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John E. Smith argued that there were almost as many pragmatisms as pragmatists. Almost
all pragmatists criticized abstractive and reductive reasoning in the modern academy, but
most entertained different visions of how and to what end academic reasoning should be
repaired. Smith’s vision was shaped by his strong preference for the classical pragma-
tisms of Peirce, Dewey, James and also Royce, whose differences contributed to the inner
dynamism of Smith’s pragmatism. Smith was far less impressed with the virtues of neo-
pragmatists who rejected key tenets of the classical vision. My goal in this brief essay is
to outline a partial list of these tenets, drawing on Smith’s writings and those of a sample
of recent pragmatists who share his commitment to the classical vision, such as Richard
Bernstein, John Deely, and Doug Anderson. I restate the tenets in the terms of a pragmatic
semiotic, which applies Peirce’s semeiotic to classical doctrines of habit-change and repar-
ative inquiry. I conclude by adopting the tenets as signs of pragmatism’s elemental beliefs.
Consistent with Peirce’s account of “original” beliefs, these are not discrete claims about
the world or well-defined rational principles but a loose and dynamic network of habits.
The habits grow, change, inter-mix or self-segregate through the run of intellectual and
social history. They can be distinguished but only imprecisely, described but only vaguely,
encountered per se only through their effects. Among these effects are sub-communities of
pragmatic inquiry, sub-networks of habits, and existentially marked series of social actions
and streams of written and spoken words: including context-specific, determinate claims
about the world, about other claims, and about habits of inquiry like pragmatism. Among
these claims are my way of stating the tenets and my arguments about the history of
pragmatism. Such claims are determinate, but the habits and tenets of pragmatism are not.

Keywords: American pragmatism, Charles Peirce, John Dewey, Augustine, binary
reasoning, semiotics, Cartesianism, habit-change
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For Peirce, habits function as interpretants of constative claims about the
world. According to the pragmatic method, failed empirical claims are signs of
failed habits of reasoning. Pragmatism offers instruction in how to identify and
repair such habits. The interpretant of pragmatic repair — and thus the rule of prag-
matism — is most clearly diagrammed in Peirce’s triadic semeiotic (derived from
Stoic logic by way of Augustine and later scholastic refinements). To change a
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habit is to identify and diagram it in the vocabulary of a triadic semeiotic (sign +
object + interpretant), to isolate the interpretant, and then to suggest and test ways
of repairing it. Cartesianism inherits the Augustinian-medieval tradition of repara-
tive reasoning but misrepresents it by eliding its context-specific interpretants and,
thereby, re-presenting it as objectivist reasoning. Pragmatism repairs Cartesianism
by proposing ways of reconstructing the context-specific interpretants of Carte-
sianism’s over-generalized, constative claims.

Habit-change in the vocabulary of a pragmatic semiotics. 1 conclude by dia-
gramming Peirce’s account in a model of pragmatic semiotics that I have con-
structed out of Peirce’s semiotic vocabulary’.

Formula 1: S-0 |I [a Sign Vehicle refers to its Object with respect to
conditions or rules of signification provided by its Interpretant.]

Formula 1.1: S= (Si¢, Sin, Ssy) [The Sign Vehicle includes Icons, Indices,
Symbols.]

Formula 1.1.1: S;, —— | I, [An icon refers to a rheme, or possible
characterization of something. A rheme is always an Immediate Object (I0), which
means the sense of some sign.]

Formula 1.1.2: S;; — - | I, [An index refers to an existent, or something
somewhere. An existent is always a Dynamical Object (DO), which means the
referent of some sign.]

Formula 1.1.3: S5, ~ ——— * | I, [A symbol refers to some rule of relation
(or “rule”) according to which something somewhere could be characterized in
some manner, that is, some rheme might be predicated of some object. A rule may
be IO or DO.]

Formula 1.1.4: Sy, = ( +e+t | Iy). [A symbol may be atomized, in which
case any element of a symbol may also be read as a symbol, including icons and
indices functioning now as symbols.]

Formula 1.1.5: S, - Oy | Iy, where O = » and where O, v~ Oy,
[Symbols may be read monovalently when their interpretant assigns them only
one possible meaning. Two types of formula are provided here, including one
that atomizes the object into rheme + index; there are sub-cases for which the
monovalence applies only to rheme or only to index].

Formula 1.1.6: Sgy = ¥ O | Ly, where ~ (O, v ~O,) [Symbols may be read
polyvalently when their Interpretant assigns them more than one possible meaning
(reference to meaning is not strictly limited by the law of excluded middle).]

Formula 1.3.2: | I;=>aRb | I [The Interpretant as “language system” includes
the sum of all rules of relation (aRb) available in that system.]

Formula 1.3.3: |IC=Z |IC [The Interpretant as “community of interpreters”
names the societal actors and relations with respect to which a sign vehicle is
or would be referred to its possible objects. Here, the interpretant functions as a
“communal interpretant,” I...]

