we are in the nature of the case taking the attitude
of another than the self that is directly acting, and into this reaction there naturally flows
the memory images of the responses of those about us, the memory images of those
responses of others which were in answer to like actions. (Mead 1964, p. 146)

As a first approximation, then, we can say that Mead regards the capacity to take the
attitude or the role of the other as the capacity to engage in a kind of self-stimulation
in which one’s gestures or acts call out in oneself attitudes or response tendencies of
the sort that others typically make to such gestures.

One important advantage of this capacity, Mead suggests, is that it enables the indi-
vidual who possesses it to govern his actions in light of the probable social response of
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others to those actions. But this is not all. Mead goes on to use this concept to develop
a genetic account of the manner in which human language may have arisen from the
conversation of gestures. Human individuals move from the “unconscious” conversa-
tion of gestures to the “conscious” conversation of gestures, he argues, when they
begin to take the attitude of the other in responding to their own gestures. In this way
they begin to import into their conduct the social significance of their own gestures, a
development that leads to the acquisition of significant symbols and language. Further,
he makes use of this concept to outline genetic theories of human self-consciousness
and rational thought. Consciousness of self, he claims, is a social achievement rather
than a biological given: we become aware of our selves as social objects when we
learn to respond to our own conduct in the roles of specific others and eventually in
the role of a “generalized other.” Similarly, we acquire the capacity for rational thought
when our acquisition of language gives us a set of socially meaningful significant
symbols that we use to interpret our experience and analyze problems encountered in
our conduct.

These are just a few of the social psychological theories he bases upon his under-
standing of the human capacity to take the attitude or role of the other. He claims also
that the exercise of this capacity makes possible the acquisition of the social structure
of our individual selves or personalities, that it gives rise to the inner dialogue of human
thought, and that it is the basis for distinctively human social organization (see
EXPRESSTIVISM AND MEAD'S SocIAL SELF). Furthermore, as we shall see shortly, his later
philosophical writings develop several additional applications of this capacity. In short,
it is almost impossible to overemphasize the importance of this concept for Mead’s
thought: once he had arrived at this idea, he never tired of finding new applications of
it in his analysis of human experience.

Moral Consciousness and Moral Reasoning

One of the main motivations for Mead’s social psychological theorizing was his desire
to work out a thoroughly naturalistic view of human thought and personality. It is
therefore not surprising that he sought also to develop a naturalistic conception of the
moral dimension of human experience. He began this enterprise in such early essays as
“Suggestions Toward a Theory of the Philosophical Disciplines” (1900) and “The Philo-
sophical Basis of Ethics” (1908); he continued it in “The Social Self” (1913) and such
later essays as “Scientific Method and the Moral Sciences” (1923) and “Philanthropy
from the Point of View of Ethics” (1930). In all these writings Mead takes the same
functionalist approach to moral reflection that he elsewhere takes to other aspects
of human experience. Our consciousness of established moral values, he holds, is an
awareness of meanings that have arisen within human social conduct and have
acquired special normative status because of their importance in guiding conduct
in satisfying ways. Similarly, our moral reasoning involves the application of our
symbolically mediated intelligence to conflicts of value that have arisen within our
experience. Sometimes these conflicts can be resolved by extensions of old values or
meanings, while at other times they require the construction of new moral mean-
ings. In either case, our moral thought is part of our biological and social life; it is a
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functioning phase in what Mead calls (in “Scientific Method and the Moral Sciences”)
our “great secular adventure.” In other words, it is part of an ongoing social process in
which conflicts or ambiguities repeatedly emerge and call upon us to revise the moral
meanings of our social situations in ways that alter our social conduct and sometimes
the very social structure of our personalities or selves.

It was a source of great concern to Mead, as it was also to Dewey, that we so often
approach our moral and social problems with intellectual methods quite different from
the scientific methods we have learned to use when we confront problems in our
interactions with the physical world. When dealing with moral and social problems,
we slip all too often into dogmatism and partiality of the sort that have long been
rejected in the physical sciences. Moreover, we attempt to justify this disparity by
arguing that methods applicable to questions of fact are inapplicable to questions of
value. Or we claim that patterns of inquiry appropriate for determining means are
inappropriate when we seek to determine what ends we should pursue. But Mead
opposes all such dualisms. On his view, judgments of fact and judgments of value,
judgments about means and judgments about ends, are all hypotheses arising within
the ongoing natural processes of human social existence. None of these judgments is
infallible; all are open to possible revision or correction. Thus, when conflicts or prob-
lems arise and call for such revision, we should not hesitate to use the most effective
method available for this task. And experience has shown, Mead believes, that this is
the method of scientific intelligence.

