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Editorial Note

Roberto Frega, Filipe Carreira da Silva

Pragmatism and the Social Sciences: a Centuipfafences and Interactions, vol. 2

This issue continues the symposiaRmagmatism and the Social Sciences: a Century
of Influences and Interactioribat has appeared in the vol. 2, year 2011 of this journal. For
a general introduction to the issue weerefeaders to our Editée introduction to the
volume 1.

This new issue, inspired by the same criteria used in the making of the first, is divided
in three sections.

In the first section, titlediClassical Pragmatists and contemporary social@gytains
three papers, all dealing in different ways with the question of the legacy of pragmatism to
contemporary social theory. All three papers tackle different strands of the appropriation of
pragmatism in French social theory from Pierre Bourdietbtdemporary pragmatic sec
ology.

In the second section, titlétlaw, Power, and the prospects of a pragmatist sociat the
ryo, the selected artictedeal with more specific issues in social and political thedry, a
ways in ways that focus on the distincntribution of the pragmatist tradition to comnte
porary research. The papers address issues that are of concern for social theory in broad
sense, as well as for more specific fields such as international relation theory, the theory of
power, the theory ofiktoriography.

In the last section, titleiContemporary appropriatiodswe have gathered articles that
explore issues that extend beyond social theory to coves fialth as the cognitive scien
es, communication studies, and educational theory.

This volume closes the project. We hope that the articles published in both volumes
will be of interest to philosophees well as to scholars coming from other fields, and we
hope in this way to have contributed to a broader understanding of pragmatism as a cultural
enterprise that encompasses an increasing larger sphere of contemporary reflection.
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Tullio Viola™

Peirce and Iconology: Habitu&mbodiment, and the Analogy between Philosophy and A
chitecturé

Abstract fi[l]t is the belief men betray, and not that which they parade which has to be
studied. This short Peircean sentence has been the subject of important yet underrated a
tention in he reception of Peirée philosophy, passing through the art historians Edgar
Wind and Erwin Panofsky and arriving finally at Bourdieu. This paper explores the affin
ties between Peirée and Panofksy thinking, as well as their historical connections and
their common sources, taking its cue from an analysis of the similar arguments the two
authors offer to justify the analogy between Gothic architecture and Scholasticism. The
fulcrum for the comparison between Peirce and Panofsky is located in the svafibg-

gar Wind: a leading figure, this article proposes, in the history of European pragmatism.

I. Introduction: From Peirce to Sociology, via Panofsky

The starting point of this paper is a thus far barely remarked u@om at first blush
somewhat negliible 1 textual consonance: both the philosopher Charles S. Peirce and the
art historian Erwin Panofsky have written about the classic analogy between Gotliic arch
tecture and Scholastic philosophy.

Panofsky, of course, dedicated one of his most famousiebated books the 1951
Gothic Architecture and Scholasticisimto the topic; while Peirce addressed it almost in
passing, first in his renowned review of Berkeley, and then, even less systematically, in a
number of subsequent manuscripts and papers.aBimmetry notwithstanding, and also
in spite of the fact that no direct connection among these texts is extant, | shall maintain in
what follows that such a convergence does have a theoretical weight: one that may help us
better to assess and historicdibcate the more general contact points between Reirce
thinking and iconology.

Panofsky did in fact know of Peirce, whom he quoted in a number of passages dealing
with the justification of iconological method. All these passages refer to one single phras
of the American thinker, one which at first seems peripheral but which actually (as we shall
see) goes to the heart of his philosopfityis the belief merbetray, and not that which they
paradewhich has to be studiéd This brief sentence, whidhanofksy took from his st
dent Edgar Wind, will help reveal the broader story of an early, thus far neglected, yet at
the same time momentous line of reception of Pé&rphilosophy.

Although my focus in the rest of this article will be on thehastorical tradition, haev-
ever, it is important to add here that this line of reception did not stop with Panofsky. Albeit

*Humboldt Universitat zu Berlin [tullio.viola@gmail.com)]

! recéved very generous comments on previous drafts of this article from Horst Bredekamp, Maria Luisa
Catoni, Sascha Freyberg, Carlo Ginzburg, Lydia Goehr, Helmut Pape, Salvatore Settis. | thank them all. Laure
Astourian and Julian SmitNewman have much impred my English. Without the many conversations with the
late John M. Krois this research would have never been born.

Zilssues of Pragmaticisin{1905),EP 2: 349n. See further, par. VIII.
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TULLIO VIOLA PEIRCE AND ICONOLOGY

not altogether explicitly, it also played a crucial role in the genesis of Pierre Baisrdieu
ciology.

To clarify this, let me say in advam¢hat | shall locate much of the common terran b
tween Peirce and Panofsky in the notionshabit and habitus two distinguishable yet
tightly interwoven concepts, which since their Greek origin have occupied a ceniral pos
tion in Western philosophy. @inally the scholastic translation of Aristaehexisand
echein the Latin termhabitushas traditionally designated the philosophically stronger (and
ontologically more committing) notion of the two: the system of abiding dispositions which
define hunan nature in a broad sense. At the beginning of the twentieth century, founding
thinkers of the social sciences such as Durkheim, Weber and above all Mauss still heavily
relied on this strong, by and large Aristotelian idea of habit; but the naturalizstitwe
concept put forth by behaviorism increasingly caused sociologists and anthropologists to do
away with the terrh As of the late 1960s, it was Bourdieu who most strongly opposed this
tendency, famously making dfabitusthe lynchpin of his methodafyy. Yet scholars do
not always realize how important Panofsky was for Bouiieediscovery of the schaa
tic term.

Devoting much of his early work to the sociology of art and education (as well as to the
cultural meaning of architectu)e Bourdieu cameo recognize in Panofsky an important
ally in his methodological approach. In 1967 he transl&sethic Architecture and Soh
lasticism, and accompanied the text with a postface that reflecksabitusas the decisive
tool for circumventing the shortcomiagof both structuralism and positivism. Not only
habitus but also Panofskg more general problem of iconological meaning appeared to
Bourdieu to point towards that unwitting dimension of agency which, mainly formed
through education, connects individutdsthe broader social context in which they are e
bedded. At the same time, Edgar Wiégl1936 article ofiSome Points of Contact between
History and Natural Scienogwhich is precisely the text that contains PdBoguotation,
helped him to betteunderline the methodological assumptions of Pandfskyodel; he
thus included a long excerpt from it in the 1968 handbook on sociological rfiefirudi
although this fact seems to have gone totally unnoticed, in both the 1966 pdbeelbec-
tual Field and Creative Projedt(in which the notion ohabitusalready appears) and the
introduction to the book on photography Bourdieu literally quoted Peirce:

To relate the works produced by an age to the educat
provide onedé with one means of explaining not only what they say but also what they
betray in so far as they participate in the symbolic aspects of an age or’society

Camic 1986, 2001; Funke 1963ee in particular Mauss 201 6 a i eu pehdant de nombreuses années
cette notion de ohlal:atus:naﬁe] eLsombtl ¢r dd udiabitud®,i ohéxddn i me n t mi eux (q
Ioacqumetlanfaculteod 6Aristote [...]