Formula 1.3.4: |Ip=Ze [The Interpretant as “pragmatic condition” names
conditions of error/disruption (“a problematic situation”) with respect to which
a sign vehicle refers both to some failed rules of relation in some system and to
some reparative rules according to which the conditions of suffering/disruption
could possibly be repaired. Such conditions are correctly “read” or identified by
a pragmatic interpretant, I,.] Say, for example, a communal interpretant is itself

1 These samples of my pragmatic semiotic diagrams are drawn from Ochs, P. “A Relational (non-

binary) Semeiotic for Scriptural Reasoning”, Scriptural Reasoning and Comparative Studies,
Proceedings of the XXth Congress of the International Comparative Literature Association.
Paris, 2013.
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problematic (it produces problematic interpretations). In this case, the problematic
interpretant functions as a problematic symbol and is in need of a particular repair.
To repair an interpretant is to direct a community to re-read it as determining some
symbol to mean X whereas it previously meant Y (noting that X or Y could include
forms of recommended behavior as well as objects of cognition). The formula for
this repair is: (S; - O, | L) [( | I)-> S (s;~ 0O, | I,)], where O, = problematic
interpretation; I, = problematic interpretant; O, = repaired interpretation.

Explanation: Formulae 1 and 1.1 introduce my way of diagraming Peirce’s
elemental definitions of sign. Peirce’s logic of judgements is a logic of relations, re-
placing the logic of substances or things that modern logicians tended to inherit from
medieval Aristotelianism. The predicate, rather than the subject, becomes the defining
element in any judgement: predicates serve as iconic signs of relations, including real
relations in the world, and subjects refer indexically to the sets of occasions that may
illustrate or embody a given relation or set of relations. Considered independently of its
role in a judgement, a predicate appears in Peirce’s semiotic as a rheme (see Formula
1.1.1). The subject of judgement functions as an indexical sign (see 1.1.2). As noted
earlier, symbols are the primary subjects and vehicles of pragmatic inquiry (see 1.1.3):
a symbol refers to some rule of relation according to which something could be charac-
terized in some manner. In Formula 1.1.4, I diagram how the parts of a symbol may al-
so be read as symbols. The distinction is important, because each part of a symbol will
refer independently to a distinct part of the empirical process of habit change or repair.
In Formulae 1.1.5-6, I diagram the difference between monovalent and polyvalent read-
ings of a symbol. The distinction is important, because symbols will function, in part,
as signs of habits, and a habit that had only one meaning would appear to be unchange-
able. Habit change, and therefore repair, is possible only when habits can be character-
ized and embodied in more than one way; habit change will refer to a change from one
set of characterizations (and embodiment) to another set. In Peirce’s triadic semeiotic,
a sign (S) refers to its object (O) in respect to some interpretant (I). As noted earlier,
interpretant plays a key role in Peirce's critical repair of binary claims. The constative
binary claim “A is B” is unproblematic when a claimant shares a set of unstated
rules of meaning with the claimant’s audience. Any lack of such preunderstanding
will already render such a claim problematic. The claimant may assume, “A is B with
respect to rule C”; but if the audience assumes the rule is C, then the claim will be
misunderstood. Such a rule is part of the Interpretant. To repair problematic binary
claims, the pragmatist therefore seeks to clarify the claimant’s undisclosed interpretant.
To understand how pragmatism works, it is important to recognize different dimensions
of the interpretant as rule of meaning. In Formula 1.3.2, I diagram the interpretant as
language system, or the most general set of rules with respect to which signs have
meaning. In 1.3.3, I diagram the interpretant as community of interpreters, or the finite
set of speakers whose habits of language use will influence the meaning of a particular
claim. In 1.3.4, I diagram the interpretant as pragmatic condition, or the singular
conditions of error or dysfunction that both warrant and guide pragmatic inquiry. My
goal is to diagram pragmatic inquiry as a semiotic process within which: (1) some
claim stimulates misunderstanding or problematic interpretations; (2) pragmatists read
the errant interpretations as signs of errant or problematic interpretants; (3) for the
sake of repair, pragmatists introduce revised versions of the problematic interpretant
(or its antecedents) so that, when successfully tested, the problematic interpretations
may be repaired. According to this diagram, pragmatic repair is not, after all, the repair
of a discrete claim (as if a claim were truth-functional by itself). Pragmatic repair is,
instead, repair of a problematic interpretant of which some particular claim is only one
of many possible symptoms.
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Evaluating the History of Pragmatism in Light
of Peirce’s Doctrine of Habit Change