The adoption of this method will not, of course, guarantee a successful solution to
any social or moral problem, any more than it guarantees a satisfactory solution to
any problem of research in the sciences. But it will encourage us to consider new
hypotheses when old ones are found wanting, and it will help us to evaluate pro-
posed solutions by relating them to a careful examination of the conditions that any
adequate solution must meet. The application of scientific intelligence to moral and
social problems will thus require intellectual flexibility and imagination; it will also
demand an impartial assessment of all the conflicting ends or values involved in the
problematic situation. “Its one insistent demand,” Mead says, “is that all the ends, all
the valuable objects, institutions, and practices which are involved, must be taken into
account” (1964, p. 256).

Social Pragmatism

When Mead was setting forth his naturalistic view of human selves in his social psy-
chological lectures and writings, he sometimes referred to himself as a psychological
“behaviorist.” When he was working out various philosophical implications of his
analysis of human social conduct, on the other hand, he more often referred to himself
as a “pragmatist.” But what did he understand by the term pragmatism, and in what
respects did his own philosophizing deserve this label? We can answer these questions
by looking briefly at some of his historical observations and the philosophical work
that occupied him toward the end of his career at Chicago.

Pragmatism has two defining features, he tells us in Movements of Thought in the
Nineteenth Century and “The Philosophies of Royce, James, and Dewey in their American
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Setting” (1930). One of these is a psychology that locates human mind and intelli-
gence within conduct or behavior; the other is a view of knowledge based upon the
notion of experimental inquiry, in which problems arising within conduct or experi-
ence are dealt with by formulating hypotheses and then judging these hypotheses in
terms of their ability to resolve the problem at hand. He goes on to offer two brief
references to Charles Peirce’s endorsement of “the laboratory habit of mind” (the only
references to Peirce in all of his published writings) while devoting a somewhat longer
discussion to the philosophy of William James. But he makes it clear in these sources,
and also in his posthumously published essay “The Philosophy of John Dewey” (1935),
that he regards John Dewey as the pragmatist par excellence. Dewey’s pragmatism, he
notes in this last essay, is a philosophical enterprise in which an initial fund of Hegelian
ideas is naturalized and put to work as a vehicle for addressing concrete human prob-
lems. His early embrace of Hegelian idealism, Mead suggests, led Dewey to a number of
convictions that carried over into his mature philosophical work. Among these were
the conception of reality as a developing process, the view that both human thought
and its objects arise within this process and are integrally related parts of it, the notion
that human society is a culminating aspect of this process, and the conviction that the
human individual can achieve self-realization only through participation with other
selves as an organic part of a larger social whole. Dewey’s pragmatism naturalizes
Hegel, according to Mead, by locating knowledge within human conduct and this
conduct within nature. Dewey treats knowing as an active process set in motion by
the presence in conduct of conflicting impulses or tendencies to respond. The problem
of knowledge on this view is thus “not to find out how we can get from a state of mind
to an object outside of mind, but how an intelligence that lies within nature can so
reorganize its experience that the activities of the inhibited individual can proceed”
(Mead 1935, p. 75).

Given these views about the nature of Dewey’s pragmatism, it is not difficult to
understand why Mead referred to himself as a pragmatist. Almost everything Mead
says about Dewey’s pragmatism holds for his own philosophy as well, and Mead’s
writings and correspondence make it clear that he took himself to be in fundamental
agreement with Dewey’s philosophical orientation, from the beginning of their friend-
ship at Michigan until the end of his life. Indeed, it would not be an overstatement to
say that most of his philosophical energies throughout his career at Chicago were
devoted to the detailed exploratory extension of Deweyan pragmatism in areas that
Dewey himself mapped out only on a rather large scale. Chief among these explora-
tions was Mead’s sustained analysis of the social dimensions of human conduct, and
the use of this analysis as a basis for the development of those social psychological
theories we have already mentioned. Even if Mead had accomplished nothing else,
these achievements would have been sufficient to guarantee him a prominent place
in the history of American pragmatism.