“See Bourdieu 1970.

® Bourdieu 1967. See also Bourdieu 1985, HaP@05, Raab 2007.

® Bourdieu, Chamboredon, Passeron (1968: 92087287289, 3243 2 7 ) . Windds sentence is tran:t
follows: fiPeirce écrit dans un fragment sur la psychologie du développement deféiddées:qu 6i | nous faut ®tudi
ce sont le croyamss que les hommes nous livrent inconsciemment, et non pas celles dont ils fontétalage.

" Bourdieu (1969: 118), emphases mine. The original French version, Bourdieu (1966:905 )y apauster

|l es Tuvres dbébune ®pogque aux pratiques de | 6®cole cbest donc
ce qubelles proclament, mais aussi ce quodelles trahissent en
ou doun eSes aso BaRmi®g1965:231):iCompr endre ad®quatement une photograph
pas seul ement r epr en gmodaamd e sdBdaes damsiurfeicartairte imesars, legintehtons| e

explicites de son autepituscdestsi gahtdn ce®ocbnfoaékel éeparticipe
|l a symboliqgue ddédune ®poque, »dhesecand edition of thie texd (see thfEinn gr oupe ar t i
lish translation, Bourdieu 1990) is particularly interesting, for thererdeu introduced the notion dfabitusas

ISSN: 20364091 2012, IV, 1



TULLIO VIOLA PEIRCE AND ICONOLOGY

Only a few years later, Bourdieu would partially change his mind about Panoésky, b
ginning to sedhe latteés methodological stance as merely restating the same intellectualist
fallacies that flawed structurali§mAs he explicitly wrote, it was another nistorical
masterpiecei Baxandal@s Art and Experienc€1972)1 that had prompted his changé o
opinior?; but | am also tempted to recognize in it the traces of a dialogue with Enmile Be
veniste. In an essay from 1969 which also dismissively touches upon Peirce, the French
linguist had suggested that Panofissipook on Gothic architecture be consttias relying
on a semiotic basis, thus backing a Saussurian reading of iconology (also advocated, in the
same years, by Giulio C. Argan) which inevitably downplays the role of habit, and reduces
the significance of a comparison with Peirce to a vaguetjlai semiotic interedt. Yet if,
by contrast, the notion of habit is given proper weighs | shall attempt to do in whatlfo
lows1 this similar interest will not only appear less casual; but the thread that holds toget
er Peircé pragmatism, Panofséy iconology and Bourdieuian sociology will also gain
significance. All the more so as Peifed¢reatment of habit is also the origin of that pragm
tist theory of action which subsequently proved capable of influencing American social
thought; and PanofsKy iconological take on the same concept reveals debts and overlaps
with the classics of sociology which go far beyond Bourdieu. (As we shall see, the dialogue
with Karl Mannheim is particularly important in this resgégtFor all these reasons, the
following pages, while dwelling on the apparently remote subject of Gothic churches,
should also be read as a chapter in the history of the exchanges bPtageratism and
Social Theor¥.

| shall begin with a few prefatory ebrvations on the parallel between architecture and
philosophy. Although cursory, they intend to suggest that, once historically contextualized,
the seemingly casual textual correspondence between Peirce and Panofsky cangreveal si
nificant aspects of theivorks. At the same time, these observations will serve as h-touc
stone for bringing to light similarities, shared premises and common sources between the
two thinkers. | shall then proceed by presenting Pé&reed Panofsi& arguments. My
strategy is tdocate these arguments within the broader web of the two adtifelsng
concerns, thus letting the similar purport of their contentions come to the fore. In doing so, |
also aim to give proper weight to some of PdBcebservations on art, which, hoves
sparse and clumsy they may be, deserve a more serious consideration than they have been
accorded so far. Finally, | shall dwell at length upon the philosophy of Edgar Wind, as the
crucial link between the two authors; and attempt to draw some thedaticclusions.

the solution for thafimediation between the subjective and the objective» which the first edition was still seeking
in the concepts dialienation, attitude or ethos», or everfiafass consciousness» (Bourdie6320-22).
® Bourdieu 1972.
° Bourdieu (1992:432ff.)
10 Benveniste (1974:61); Argan (1975) calls Panofskiye Saussure of art history». See also Holly
(1984:43ff., 181 83) and Horst Bredekampds misgivings £1995). Benveni
di eu: he often quoted the for mer 6s Lésivotapulairesdes imait wor k s, and pre
tions indeeuropéenned his book seriete sens commurBenveniste, for his part, in his pages on Panofsky
qguoted both Boandbispesifdce. t ransl ati on
" See Abels 1994 and Arrouye 1984.
!2 Joas 1992 has been a fundamental inspiration for this study. | am aware that arguing for the existence of
such a |link between pragmati sm and Bour dinedwtsthesoci ol ogy may
critique Luc Boltanski addressed to his former teacher, from a standpoint he explicitly relates to Amegcan pra
matism. Of course, the topic goes beyond the scope of this article, and | plan on dealing with it more thoroughly in
the future;but let me just say that what is normally referred tdf@asgmatism is vague and heterogeneous
enough to accommodate the apparent contradiction. (I thank Séverine Marguin for having first alerted me to this
problem).
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TULLIO VIOLA PEIRCE AND ICONOLOGY

1. Philosophy and Architecture: the Significance of a Parallel

The history of the attempts to relate Gothic architecture and Scholasticism is by no
means confined to Peirce and Panofsky. Both belong to a longer and philosophicaly cons
guential line of thought. Meyer Schapiro locates its birthplace in the last page @ Rant
obachtungen Uber das Gefiihl des Schénen und Erhapehéarh criticizes the taste of the
Middle-Ages as emanating froifigrimaces (Fratzer). Not limited to architecture, Kant
writes, this taste was also reflected in costumes as well as iitaiigend Schulfratzén
concocted by men of scierlée

During the nineteenth century Kémtidea was taken up over and over again. Michelet,
Semper and \Mfflin are only a few of the scholars who dealt with it, typically less for the
sake of the specific historical problem than as a way of broaching the general issue (Hegel
an in some measure) of the relation between the art and the culture of &*paridddica-
tor of the emblematic status the topic came to acquire, the assertion of such an analogy
proved much stabler than the rationales alternatively proposed to account for it; the very
problem of finding a way to connect the two phenomena becamgathepro totofor a
much more abstract question.