Is there any continuity in American pragmatism’s progress from its early days
to the present time? The following surveys illustrate negotiable differences within
sub-units of the trans-historical community of pragmatic inquiry and less negotiable
differences among such sub-units. By negotiable differences, I mean differences that
stimulate members of a given community to engage in lively reasoned argument,
but do not require schism within the community: they do not vitiate the overall con-
tribution of the community to the academy. By less negotiable differences, I mean
differences that tend to breed so many contradictory paths of reasoning that argu-
ments among members of different sub-units weaken rather than strengthen each
sub-unit’s overall contribution to the academy. Before introducing the survey, I will
preview my conclusion: (A) The classical pragmatism of Peirce, James, Dewey and
their proponents includes some contradictory tendencies, but these tendencies re-
main negotiable, and their differences contribute to the dynamism and polyvalence
of classical pragmatism; and (B) Other recent pragmatisms diverge sufficiently from
the primary tenets of classical pragmatism that these two or more communities of
pragmatism will make stronger contributions to the academy if they devote more
energy to reasoned argument within sub-units and less energy to debates among the
different units. In the first survey, I comment on the stronger contributions a sample
of thinkers has made to the dynamic activity of classical pragmatism. I do not offer
a comprehensive list and do not evaluate each thinker’s overall contributions to the
classical model or divergences from it. I select a sample of authors who would, col-
lectively, illustrate classical pragmatism’s central tenets: as if each author contributed
a few tenets. I try to include some surprising names: authors who would not con-
sider themselves pragmatists but who offer profound instruction in one or another
tenet. In the second survey, I comment briefly on an illustrative set of two authors
whose divergences from several classical texts may or may not engender productive
engagements with classical pragmatism. My goal is not to resolve questions about
these thinkers’ classical or non-classical preferences, but to recommend and illustrate
a method for measuring any pragmatic thinker’s degree of distance from the clas-
sical tenets. My working hypothesis is that pragmatists bear urgent responsibilities
that are better served by intensive engagements within negotiable sub-communities
than by long term debates among such sub-communities. The hypothesis is informed
by the classical pragmatist’s resistance to interminable academic debate in favor of
short term argument that serves pragmatism’s imperative to repair dysfunction with-
in the academy and in the social institutions served by the academy.

Types of Classical Pragmatism

William James: James diverges from Peirce in significant ways?, but he also
makes profound contributions to some of the major tenets, of which I will illustrate
two: the overall pragmatic critique of (1) western academic intellectualism and (2)
social irresponsibility. Henry David Aiken said it very well:

2 There is voluminous scholarship on their differences. I consider the main differences to be

James’ individualism vs. Peirce’s social logic and James’ tendency to elide interpretants in
his epistemology (as in the “Tigers in India”). For a colorful critique of James, see Houser,
N. “Peirce’s Post-Jamesian Pragmatism”, European Journal of Pragmatism and American
Philosophy, 2001, Vol. III, No. 1 [https://journals.openedition.org/ejpap/866, accessed on
20.06.2018]. Note Houser’s account of James’ inferentialism.
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Peirce did not doubt that his philosophy, whatever else it might be, was a mor-
al philosophy whose aim is self control and emancipation from “the bonds of
self, of one’s own prepossessions.” This is the common bond which ties Peirce
together with all the other great pragmatists, including James and Dewey.... For
James, in short, pragmatism was, among other things, a charter of freedom from
the narrow intellectualism and “cognitivism” of the whole Western philosophical
tradition from Plato forward®.

My favorite illustrations of James’ pragmatic critique is from the Pragma-
tism lectures:

The more absolutistic philosophers dwell on so high a level of abstraction that
they never even try to come down. The absolute mind which they offer us, the
mind that makes our universe by thinking it, might... have made any one of
a million other universes just as well as this. You can deduce no single actual
particular from the notion of it*.

And, It is astonishing to see how many philosophical disputes collapse into
insignificance the moment you subject them to this simple test of tracing a
concrete consequence. There can be no difference anywhere that doesn’t make a
difference elsewhere®.

John Dewey: Dewey also diverges from Peirce in significant ways®, but he
makes even more profound contributions to some of the major tenets, of which
I will illustrate two: (1) he advances James’ as well as Peirce’s empirical and epis-
temological studies of habits as central to a pragmatic critique of abstractive think-
ing in the West; (2) he advances pragmatism’s social logic and social ethic far
beyond what Peirce had occasion to explore; at the same time he advances pragma-
tism’s account of how to bring societal responsibility into the concrete disciplines/
sciences of the academy. I shall draw on Doug Anderson’s reading of Dewey and
Peirce to provide these illustrations.

On the centrality of habit, Anderson cites Dewey’s argument that “the generic
propositions or universals of science can take effect, in a word, only through the
medium of the habits and impulsive tendencies of the one who judges”’. Anderson
notes that, “at this juncture in the text, [Dewey] inserts a footnote asserting the
proximity of Peirce’s ideas to his own:

So far as I know, Mr. Charles S. Peirce was the first to call attention to this
principle, and to insist upon its fundamental logical import. Mr. Peirce states
it as the principle of continuity: A past idea can operate only so far as it is
physically continuous with that upon which it operates. A general idea is sim-
ply a living and expanding feeling, and habit is a statement of the specific
mode of operation of a given psychical continuum. I have reached the above
conclusion along such diverse lines that, without in any way minimizing the

Aiken, H. D. “American Pragmatism Reconsidered: I. Charles Sanders Peirce”, Commen-
tary Magazine, 1962, August 1 [https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/american-
pragmatism-reconsidered-i-charles-sanders-peirce/, accessed on 15.07.2018].