In his philosophizing Mead went beyond social psychology to explore many other
ideas arising from his analysis of human social conduct. In such essays as “Scientific
Method and Individual Thinker” (his contribution to the 1917 volume Creative Intelli-
gence: Essays in the Pragmatic Attitude) and “A Pragmatic Theory of Truth” (1929) he
sought to augment Dewey's view of inquiry by showing how the personal experience
of socially structured human selves functions in the resolution of problems that have
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arisen within a shared or common world of objects constituted by a community of
such selves. And in other writings he attempted to show how the patterns of our social
conduct — especially the exercise of our capacity to take the attitude of the other — play
an important part in the constitution of our perceptual experience of physical objects
in space and time. Later he extended this second line of analysis to questions con-
cerning the constitution of the alternative space—time systems involved in Einsteinian
relativity. It is in this connection that he makes frequent references to the concepts
of Alfred North Whitehead in such essays as “The Self and Social Control” (1925),
“The Objectivity of Perspectives” (1927), “A Pragmatic Theory of Truth” (1929), and
“The Nature of the Past” (1929), as well as in The Philosophy of the Present and The
Philosophy of the Act. Throughout the 1920s Mead mined Whitehead’s early works on
the philosophy of nature for insights he might use in his attempts to relate the objects
and structures of recent physical theory to his own analysis of human conduct and
experience.

In Mead’s various reflections on Whitehead's highly technical philosophy of nature,
he chose to embrace Whitehead's concept of nature as an evolving organization of
“perspectives” or alternative space—time “stratifications” existing in relationship to
what Whitehead called “percipient events.” But Mead wanted to revise this view so
as to make room within nature for the evolution of minds that could think their
ways into a plurality of these perspectives. Only in this way, he thought, would it be
possible to account for the emergence of the common or shared world of everyday
experience and the transformation formulas relating alternative spatio-temporal
perspectives in the physics of relativity. Not surprisingly, he found the key to this
proposed revision in his analysis of human social conduct with its emphasis on the
capacity to take the attitude or the role of the other. Sociality, he went on to claim in
his 1930 Carus Lectures, could even be regarded as a fundamental feature of nature as
a whole. It might thus be possible to specify a meaningful sense in which the develop-
ment of human thought was a culmination of that sociality present throughout
nature.

These final provocative attempts to locate human thought and its objects within
an evolving social process suggest that Mead was as much a naturalized Hegelian as
Dewey. They also point toward the conclusion that he should be regarded not only as
a pragmatist but, more specifically, as a social pragmatist. His persistent attempts to
develop the philosophical implications of the social structures of human conduct and
experience are his most distinctive contribution to the pragmatic tradition in American
thought.
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Jane Addams
MARILYN FISCHER

Addams conceived of democracy, social justice, and peace as mutually defining and
inextricably linked. This understanding lies at the heart of her philosophy, confirmed
through her experiences. Addams wrote in Democracy and Social Ethics: “We are under
a moral obligation in choosing our experiences, since the result of those experiences
must ultimately determine our understanding of life” (1902/2002, p. 8). Addams
chose her experiences by collaborating with others through institutional structures
that they created together, most notably Hull-House and the Women'’s International
League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF). Through Hull-House, WILPF, and scores of
other organizations, Addams developed a conception of democracy as associated living.
Far more than political process, democracy for Addams is a way of living in solidarity
with others, attuned to physical and emotional needs, aimed at full human flourish-
ing. Addams knew William James (see JamEs), and she worked closely with John Dewey
(see DEwEY) and George Herbert Mead (see MEAD) in Chicago. Dewey acknowledged
how much he learned from Addams and from the work at Hull-House. Addams’s
work and thought are particularly important to the study of classical American prag-
matism because she focuses so extensively on the experiences of women, immigrants,
and the poor.