Why did this happen? The almost perfect chronological overlapping of the two terms of
the analogy is hardly a sufficient explanation. Paul Frankl has suggested that the wery hist
ry of the wordfiGothiad, which from a strictly architectural meaning came to denote a
broader range of cultural phenomena, has gradually led to the problem Pandfksy a
dressetf. Still more important, however, is the phenomenon of ninetesanturyfhistosi-
cisto architecture, both in itsevivalist and eclecticist version, which caused architects to
pose the question of their social and historical embeddedness more emphatically than other
artists or scholars. Within this framework, the protagonists of the Gothic Revival @& mov
ment that setched well beyond architecture) in turn typically colored their rediscovery of
the Middle Ages with traditionalist, Romantic if not conservative assumptions, champio
ing the weight of tradition and collective historical forces as opposed tc histbeical
laws. Now, as we shall see (though the matter deserves to be explored much more deeply)
these assumptions permeate Péirdeen interest in the in the Middle Ages as well; so that
when cast into this context, his reflections on the Gothic may offanexpected occasion
to shed new light on his broader philosophical temperament.

A few considerations are also in order with regard to philos@pageold attraction to
architecture. Once again it is Kant who first comes to mind, and his notion of erahite
ics, which Peirce heavily relied upon in his own reflections on the nature of philosophy.
Albeit not so masterfully as Wittgenstein, Peirce even practiced architecture. Since the very
years in which he worked on Hgchitecture of Theorieshe directd the renovations of his
own country housdjArisbed, which he had also planned to turn into a center of philasoph
cal inquiryi the incarnation, as it were, of thathilosophical edificé that he was at pains
to erect in his writing$. And yet this thread, too, ends up leading us to Scholasticism:

13 Kant (1905: 258256). See Schapirt099.

41 am relying here and elsewhere on Frankl 1960. See pg8 4BFL2 andpassim See also Gombrich 1969,
especially p. 28. Wl fflinbs words (1888: 62) are particular
the filnhalt der Zeit» is ssumed on a general level, he sdygelches soll der Weg sein, der von der Zelle des
scholastischen Philosophen in die Bauhitte des Architekten flihrt?»

BFrankl (1960: 228); See also Dynes 1973. Fona@@m this angl e,
the tendency already well established, to explore the parallels among diff@oghiod phenomena.

® Cf. AA Guess at the Riddd(1888),W 6: 168;fiThe Architecture of Theorieég1890),W 8: 98-110. On A-

isbe see Brent (1993:1892).

ISSN: 20364091 2012, IV, 1



TULLIO VIOLA PEIRCE AND ICONOLOGY

much prior to Kant and Peirce the parallel between architecture and philosophy had been
proposed by Thomas Aquinas. At about the same time in which, in France, the figure of the
(Gothic) arclitect began to be invested with a new dignity, Thomas was able to recover the
Aristotelian sense of the term and to label philosophical activieshitectonicaé for

their capacity to confer order on things and govern secondary sciences

Il. Peirceis Review of Berkeley

In the October 1871 issue of tN®rth American ReviewPeirce published a lengthg-e
say on Alexander FragBrnew edition of George Berkelisyworks. Despite its apparently
occasional nature, this is a seminal and in some wagsrpassed text within Peifsenel-
vre, both for its conceptual depth and for the breadth of knowledge and interests it masters
and brings into play. Peirce took the review as the occasion for a much wider reflection on
the fundamental question that preopied him at that time: the quarrel between noinina
ism and realism. Focusing exclusively on the British tradition, he traced the history of this
dispute from its scholastic origins (which he had thoroughly studied during the late 1860s)
up to nineteenttentury positivism, with a remarkably keen eye for the evolution of ideas
in time and their documentable transfers from one author to another.

Alongside this historical reconstruction, Peirce offered a rather heterodox construal of
the philosophical gist ahe controversy. In his version, the disagreement between the two
doctrines really amounts to a different conceptionmeafity. Nominalism conceives it as
what is external to the mind and is not created by itfitbentain of the current of human
thoudhto, independent from and directly influencing it precisely because of its being outside
of the mind. The realist, on the contrary, sees the red@hasunmoving forra which will
be reached in an indefinitely distant future by means of converging trégsctpadually
doing away with the partialities of individual viewpoints. Far from being external to the
mind, reality is hence independdiniot [...] of thought in general, but of all that is arbitrary
and individual in thougl® and presupposes the id#faa communityof inquirers gradually
approaching consensual trutfithere is a generalrift in the history of human thought
which will lead it to one general agreement, one catholic cofsent

As is easy to perceive in this last sentence, Peirce redolgibal ftechnicalities of the
controversy as ultimately bearing on a much more general (or ideological) bundle of issues:
something every maifif he is not less than manwill have to confront. As he saw them,
the morallyfidebasing, materialist and individualist drives that dominate modern science
are of a piece with the nominalist outlook. Realism, on the contrary, is only uphétldeby
most conservative mintf§ among which he clearly counted himself.

In order to render more plabte the realist view of reality as not separated from the
mind, Peirce resorted to Duns Scd@tdsstinction betweelfitwo ways in which a thing may
be in the mindj habitualiterandactualite® (which is in turn dependent on Aristaibedis-
cussion of firs and second actuality with regards to sens&tjolVhile the universal does
not need to be conceivedtualiterin order to be real, it does have to be in the nhiabit-

7 pevsner (182:559562), and Frankl (1960: 13636 ) , who adds t fideds noTdugpartas 6 ar gumen't
the thesis that scholasticism and Gothic are related [ é] On
1260 the workmaster or architect was looked upoa &san who had duties on the building site comparable to
those of the philosopher in the university lecture hall.»

'8 See Fisch 1967.

S 2: 467471.

24y 2: 485.