James, W. Pragmatism. Indianapolis, 1981, p. 13.

> 1bid,, p. 27.

I consider his most significant divergence to be on the role of both indubitable beliefs and
ultimate interpretants in the prosecution of pragmatic inquiry, as well as on the associated study
of ontology and religion.

In Dewey, J. “Logical Conditions of a Scientific Treatment of Morality”, in: J. Dewey, Middle
Works, Vol. 3. Carbondale, 2008, p. 19 (cited in Anderson, D. “Who’s A Pragmatist?”, in:
D. R. Anderson & C. R. Hausman, Conversations on Peirce: Reals and Ideals. New York,
2012, p. 34).
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priority of Mr. Peirce’s statement, or its more generalized logical character,
I feel that my own statement has something of the value of an independent
confirmation®.

On pragmatism’s social logic, Anderson notes that “For Dewey, instrumental-
ist pragmatism was about transforming the world of our experience, and he was not
shy in adopting his own version of what Royce in derogatory fashion referred to as
‘pure pragmatism’: ‘The popular impression that pragmatic philosophy means that
philosophy shall develop ideas relevant to the actual crises of life, ideas influential
in dealing with them and tested by the assistance they afford, is correct’””.

Dewey’s philosophers were not a priori-driven deductivists; they were artists and
healers whose work hinged on experimental method, on creating and testing hy-
potheses to deal with the crises of existence. “A pragmatic intelligence,” Dewey
wrote, “is a creative intelligence, not a routine mechanic”*°,

Augustine: While Augustine is not customarily numbered among the
pragmatists, I share the views of Robert Marcus and John Deely that Augustine’s
transformation of Stoic logic into a triadic semiotic is a probable antecedent to
Peirce’s pragmatic semeiotic. Of the tenets of classical pragmatism, Augustine’s
writings, De Trinitate in particular, provide instruction in both formal and non-
formal procedures for identifying, reading and criticizing signs of binary reasoning
and for introducing non-binary reasonings as instruments of repair. By way of
illustration I will simply draw attention to my earlier comments on Augustine'.
Of fundamental importance is Augustine’s search, throughout the reservoir of Hel-
lenistic philosophies, for logical models that would enable him to diagram the
Bible’s immanent patterns of signification and reasoning. His disappointment in
all but the Stoic sources anticipates Peirce’s disappointments with his peers’ binary
logics. Augustine discovered that only non-binary or triadic models of meaning
and rationality enable him to warrant and decipher the Bible’s non-binary, and in
that sense nonlinear, rules of signification. Peirce’s Existential Graphs may be the
most refined extensions of Augustine’s discovery'.

John of Poinsot. As published, translated and interpreted by John Deely, the
15th-century semiotic of John of Poinsot offers the most complete diagramming
of Augustine’s vision. As illustrated in the pragmatic semiotics introduced above,
I see no more exacting means of diagramming pragmatism’s logic of signification
and logic of inquiry than the semiotic efforts of Augustine, Poinsot, Peirce, Deely
and more recent authors*3.

Werner Heisenberg: Heisenberg’s is another name that rarely if ever appears
in the company of classical pragmatists. His contributions to quantum mechanics
and quantum applications of matrix mathematics should, however, have a central
place in the education of future pragmatists. Neo-pragmatists may tend to reject

8 In Dewey, J. “Logical Conditions of a Scientific Treatment of Morality”, pp. 19-20 (cited in

Anderson, D. “Who’s a Pragmatist?”, p. 35).

Anderson, D. “Who’s a Pragmatist?”, p. 39.

10 Dewey, J. Middle Works, Vol. 10. Carbondale, 2008, p. 43 (cited in Anderson, D. “Who’s a Prag-
matist?”, p. 39).

11 See above.

12 On Peirce’s existential graphs, see for example Peirce, Ch. S. “Prolegomena to an Apology for

Pragmatism”, in: Ch. S. Peirce, Collected Papers, Vol. 4. Cambridge, Maas., 1933, pp. 530-572.
See Deely, J. New Beginnings, Early Modern Philosophy and Postmodern Thought. Toronto,
1994; Deely, J. Basics of Semiotics. South Bend, Ind., 2004; Poinsot, J. Tractatus de Signis, 2nd
ed. South Bend, Ind., 2013.