Addams was born on September 6, 1860 in Cedarville, a small town in northern
Ilinois. As she grew, her father’s integrity, business acumen, and admiration for
Abraham Lincoln’'s democratic egalitarianism, worked their way into her character.
Addams attended Rockford Female Seminary, learning the value of both literature
and scientific observation. Eight more years spent attending to familial duties and
touring Europe taught her how confining social expectations for middle-class adult
daughters were. She turned to Chicago in 1889, with its heady mix of vitality and
squalor, as immigrants poured in and industries grew at nearly uncontrollable
rates. In 1889 Addams and Ellen Gates Starr opened Hull-House, a social settlement in
an immigrant neighborhood that included people of 18 different nationalities. Hull-
House’s charter explains their goal: “To provide a center for a higher civic and social
life; to institute and maintain educational and philanthropic enterprises; and to
investigate and improve the conditions in the industrial districts of Chicago” (1910/
1990, p. 66).
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Democracy

Hull-House quickly became a busy place, with 1,000 people each week coming to
participate in its activities during its first year. In 1892 Addams presented “The
Subjective Necessity of Settlements” to members of the Ethical Cultural Society. In
this essay, her understanding of democracy as embodying social justice and peace
emerges, although undeveloped and filtered through a Victorian sensibility.

Addams sees the city as a complex organic whole. In the industrialized city, business
owners and workers, rich and the poor, native-born and immigrant, are completely
interdependent, yet their social and educational relations are highly undemocratic.
Addams’s aim at Hull-House was “to make the entire social organism democratic,”
that is, to infuse social, educational, and economic relations with democracy. Addams
writes: “The social and educational activities of a Settlement are but differing mani-
festations of the attempt to socialize democracy, as is the existence of the settlement
itself” (2002, pp. 2, 10).

Addams identifies reciprocity and solidarity as two attitudes, or moral sensibilities,
that undergird democracy as a way of living with others. She saw in her own past
and in the lives of others that socially advantaged young men and women often lead
“unnourished, over-sensitive lives.” They have a developing sense of “universal
brotherhood,” but they need outlets for acting on this realization. To work with
others toward democracy is not a matter of one-sided, philanthropic generosity, but
fulfills deep-seated human needs for both giver and receiver. In later writings Addams
makes reciprocity more thoroughly egalitarian, citing many concrete examples of how
poor people and immigrants have much to teach the well-to-do.

The second moral sensibility is solidarity. Addams writes in “The Subjective Neces-
sity of Settlements” that a settlement’s philosophy “must be grounded in a philosophy
whose foundation is on the solidarity of the human race, a philosophy which will not
waver when the race happens to be represented by a drunken woman or an idiot boy”
(2002, p. 23). She derives her image of solidarity from Tolstoy’s understanding of
early Christian humanitarianism, whose operating principle is love for all others, put
into action. Addams begins to articulate the connections between democracy and
social justice. The good for oneself is insecure, she says, until this goodness is embodied
in the common life of the community and thus is available to all. She also articulates an
insight that becomes foundational to her pacifism: that anger and opposition toward
others reverses movement toward democracy. She writes: “If love is the creative
force of the universe, the principle which binds men together, and by their interde-
pendence on each other makes them human, just so surely is anger and the spirit of
opposition the destructive principle of the universe, that which tears down, thrusts
men apart, and makes them isolated and brutal” (2002, pp. 19-20).

Addams explains her method in pragmatist terms. Hull-House is a site for experi-
mentation, a place to try out ideas in action. In performing these experiments one
needs to be highly flexible and responsive to the environment, carefully gathering
data, and working with one’s neighbors in sympathetic partnerships. She presents her
method more fully in Twenty Years at Hull-House, her best-known book. In the preface
Addams invites us to read it as a pragmatist text, stating: “This volume endeavors to
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trace the experiences through which various conclusions were forced upon me” (1910/
1990, p. 2). We can think of Hull-House as the institutional structure Addams estab-
lished and then inhabited as her way of choosing those experiences through which to
find her understanding of life. The work there was collaborative and melioristic, as
Addams, with her fellow residents, neighbors, and civic and philanthropic organiza-
tions, learned that moral sensibilities and institutions need to change incrementally
and together.

Democracy and Social Justice

In the summer of 1894 Chicago was torn apart when workers called a strike against
the Pullman Palace Car Company. Addams, as a member of Chicago’s Citizens’ Arbi-
tration Committee, tried to negotiate a settlement. Reflecting on those events, she
wrote “A Modern Lear” (1912), which Dewey described as “one of the greatest things
I have read both as to its form and ethical philosophy” (Addams 1965, p. 176). Addams