ZDeAnima 417a22 ff . AUpom kogical CoropreReasion ane Extensi¢hB67),W 2: 75.
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ualiter; that is, suchthatfic an di rectly produce a taleshception [ é]
sociatiom and findependently] of consciousné&s These words reveal better than many
others the extraordinary fecundity of Pefic@aotion of habit, and its ability to serve as the
virtual meeting point of the different threads of his philosopisymore properly metapky

ical purport, here only adumbrated, will be apparent in the later theory of categories, in
which the process of haHibrming is tantamount to the category of concepts and signs
(thirdness), as opposed to the realms of sheerldgtoa fbrute actiod (secondness) and

pure possibility (firstness). But the notion also plays an especially crucial role in the form
lation of Peircé pragmatism (according to which a belief is only definable in termshef ha

its of action), as well as ihis reflections on the mind, perception and the self. From our
perspective, it is particularly noteworthy that Peirce came back to $dwbgualiter
actualiter distinction precisely in the 1905 article that also contains the distinction between
fiparadngd and fbetraying, using it in his attempt to better articulate his view of the u
conscziet,)us as not qualitatively opposed to consciousness but rather continuously shading
into it*”.

The role that Berkeley plays in this scenario is a complex oneedfiseption of reality,

Peirce argues, is akin to the realist one only at the surface: at bottom, the rift he established
between mind and matter in fact makes him a nominalist and a Platonist & Andke

same time, his theory of perception and knowtet of outstanding importance for modern
thought. This is a trait Peirce would return to more emphatically thirty years later, in anot

er review of the second edition of Frasework. There we read th&Berkeley is, in truth,

far more entitled to be osidered the father of all modern philosophy than is &amdfiit

was he, more than any other single philosophédro should be regarded as the father of
pragmatisnf’

The precise reason for such a bold statement can be found in a manuscript ¢il 1911:
think the idea ¢f pragmatisrh was suggested to me by Berkdeywo little books about
visiond.?® Peirce was referring to tHéew Theory of Visio(i1709), followed by th&heory
of Vision VindicatedIn these works Berkeley put forward his ideas aboutrferential
nature of vision and its dependency on touch or proprioception which have represented the
paramount source, from Helmholtz to Gombrich, of all subsequent reflections on perception
as unconscious inferenéeAlthough the matter is much more compland controversial
with regards to his later periéi,Peirceés early theory of perception may be easily i
scribed into this tradition. His writings from the late 1860s make clear that he saw & Berk
leyés work not only a milestone in the history of associative psychology, but a fundamental
benchmark for his reflections on the inferential and habitual character of perception and the

AN 2: 472.

2 filssues of Pragmaticisi(1905), CP 5.441:fsince we are conscious of what we do deliberately, we are
conscioushabitualitero f what ever hides in the depths of our nature; and
energetic effort battention would bring it out.» See al€® 5.504, c. 1905.

“\W2: 479481.

°CN3:36 (1901). See alsW2: 483, where Ber k dthat suthandsiercathingiean g ar gument
not exist because we cannot so much as frame the idea of such a thing» gets replaced by a rough version of the
pragmatic maximfiDo things fulfil the same function practically? Then let them be signified by the same word.
Do they not? Then let them be disfuished.»
% Charles S. Peirce Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. [MS], L231. See
Moore 1984. The other name continuously cited as a direct source of pragmatism is of course Kant.
2" See, e.g., Schwartz 1994,
% See Bernstein 196 Bergman 2007.
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non-existence of intuitive cognitions which eventually led to the celetfamnti-Cartesiad
essays of 186897

IV. Peirce the Historian

It is within this framework that the comparison between Gothic architecture aad sch
lasticism, presented in the very first pages of the review, gains its most immediate signif
cance. Peirce ished to introduce the issue of nominalism not only as a theoretical problem,
but also as a chapter of what he cafffrd]etaphysical history, or the history of philas-
phy asfithe best representative of the mental development of eadhaagkwhich he ivit-
ed historians to address together with the history of other aspects of human affairs such as
society, government, war, law. It is by dint of these comparisons that witraee the g-
nificance of events for the human midand discern deeper regutas or transversal
analogies?

The phenomenon that most interested Peirce in this respect wdsettwdution of
thougho that occurred in twelftltentury Europe, the causes of which he looked for in the
Crusades and the effects of which he found in $ield diverse as commerce, law, ecclesial
history, and finally philosophy and afindeea i he claimed fif any one wishes to know
what a scholastic commentary is like, and what the tone of thought in it is, he has only to
contemplate a Gothic cathedrt.

Albeit cursorily, Peirce put forth four different rationales for this analogy. The first
shared feature between the two phenomendiie@id religious faith and dicomplete a-
sence of seltonceit on the part of the artist or philosoghéBoth kindsof works were
catholic that is, they were not meant fiembody the authofs ideas agithe universal
truthd. This also entails a scrupulousness that would be unthinkable in other contexts: the
Schoolmeids ruminations on the most abstract theological tipes no longer appear geat
itous if one takes seriously their unswerving trust in biblical revelation. The second shared
traitisfia det estation of antithesis or the studied ba
i a hatred of posing which is as mugtmoral trait as the othedsThe third is theincreas-
ing sense of immensityemanating from both. Finally, Gothic architecture and schielast
cism are similar in the way they eventually faded, losing touch around the same time with
their religious impulseand sinkingffirst into extreme formalism and fancifulness, and then
into the merited contempt of all meff

What sources was Peirce drawing upon when penning these lines? What knowledge of
Gothic architecture did he rely on? An attempt to answer thesstiqus seriously must
begin from the fact that at the moment he was writing his review of Berkeley, Peirce had

MW2:166;196fTher e can be no doubt that before thme publication o
erally been believed that the third dimension of space was immediately intuited, although, at present, nearly all
admit that it is kown by inference.»); 23336 (all from 1868). But see also, much la@®P,7.624 (1903)fSince
1709, [psychologists] have been in possessioneof sufficient
ness, every percept is the product of meptatesses, or at all events of processes for all intent and purpases me
tal, except that we are not directly aware of them; and these are processes of no little complexity.» The importance
of Berkeleyb6s theory of vi sdymentidned 1991 reve\ecNBu3689. e mphasi zed i n th
O\ 2: 463464.
S\ 2: 464465. Let me cursorily draw the attention to the phré®me of thought», which is far from ion
cent, for in Peirceds technical v oquality of b sign.yA séholastt e si gns t he fii
commentary is a semiotic entity embodying a quality that can be put in relation to that of different sereiotic ph
nomend like cathedrals.
33N 2: 465467.
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just come back from the first of the five European journeys he made during Fis3ieé.

ing from New England on June 1870, he spent almost mionths in Europe, on a tour that
brought him to a large number of northern and Mediterranean countries. The main goal of
the journey was to make preparations for the observation of a solar eclipse; but Peirce also
took advantage of his travels to cultigascientific relationships, as well as to visit libraries,
purchase books and photographs, and get acquainted with European art. The papers co
served at Harvard contain some private letters and diaries which, ignored by schalarly ed
tionzz1 offer a glimpséto Peircés interest in the art and architecture of the countriesdhie vi

ited.