13
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highly formal studies as necessarily “foundationalist” and illusory quests for cer-
tainty. But the neo-pragmatist aversion to the formal disciplines is misguided. The
problem is not logic or mathematics but binarism. One of Peirce’s most profound
contributions is to have challenged modern western assumptions that what can-
not be diagrammed within binary models of rationality cannot in fact qualify as
rational. By dismissing efforts to construct non-binary logics, Rorty and other neo-
pragmatists tend to reinforce these modern disjunctions. In his writings on physics
and philosophy, Heisenberg suggests that Peirce’s logical work (presumably, his
logic of relatives, accounts of abduction and chance and his semeiotic) appears
to have anticipated quantum theory by half a century. There are of course other
anticipations: both Peirce and Heisenberg credit Kant’s transcendental studies as
setting the stage for their formal work; and there is a broad society of scientific
and logical thinkers, from the late19th century through today, whose work brings
precision-without-reduction (and without over-determination) to the disciplined
study of natural and neural and cognitive and relational processes. The work of
this broad society should be instructive to pragmatists, since pragmatic repair of
dysfunctional habits of reasoning demonstrates how it is possible to reason in dis-
ciplined fashion about what can be known only probabilistically, performatively,
and contingently. Following Peirce’s lead, I would associate many creative, ex-
perimental scientists with this work: for example, Roger Bacon, Johannes Kepler,
Antoine Lavoisier, Clerk Maxwell and many other physicists in the late 19th and
early 20th centuries.

Types of Analytic Pragmatism

Richard Rorty: In “The Degeneration of Pragmatism,” Douglas Anderson
compares Rorty to Dewey and Peirce in ways that deepen my use of the classical
tenets. He explains:

My purpose is to provide a diagnostic descriptive overview of the present state
of pragmatism, much in the way that Rorty himself addressed the history of
philosophy. The difference is that I will examine the development of Rorty’s
pragmatism from the perspective of Peirce’s pragmaticism!*,

I will, however, articulate the lessons of Anderson’s arguments in terms that
differ somewhat from his. Anderson argues that Rorty undermines pragmatism;
I prefer to say that Rorty diverges significantly from major tenets of classical prag-
matism. Because Rorty advances a subset of these tenets, I prefer to assign his work
to a different sub-community, named after Brandom’s “analytic pragmatism”®.
Because I identify with the community of classical pragmatism, I presuppose sev-
eral elemental beliefs that are not operative in Rorty’s work. For this reason, I de-

14 Anderson, D. “The Degeneration of Pragmatism: Peirce, Dewey, Rorty”, in: D. R. Anderson &
C. R. Hausman, Conversations on Peirce: Reals and Ideals. New York, 2012, p. 59.

15 Anderson cites John E. Smith’s distinction between two kinds of Rorty: “For Smith, there are two
Rorty characters: 1) ‘rorty,” the philosopher ‘who acutely captures the central drift of Pragmatism
and brings it to bear on recent discussion in an illuminating way’; and 2) ‘Rorty,” who ‘is doing
something quite different in latching onto Dewey and onto the idea of ‘overcoming’ the tradi-
tion in order to get rid of Platonism and metaphysics or what he sometimes calls ‘Philosophy’”
(Smith, J. E. America’s Philosophical Vision. Chicago, 1992, p. 29, cited in Anderson, D. “The
Degeneration of Pragmatism: Peirce, Dewey, Rorty”, p. 67). In these terms, I prefer an approach
that keeps both Rorty characters and preserves the dogmatic tension and whatever dysfunction
comes with it.



12 Hcmopus ¢unocoguu

vote my energies to strengthening directions of inquiry that fall outside of much of
his work, but I do not want to spend my energy arguing beyond the limits of our
shared interpretants.

Anderson criticizes Rorty for wedding himself to a strict nominalism, there-
fore, for example, praising Dewey’s nominalist claims and rejecting his realist
claims'®. I do not mention realism among the tenets of classical pragmatism, be-
cause realist/nominalist positions tend to be argued as determinate principles rather
than habits of belief or modes of inquiry. I therefore prefer Anderson’s critique not
of the nominalist claim per se but of Rorty’s over-determined accounts of modes of
philosophic inquiry: “Rorty saw all realism in terms of his notion of Platonic stasis
and hinted at the need to replace it with a nominalistic pragmatism”*’. In the terms
of this essay, Rorty thereby diverges from classical pragmatism’s warnings against
binary reasoning and from its procedures for identifying signs of binary versus
non-binary reasoning. A second divergence is Rorty’s eschewing logical practice:
a sign, for one, of another binary (starkly delegitimizing formal in favor of non-
formal or edifying discourse). Anderson sharply criticizes Rorty’s contradictory
tendencies to both practice and yet argue against methodeutic inquiry. Anderson
cites Richard Bernstein’s incisive claim about Rorty’s Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature: “[T]here is a variation of this Either/Or that haunts this book —either
we are ineluctably tempted by foundational metaphors and the desperate attempt
to escape from history or we must frankly recognize that philosophy itself is at
best a form of “kibitzing”'®. Anderson cites a comparably strong claim of Stanley
Rosen’s: that Rorty “displayed an unwitting kinship with Platonism in denying the
possibility of a metaphysics that gives a complete account of the cosmos.” Rosen
explains that “the difference between the two is that for Plato, the falsehood of the
image [of form] does not cancel its power to convey a perception of the truth”*.