In particular, the image of Peirce that emerges from these documértts i®rrow the
words he himself would use five years later, during his second trip to Eurthya¢ d an
fienthusiastic admirer of the Gothi€ Both the letters and the private notes contain mume
ous records of his visit to Gothic churches in England, Italy, Spain, Switzerland and France
(with the important exception of Hde-France, where he did not dmecause of the war),
which reveal, in addition to admiration, a familiarity with technical vocabulary as well as a
distinct curiosity for the ashistorical debaté® Thus on January 30th, in Canterbury, Peirce
purchased Robert Will@rchitectural Historyof Canterbury Cathedra[1845Y".Still more
significant, though, is the note he had jotted down ten days before, while in Strasbourg:
iISaw only <cat hedr al .his if§ feadlWhewelly lotes andgser@dgni n a | [
Churches. Very pleasafii.

The referace, of course, is to the eminent British philosopher and scholar William
Whewell, the third edition of whosgrchitectural Notes on German Churchesme out in
1842°. Whewell is known to have been a decisive intellectual model for Peirce; and indeed
the dfinities between the two are significant. To begin with, both were great polymaths.
But it was primarily the quarrel with John Stuart Mill on the logic of inductive sciences that
sparked Peirds deepest admiration. Against the nominalism of the lat&ircd saw in
Whewell the incarnation of the realist scientist, capable of reconciling the demands of sc
entific inquiry with philosophical soundness. A clear statement to this effect can be found
precisely in that final page of the Berkeley review in whiRdirce attacked the rampant
nominalism of modern timegiscience as it exists is certainly much less nominalistic than
the nominalists think it should be. Whewell represents it quite as well &&Mill

33 See Brent (1993: 781); Nubiola, Barrena 2009.

**The letters, addrese d t o Peirceds close relatives, are contained in
They also contain some interesting drawings. In addition to these, | am taking into account MS 1614 (a personal
diary) and MS 1560a (a list of suggestions forafiiesd subsequent visit to Europe). As of

has been published online, together with a commentary and many other related documents, by the Guypo de Est
dios Peirceanos of the University of Navarra, Spain, under the direction of JainmalNSieie Grupo de Estudios
Peirceanos 2008012; Nubiola, Barrena 2009.

% peirce to his family, Apr. 14th, 1875, MS L341.

% From the numerous churches Peirce visited, one may mention Netley Aifbggu(go to Southampton
dondét omit Netlay, ABakyebuMp C&HBHRedr al (described as superio
Mills, 14 Oct. 1870, MS L341), Milan cathedr@inondrous», MS 1614), as well as many other buildings in-Swi
zerland and Germany as those Peirce seemed to enjoy more.

ltakehe information from Nubiolads commentary of Peirceods di
file by Max H. Fisch conserved in the Peirce Edition Project archives in Indianapolis. Fisch says that the book
(annotated by Peirce) was conserved with Beérce papers; yet it has been impossible to locate it. Frankl
(1960:530) finds t he finitspheingtha first detailed modgraph in thé moternesensej s e
with3g complete analysis of all parts of the structure and reconstrucfites siate of the work at various times.»

MS 1614.
39 Whewell 1842. Peirce is likely to have known of Robert Willis precisely through this book, the third edition

of which was issued under the stimulus of the | atterds objec
49 2: 486.
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As becomes evident in his renownidistory of the Indctive Sciencesa seminal hid
mark of Whewells philosophy of science is its inherently historicalcharacter. This trait
deeply attracted Peirce, as is testified by the words he devotes to it as early as the 1865 and
1869 lectures series on the philosomfyscience and British logicians. Indeed, it can be
affirmed that both Peirée lifelong interest in history and his overall methodology deeisiv
ly depend on his encounter with the man whom he dulfiedl most profoundl among
modern philosophers of scierite

Appealing to the famous Kantian adage on the relation of concepts and intuitions,
Whewell put at the center of his reflections the thesis fiftfacts involve ideasincan-
sciously and thus the distinction of facts and theories is not tefféblehis entails a denial
of pure observation, or of arigolligation of facts that is not determined by previousid
as. Paraphrased by Peiréebservationas distinct from mergazingconsists in perception
in the light of a questidrfi. Whewelfs engageme with a fiphilosophicab history of sé-
ence is also derived from this focal point. As Peirce putsistprical colligation of facts
has the pretension, in Whewasliwritings, not to content itself with extrinsically givirfiig
color of verisimilitud® to a theory already deduced; rather, it aims at representing the very
gate through which philosophical ideas should be inductively formed and ex&mined

The notion of history of science which emerges fromHistory of Inductive Sciences
is a very broad oneDigressions on the history of philosophy, art and society are plentiful.

It is not difficult to relate this quest for parallels between cultural phenomena to Wésewell
broader philosophical stance. If the uncontaminated eye is a myth, art is moréolighle

body ideas of the same kind as those examined by philosophers or scientists. If ideas are not
brought about a priori, but through a continuous interaction with the external world, then
the latter will be more easily regarded as intellectually pregridns is important for us,

since Whewefls chapters on the Middle Ages are full of hints at correlations between a
chitecture on the one hand and science, philosophy, or more general intellectual traits of the
epoch, on the oth& Whewell does not propesa straightforward analogy between Gothic
architecture and scholastic philosophy; but he gives enough hints in that direction that we
can imagine Peirce having these pages in mind, too, when giving shape to his ideas.

A number of writings of the 1890s cfinrm the influence of Whewell in both Peii@se
conception of historical knowledge and the important role therein played by Gothic arch
tecture. In the renownegvolutionary Loveof 1892 (which closes the series opened bg
Architecture of Theorigs Peirce definitively systematized his evolutionary conception of
rationality. And once again Gothic architecture appears: this time as a the starting point for
a reflection on the problem of thfspirit of the age, and the related fact that ideas occur
fisimultaneously and independently to a number of individuals of no extraordinary general
poweré®i. Then theLowell Lecturesseries on the history of science Peirce held the same
year (and which | regard as a sort of empirical counterpart to the work dutierary
love) opens with an apology déithe method of Whewadllin historical research, of whom

“hw1: 211 (1865).

42 \Whewell (1840: xvii):W 1: 205.

43w 2: 344 (1869).

4\ 2: 338339. See in particular the introduction of Whewell 1857. Cf. also, much later, MS 1274a (c. 1892).
I't is also i nt er e sArchitecgraltNotesrealtead mentiomdd in PWaseny & R: 33B.s

5 Whewell 1857, book IV, and particularly pp. 246ff.

“8W8:2032 04 . I't is interesti fegantdocunments» shovRighatithe eathedralr e f er ence t o
chapters, in the selection of architects, treated aitistic genius as a secondary consideration».
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Peirce presented himself as a diséipln these texts a number of scattered reflections can
also be found on the mutual relations among artistic, scieatificphilosophical manifest
tions of the same epoch, which clearly depend on Whewell.

In a slightly later text on the history of ideas, Peirce returned to the revolution of
thought of 1200, and once again related (albeit more subtly than in 1871) its jovconta
comes: scholastic philosophy and Gothic architecture. Regarding the latter, he tackled the
vexed topic of its origins, dismissing &sdiculous the hypothesis that it has come from
the Arabs.fiNoo i he wrote,i iWhewell was right. [Gothic] was siply forced upon the
architects by their desire to open Ilarge spaces,
long not squaré.He then went on to describe the architédtsain of thoughd with words
that recall logical reasoning:

The men of that time we not content to go on building as they had always done; they
wanted to do better. In order to do better they must have wider aisles. In orderns acco
plish this they must have oblong compartments. Here they had to think hard to solve a
new pr ob Iheresulfwadthe Gathic arch. But they did not stop with simpkt ma

ing a gothic arch. They carried it to its logical conclusion, a lofty roof. A lofty noof i

plied slender columns. [ €] What a wonderful train of
simple in @ery step! The effect of a Gothic church is to embody that intense yearning for
something higher [é] %hich marks the fall of pride

The comparison of Gothic architecture and scholasticism contained in the review of
Berkeley is not an accidental msignificant digression. Among other things, it epitomizes
some basic aspects of Pefiphilosophical approach to history. No wonder that, ye#ss la
er, he considered the topic worth addressing atjaartially stirred by his interest and his
high respet for medieval philosophy, Peirce resorted to this challenging, 1aebhated and
far-reaching issue to come to grips with an aspect of his methodology that we cars-also di
cern in his notes on historical periods other than the Middle Ages.

V. Panofsk§s Agument

The strong theoretical richness of the analogy is even more pronounced in the work of
the other thinker | would like to consider here: Erwin Panofsky. Indeed, Pato@G&thic
Architecture and Scholasticissiould be seen as a late reflection andbntral preoccp
tion of his intellectual life: the link between ideas and figurative artifacts, and morei-specif
cally, the question of the lat@sfintrinsic meaning, or relation with théiunderlying pr-
ciples which reveal the basic attitude afation, a period, a class, a religious or philosoph

“HP1:1434:fiThe cel ebrated scientific philosopher, Wi lliam Whew
the History of the Inductive Sciencdsllowed by another three years later called Rhdosophy of th Inductive
Sciences ounded upon their history. Millds Logic was chiefly wri
tive sciences; but Whewell 6s book i ssiddsidistinguishgdufors hed for its
bumping up against he f acts of history at every turn |ike an awkward
book in the general spirit of Whewell déds is called for.e

“®4p 1: 3503 5 , emphases mine. See also Peircebfs ffamtt t er to Zina F

Saphia is fine but the style of it is altogether below the Gothic & | thought the Saracenic style of architecture r
therdpoor in ideas.» (MS L337).
9 A draft contained in the correspondence files with American artist Francis Lathrop is a third example of
Per ceds confrontation with the issue: see MS L245 (c. 1901) .
with that of architecture, both in the importance of the birth of afistyled and in the way they were eventually
brought to an end.
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cal persuasiotii. At the same time, Panofksy touched upon some broader philosophical
issues (the nature of perception and agency, the need to reconcile the conflicting demands
of reason) which reveal higympathy for the scholastic thinking with which he was dealing.

The book opens with a defense of the quest for analogies among different culédral ph
nomena of a single epoch. Risky as this enterprise necessarily is, it is nonethelesa-inescap
ble for the hstorian who wishes to give an intelligible shape to the flux of time. The case of
Gothic architecture and Scholasticism, however, is particularly favored, in that it rests upon
a striking congruence in thgurely factual domain of time and plac&arly holasticism
and Early Gothic were born around the same years (the middle of the twelfth century) and
in the same place: the area surrounding Paris. They matured and reachéclabsirad
period at about the same time. Finally they entered their éetdigether, in the age of
Ockham, Eckhart and Giofto

But the main thesis of the book is tlfiat the period from about 11340 to about 127®
the link between philosophy and architecture goes well beyond this geographical and
chronological coincidence. What is more, this linkimsore general than those individual
(and very importantfinfluence® which are inevitably exerted on painters, stoidg, or
architects by erudite advisedst is, in short, a causal relation, but one whitbmes about
by diffusion rather than by direct impaciThe fulcrum of such a relation is what Panofsky
called themental habithat Scholasticism allegedly insitl into architect.

Revealing an interesting weaving between the method of inquiry and its object, Pano
sky traced back this notion to Thonjakiscussion ohabitusas afiprinciple that regulates
the acd (fimportans ordinem ad act@)i’. More preciselywhat philosophers and aiieh
tects actually shared was a commmunodus operandiwhich was dictated in turn bijthe
very raison détre of Early and High Scholasticisinthe need to reconcile the demands of
reason and faith, thereby salvaging the unity ohtrlitvo main operative or methodoleg
cal principles develop from this fundamental trait. The firghanifestatio Reasofs task
of elucidating the articles of faith was generalized into amralbracing rhetorical stance
that aimed aficlarification for darifications saké and at making intellectual contents as
perspicuous as possible at the level of their mode of expression. The second principle is
concordantia or the quest for thBacceptance and ultimate reconciliation of contradictory
possibilitie® which sprang from the tension between the wholehearted faith autheri-
tatesand a sense of the contradictions into which they sometimes fell.