These criticisms offer evidence of Rorty’s surprising reenactment of what
I earlier labeled Descartes’ replacement philosophy, which proposes that philos-
ophers’ powers of criticism have sources outside their inherited habits and that
these powers have universal form and function. To repeat my conclusion: replace-
ment philosophies offer reparative claims as if they were constative; reparative
claims re-read these constative claims as undisclosed efforts of repair (above). In
my reading, Rorty contributes nonetheless to the sub-unit of analytic pragmatism,
informed by several classical tenets. His pragmatism was powerfully devoted to
criticizing academic abstraction and promoting the academy’s responsibility for
societal repair. And, despite some retrenchment, he worked overall on behalf of a
non-formal, pragmatic methodeutic (see above).

Robert Brandom: Student of Rorty’s, Brandom has emphasized what we
might label the other side of analytic pragmatism. Rather than seek to replace
analytic formalism with its perceived opposite, Brandom has pursued a mediating
alternative consistent with the mediating, transcendental rationalism he admires
in Kant and Hegel. I call the latter “mediating,” because these thinkers attribute
the work of mediation to the force of human cognition and will, unlike Peirce and
Augustine (and Poinsot, Royce, Deely, Smith, Anderson and others), who identify

16 Anderson, D. “The Degeneration of Pragmatism: Peirce, Dewey, Rorty”, p. 66.

17" Ibid., p. 68.

18 Bernstein, R. “Philosophy and the Conversation of Mankind: Critical Study of Philosophy and
the Mirror of Nature by Richard Rorty”, Review of Metaphysics, 1980, Vol. 33, No. 4, p. 747
(cited in Anderson, D. “The Degeneration of Pragmatism: Peirce, Dewey, Rorty”, p. 70).

19 Rosen, S. The Ancients and the Moderns: Rethinking Modernity. New Haven, 1989, p. 181 (cited
in Anderson, D. “The Degeneration of Pragmatism: Peirce, Dewey, Rorty”, p. 71).
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this mediation as the fruit of forces and sources antecedent to the human will and
human cognition. Brandom’s strongly language- and society-based pragmatism
is consistent with strong tendencies in Dewey as well as Rorty and Sellers. But it
diverges from the classical pragmatists’ additional attention to the biosphere, as
well as from Peirce’s pragmatic pan-psychism and common-sense realism. Bran-
dom shares in Peirce’s efforts to bring formal reasoning and precision to pragmatic
logic and methodeutic. As Bernstein argues, Peirce’s writings offer evidence of
both an operationalist and inferentialist method of inquiry, overlapping with the
latter element of Brandom’s inquiry. Peirce and Brandom also overlap in their at-
tention to the societal ground of logic. Brandom diverges from Peirce, however,
in his effort to bring inferentialism to a degree of definition and clarity that veils
the analytic messiness and apparent informality of a more robust operationalism.
Brandom is therefore less partial to Peirce’s kind of triadicity. If, in his own words,
Brandom pursues a Hegelian and thus rationalist pragmatism, Peirce’s pragmatic
rationalism recognizes the probabilistic and space-time contingency of that third
which alone conditions non-binary relations (aRb). For Brandom as for Hegel, this
contingency is less evident . While Peirce and Brandom both seek to reason sys-
tematically, Brandom’s goal includes a cognitivism that Peirce eschewed: Peirce
pursued systematic reasoning in relation to empirical contingencies, in that sense
more like a quantum physicist than a philosopher of language.

With respect to the classical tenets, 1 find that Brandom has a mediating or in-
between position on almost every tenet. His critique of academic representationalism
reinforces classical critiques of academic abstraction and binarism as do his efforts
to situate semantics within the context of pragmatics. In Bernstein’s words, “Rorty
praises Brandom because he advances one of the most thoroughgoing critiques of the
representationalism that has dominated much of epistemology and semantics since
the 18th century — including contemporary analytic philosophy”?. In this sense, Bran-
dom affirms the classical account of the situatedness of knowing. At the same time,
Brandom is otherwise inattentive to Peirce’s account of genuine Thirdness and thus
to modes and contexts of relationality outside of human social relations and their
linguistic complements. While he offers a social logic and epistemology, he devotes
less explicit attention to the themes of social responsibility that are prominent, for
example, in Rorty and Dewey. Brandom’s attention is more abstractive and indirect:
emphasizing the setting of semantics in sociolinguistic performance. Brandom pur-
sues a Hegelian, pragmatic rationalism that both strengthens and weakens the classi-
cal critique of abstractive inquiry in the academy: promoting habits of conceptualist/
cognitivist inquiry while also urging analytic philosophers to explore the social and
performative situatedness of their epistemological work. Like Kant’s, his epistemol-
ogy provides grounds for normativity that are at once rational (of the transcendental
subject) and intersubjective (and thus personal as well as social) and objective (irre-
ducible to individuated subjectivity)*'. But like Kant’s, this mediating epistemology
also lacks empirical contingency. Bernstein argues that Brandom achieves this media-
tion through “a Davidsonian understanding of intersubjectivity, an I-thou sociality”?.