Both these rhetorical or methodological features had their correspondence in the domain
of Gothic churchesAs for concordantia Panofsky tried to show that the differdisblu-
tionsd to the fiproblem® gradually tackled by Gothic architects have the samedialectical
and conciliatory progress of the Scholagjitaestionesvidetur quodi sed contrai re-
spondedalicendum

But it is manifestatiothat is especially interesting. Panofsky quoted a renowned asse
tion from Thomas Aquinas, and gave an interpretation of it as essentially in agreement with
those Gestalt psychologists who described perception as afivaghigen®d or interpe-

*panofsky {955: 30)

% panofsky (1957: 2 0 ) . In a way that recalls Peirceds critique of
tonist, Panofsky construed Ockhamism and fourteeattiury mysticism as two sides of the same subjectivist
trend that widened the gap betwn reality and rationality (or between reason and faith), and allotted a primacy to
intuitusand private experience.

52 panofsky (1957: 21ff.)

%3 Aquinas (196473), HlI, 49, 3.
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tive®®. Thomas wrotefiThe senses delight in things duly proportioned as in something akin
to them; for the sense, t00, is a kind of reason as is every cognitivedy@inem et sensus
ratio quaedam est, et omnis virtus cognosai)ivaln accordance with this tenet, Panofsky
argued, the domain of visuality was treated as intellectually charged in the Scholastic per
od, and figurative artifacts (architecture above all) as bearersvisial logicthat made
manifestin the realm of matéality the abstract principles embodied in it. This means,
among other things, that the notions of functionalism or illusionism cannot be applied to
Gothic architecture in any meaningful way.

VI. Habit and Iconological Method

The polemic against the notion ofjaure eyéis one of Panofskd oldest motifs. It can
already be found in his first theoretical paper, the 1915 criticism of Wolfflin, which a
tacked precisely the lati@ridea of a cleacut divide between a psycholagily or episten-
ically neutral (individual) and a contel#den (supemdividual) root of stylei between
Augeand Gesinnung Panofsky denied the existence of a purely optical component-of pe
ception, as well as the related dichotomy between form an@rmorithe succession of-a
tistic styles depended on changes not only inthschauung der Welbut in theWeltan-
schauund.

The implicit Kantian standpoint of this essay emerged with clarity in Partsfskyps-
quent publications. In the renowned paperl@itunstwollen Panofsky took pains to ne
strue Alois Riedls notion in a nofpsychological way as themmanenter Sinof works of
art i with an explicit eye to Ka@ transcendental philosophy But it is the writings
around 1924 (the year during whibk definitively confronted the work of Ernst Cassiter
that mark a number of especially interesting developments. In a work directly related to the
Kunstwollenpaperi Uber das Verhéltnis der Kunstgeschichte zur Kunstthéorie find
the first hint of adialogue with his most gifted pupil, Edgar Wind, who in his doctors di
sertation had put forward a view of works of art as always characterized by the eternal p
larity of Fille and Form. In a similar vein, Panofksy attributed to the intrinsically polar
character of works of art the methodological necessity of conceiving the latter as temporary
solutions to problems that manifest themselves in antithetical form. (This view runs through
Panofskys whole oeuvre, up to his book on Gothic architecture

Thesame essay is also important for us because of its reference to Karl Magsndeim
ciology of knowledge. In the famous 1923 article on the interpretatiddedfanschauugr
en Mannheim had resorted to Panofékwork on Riegl in order to support his notioh o
Dokumentsinnthe unintentional stratum of meaning which hints at the worldviewa partic

**panofsky (1957: 388, 99). The primary reference is to Rudolf Arhneim. It is worth noting that while
Panofsky considered this theory of perceptiorfi\asy much in harmony» with Scholasticism, he said fifis
contrast to the doctrine of the nineteendmtary». On the coexistence of differences and analogies betveeen G
stalt Esychology and the Berkelélelmholtz tradition one may consult Rollins 1998.

%5 Aquinas (196473), la, 5, 4fRatio» may alternatively be translatedfigsoportion». See Aristotl€e Ani-
ma, 426b4.

®fas Problem des St i fi(4915), m Pahefsky (b9b8: 1D@MN1R).cSee alkkaiHlyt 6
(1984: 5768).

5" fiDer Begriff des Kunstwolleris(1920), in Panofsky (1998: 101934).

*8pje Perspektive als symbolische Fofh92425), in Panofsky (1998: 66357).

% fiUber das Verhaltnis der Kunstgeschichte zur Kunsttheorie. Ein Beitrag zu der Erdrterung Uber die
Mo gl ichkeit akunst wi s sigl1931) im £dnofdky (2998 1038B3).u0Om dhb ooty df f f e 6
Panof ky s ofdantistic grgblenss, which is of course strongly (and explicitly) dependent on Riegl and
Wolfflin, cf. also Podro (1982: 337). On Wind see further, par. VII.
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lar cultural object presupposésor, in case of human behavior, its gendtaabitu®™. In

his subsequent work, Panofsky reciprocated the acknowledgment whenmheddhat it is
precisely the conception of cultural objects as solutions to antithetical problems that may
legitimate the quest for parallelisfhsThe discussion with Mannheim then continued in a
contemporary review of a book on Giotto, which presenteatiasion for a discussion of
Weltanschauungeim the context of Medieval studies. Here we also find a first allusion to
Thomas fiet sensus ratio quaedamdastonstrued in an ansiubjectivist and Aristotelian
sens€. (A true guiding thread of his ruminahs, Panofsky discussed Thorbasntence

yet again in a review from 19%%.