20 Bernstein, R. The Pragmatic Turn. Malden, MA, 2010, p. 212.

2l In Bernstein’s words, Brandom opens promising lines of inquiry for a “strong pragmatic account

of justification, truth, and objectivity, one that avoids both relativism and conventionalism”
(Ibid., p. 119).

22 Ibid., p. 121 (citing Brandom, R. Making It Explicit. Cambridge, Mass., 1994, p. 599). Bernstein
suggests that his I-thou sociability corresponds to Peirce’s notion of a community of inquiry. I be-
lieve that Bernstein and Brandom may share a neo-pragmatic aversion to authority of any kind,
which I do not see operative in Peirce’s account of scholastic and scientific models of community
(See Bernstein, R. The Pragmatic Turn, p. 231, n. 21).
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In this effort, Brandom affirms classical attention to the societal environment of nor-
mativity, whether in Dewey’s language of values or Peirce’s language of normative
science. But his distinction between the contributions of I-thou and I-we sociality to
societal structure is overdrawn: a possible sign that he is prepared to compromise the
classical critique of binary reasoning when it conflicts with his stronger aversion to
societal authority®.

A Concluding Note

Consider this summary of the individual thinkers surveyed above. Measured
with respect to the classical tenets, I would conclude that Rorty inhabits a subunit
of pragmatic inquiry that works more efficiently outside the structures of classical
pragmatism. Debates between classical pragmatism and Rorty’s analytic pragma-
tism might serve educational and exploratory goals, but not practical ones: that
is, such debates would not contribute to the efficient work of any community of
pragmatic repair. Brandom’s analytic pragmatism might interact productively with
Rorty’s community of inquiry, but its engagement with communities of classical
inquiry would most likely serve academic/cognitive but not practical/performative
ends. The survey of classical pragmatism suggests that pragmatists who pursue the
classical tenets with different energies and degrees of commitment may specialize
in different sub-disciplines of pragmatic inquiry: each contributing differently to
the collective work of a community of pragmatic inquiry. In these terms, team-
work is essential to pragmatic inquiry, because no individual thinker/social-actor
will embody and integrate the full range of sub-disciplines, skills, and institution-
specific learning that pragmatic inquiry may demand. As represented by Peirce
and Dewey, pragmatic inquiry is the work of a community/team and its associated
divisions of labor. This tenet may appear challenging to thinkers committed to a
thoroughgoing inferentialism. But it should not prove challenging to communities
of inquiry in which inferentialists and operationalists work side by side: contribut-
ing to the short-term efforts of a shared project of pragmatic inquiry without seek-
ing the kinds of conceptual agreement that would weaken their dynamic division
of labor. In the terms of our sample of classical tenets, such space-time specific
communities and projects of inquiry would be well served by a division of labor
among devotees of Peirce, Dewey, James, Augustine, Poinsot, Heisenberg, and
many more who share deep commitment to some significant portion of the clas-
sical tenets. I hope that devotees of Rorty and Brandom would want to join such
communities/projects.

23 Brandom, R. Making It Explicit, pp. 37-41.
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KnaccuuecKue 0CHOBOIIO/I0KEHHA KaK Me€pd nMparMmdaTu3smad

ITumep Okc

BponmaHoBCckHii ipoteccop cOBpeMeHHOM MyAanuCTHKUA. BUpHKUHCKUI yHHUBepcuTeT. University
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[oxoH 3. CMUT yTBepXKZaeT, YTO [IparMaTU3MOB MOXXHO HaCUMTaTh e/iBa JIM He CTOJIbKO
)Ke, CKOJIbKO camux (unocodoB-nparMatucToB. I1ouTy Bce MparMaTUCThl eMHOYIITHEI
B KPUTHKe abCTPaKLMOHUCTCKOTO U PeyKIIMOHUCTCKOTO THITAa MBILIIEHHS], LIapsIiero B
COBpEMEeHHBIX YHUBEPCUTETAX, OHAKO OOJBLUIMHCTBO W3 HUX IMPH/eP)KUBAJUCh COBEp-
LIIEHHO HeCX0XKMX BO33pEHUM Ha TO, KaK M MCXO[s U3 KaKUX liesieil HaJyIe)XUT BHOCUTh
WCIIpaB/eHus] B CIOKUBLIYIOCS B HayuyHOM cpefie mpolefypy ymosakitoueHuii. Cob-
CTBeHHble B3r/siibl CMUTa UCIBITANN ONpefesisiioljee BAUSHUE KIaCCUUeCKUX BepcUit
rparmMaTusma, co3fiaHHbix [Iupcom, Jbton, JxeliMcoMm, a Takke PolicoM, Ipu 3ToM pas-
JIMUUS, TIPUCYIIMEe ITUM UCTOYHMKAM, JIMIIE CITIOCOOCTBOBA/M BHYTPEHHEMY JTUHAMHU3MY
niparmaru3ma Cmura. Kyza meHbiie CMUT ObUT BITeUaT/ieH OCTKeHUSIMHA HeoTparMarH-
CTOB, OTBEPrHYBLIUX K/IIOUeBbIe [10JI0’KEHUsI KJacCuuecKoil Teopyud. Mos 3aZiaua B 3TOM
HeDbOJIBIIIOM OUepKe — COCTaBUTb NPUMEDHBIN MepedyeHb ITUX T0JI0KeHHH, Ormupasich Ha
TpyAbl CMUTa U HEKOTOPBIX M3 YMUC/IA pas3fie/solUX ero NpUBEP)KeHHOCTh Kjlaccuye-
CKOMY B3IVISIZ[y Ha Bellld COBPEMEHHBIX NparMaTHhCTOB, TakuX Kak Puuapz BepHcraiin,
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Ixon Oum u Jar AHgepcoH. [laHHbIe TIONO>KeHUS s iepeOPMY/MpPYIO0 B TePMUHAX
rparMaTiuecKoil CeMHOTHKH, TIpMJIararlieit ceMroTrKy ITupca K KiaccuyeckuM Teopu-
SIM U3MeHeHUsI IPYBbIUEK 1 BOCCTaHaB/IMBAIOLero yM0o3aK/IueH s, UTo [103B0JIsieT pac-
CMaTpUBaTh TaKOBbIe M0JIOKeHUsI KaK 3HaKU OCHOBOII0/IararoluX Npe/cTaB/leHui mmpar-
MarusMa. B 1osHoM cornacuu ¢ TeM, UTO TOBOPUT O NMOA0OHBIX «MCXOZAHBIX» IIpe/CcTaB-
nenusix [Tupc, oHM He JO/DKHBI MBICJUTBCS KakK M30/MPOBaHHbIE YTBEPKIEHHSI O MUpe
WM KaK YeTKO OTpeZesisieMble paliOHaIbHbIe TIPUHLIUIIBL, HO CKOpee Kak CBOOOAHO op-
raHM30BaHHas JUHaMUYHasl COBOKYITHOCTb NpUBbIUeK. [IpUBBIUKY pa3BUBAIOTCsI, MEHsI-
I0TCSI, TlepeMelIInBaloTCs Mexy co00H U OTZeNS0TCs OAHU OT APYTHX Ha NPOTSDKEHUH
BCET0 X0/la UHTe/JIeKTyalbHON M COLManbHON UCTOPHUU. MBI ClIOCOGHBI TONMBKO CMYTHO
yrafibIBaTh UX; 1000e oMrcaHre WX 0CTAeTCsl IPUOIU3UTeNbHBIM; OHU TIPOSIBJISIIOT Cebst
JIVIIBL OTIOCPeZOBaHHO, Yepe3 I0CJ/Ie/ICTBUSI CBOero Bo3deicTBusi. K uncty Takux mo-
CJIefICTBUI OTHOCATCS (haKThl BOSHUKHOBeHUs cpeu (prmocodos, Beayux rmparMarTy-
YyecKue UCCIIeJOBaHus, «Cybcoo0bIecTB»; Hanuuus «cybceTei» 10 PUBBIYKaM; M0sIBIe-
HUSI 9K3UCTeHLIMaIbHO OKpallleHHbIX [JUK/IOB COL{MAa/IbHOIO [IeHICTBHS U [IOTOKOB YCTHOTO
Y TMCbMEHHOTO CJIOBA, BK/IFOUass KOHTEKCTHO 00yC/I0B/IeHHbIe, KOHKPETHO OIIpeZiesieH-
HbIe YTBEPK/IeHUS 0 MUpe, O JPYTUX YTBEeP)KAEHUSIX U O IIPUBBIYKAX MCC/IeJOBaHUs, Ha-
npuMep, B iparMatusmMe. Cpeiv TAKUX YTBEPXKIAEHUH HaXoAUT cebe MeCcTo U MOH Crocob
(hOpMYJTMPOBKM OCHOBOIIOJIO’KEHHI, PABHO KaK M MOM JIOBOZBI, Kacalolrecss UCTOPUU
rparmMatusma. OTUM YTBep)K/eHUsM CBOWMCTBEHHA ONpe/ie/IeHHOCTb, KOTOPOW HeT HU Y
TIpUBbIUEK ITparMaTh3Ma, HU y er0 OCHOBOIIO/IOXKEeHNH.

Kaioueenle cn106a: amepukaHckuii nparmatusM, Yapnb3 IIupc, [bkoH [Ibptou, ABIYCTUH,
OUHApHOE MBILIIEHUE, CEMUOTHKA, KapTe3UaHCTBO, M3MEeHEeHHe TIPUBbIYEK