Panofskgs technical use of the notion of habit has been usually regarded as a novelty of
his 1951 book. However, there are some precedents. In the writings of the German period,
some occurrences of the tefidabitus (in the Latin form) can be found, with the cirou
scribed sense dgipostur® or fphysical attitudé®. But a letter from 1938 registers an-i
portant turning point. Asked to sum up his general lines of research, Panoétky

On the one hand | have tried to do what | shall @albnography, if it was not for the
somewhat terrifying implications of this term, that is: to interpret the subject matter and
content of works of art on the basis of contemporary sourcespamhnect with [sic] the
general habitus of the perfSd

The termfiHabitug is placed here at the very center of Pandislenterprise, and ion
ticeably expanded in its semantic scdperobably also with an eye to the intellectuabev
lution of Mannhein during the thirties. Later, in a letter from 1946, Panofsky wrote of the
fimentalhabit of duplicityd pervading Mannerist architectGfeDuring the years that sap
rate these two texts he gradually embarked on his more thameaemesearch on Gothic
archtecture, which, as the private correspondence shows, was dotted with hesitations and
loaded with large theoretical expectatih&Jp to that point, the dialogue with Mannheim
had focused on thédocumentary (andabductive we may add) character of icongly, as
is well attested by the classical statement of Panofskyian method, the Z1882
Beschreibung und Inhaltsdeutung von Werken der bildenden®unst

The first version of this celebrated pajpeewritten and translated into English in 1939,
thenslightly reworked in 1955 explicitly refers to the Hungarian sociologist. It alsohpus
es further the dialogue with Edgar Wind, regarding the G@ttgvservations on the inheten
ly circular nature of both scientific and historical inquiry. But most irtguaty, it is here
that Peircé philosophy makes its first appearance. In the midst of his discussion of the

%9 Mannheim 1964. The woriHabitus is on p. 109; Panofsky is quoted on pp. 123n, 128n,.1@0rPant
sky and Mannheim cf. Hart 1993; Recht (2008: 22).

%1 panofsky (1998: 1058n28).

82 |bjd., 178185.

%8 |bid., 176177.

® Ibid., 264, 449, 982, 988.

% panofsky to Th. W. Koch, Aug. 24th, 1938; Panofsky 28011, 2: 135. Cf. also ibid., 172. In 193B&a
sky had not yet drawn the distinction betwéigonographg and ficonologyd: the first term covered the whole
spectrum of meanings.

% panofsky 2002011, 2: 714.

67 Cf., e.g., Panofsky 2002011, 2: 514515, 1037. Cf. also Heckscher (1995: 18#)know that Panofsky
passionately believed in the thesesGafthic Architecture and Scholasticisifhis works highlights, it seems to
me, the specifically scholastic strain in his whole manner of thinking. He felt vulnerable in publishicontiss
sio amantismore so than ever before or after.» Panofsky held also a very interesting exchange on the content of
this books with M. Shapiro, E. Curtius, E. Auerbach. Cf. Panofsky-20Q1, 3: 191194, 199202, 208, 212.

®8 panofsky (1998: 1062077).
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unwitting character of documentary meaning (Martin Heideggeotion of theJngesagte
appears, too), Panofsky quof@&snen geistvollen Amerikamé@and his distinction between

what a marfiparadeg andfwhat he betrays The 1939 version of the paper suppresses this
reference to Peirce, together with the names of Heidegger and Mannheim, stressing instead
the proximity with Cassirés philosophy of ymbolic forms. But no less than three seibs

guent allusions to Peiréephrase can be found elsewhere in Panééskyitings, the most
consequential among which is in the introductory chaptéviedining in the Visual Arts

written in 1940:

Content, as opmed to subject matter, may be described in the words of Peirce as that
which a work betrays but does not parade. It is the basic attitude of a nation, a period, a
class, a religious or philosophical persuasioall this unconsciously qualified by one
peronality, and condensed into one wirk

Scholars have often diagnosed a neat discontinuity in Pardefelguvre. After his
American exile, he abandoned his mother tongue, dramatically changed his rhetorical style,
andi so it is usually maintainetl grewdissatisfied with the heavy philosophical tone that
permeates his early work. | do not wish to deny the truths in this picture; yet the threads |
have been following suggest a more nuanced story. Far from being the product of a phil
sophically disengagedimd, the book on Gothic architecture recapitulates a numbeeeof th
oretical preoccupations that go back to the 1910s and presuppose the dialogue with the
whole gamut of thinkers Panofsky confronted during his life. Granted, he by and large
abandoned the Kéian standpoint of his early phase, to the advantage of a more pluralistic
and empirical stance. Perhaps the later emphasis on habit might allow us to speak of a more
Aristotelian, or even pragmatistsolution to his lifelong concerns.

VII. A German Pragmadi: Edgar Wind

It is certainly possible to account in part for the consonances between Peirce anrd Pano
sky which have so far emerged by referring to a common philosophical background (Kant
and the Avristotelian tradition, first of all; but also p&stntianaestheticS).Nor would it be
too difficult to point at mediating figures who pushed Pandiskiyought in directions isi-
ilar to Peircés. Let me again mention Karl Mannheim, and his late, extensive use af-the n
tion of habit of thought. But Ernst Cassir&vo, though he did not read Peirce, bears iaffin
ties to the latter which are far from randdm

If, however, we are interested in grasping the details and the scope of Péatsksl
acquaintance with Peirce, it is to Edgar Wind that we must turn.

A student of philosophy and art history, Wind arrived in Hamburg in 1920 in order to
work under PanofsKy. He obtained his doctorate with a thesisf@sthetischer und Ku
stwissenschatftlicher Gegenstantlich, as already mentioned, strongly impressed his-me

%panofsky (195514). See also Panofsky (1969: 204) and the letter to H. M. Kallen, May 8th, 1950: Panofsky
20012011, 3: 25.
" Podro 1982 locates the roots of the Germarhiatbrical tradition leading to Panofsky in the work of Kant,
Schiller and Hegel. On the firstbhv e al r eady c o Aesthetit Letterss d&cribed byl Peircedas
his ffirst dip into philosophy» (See Ketner [1998: 139], De Tienne [199&4 33] ) . On Peirmeds troubl ed
portant relation to Hegel see Stern 2005, 2007.
"L Krois 2004; Stjerfelt 2002.
& Biographical informations on Wind are from Krois 1998.
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tor’®. Driven by the economic crisis, he left Germany in 1924 for the United States, where
he stayed until 1927, first in New York, then as a philosophy instructor at the University of
North Carolina. He thus made the acquaintance of the American philodopbitd, the
influence of which on his thought was profound, as is clearly attested lExpeximent

und Metaphysikpublished in 1934 but presented asHébilitationsschriftin Hamburg in

1929 and already substantially anticipated in a talk given atarh three years befdfe

Wind was among the very first German scholars to write extensively on the philosophy of
Whitehead, and seriously to confront Pefsceritings®. Later in his life, he would go so

far as to affirm that he had had only tmasters: Aby Warburg and Peirce hims#if

The American philosopher Sidney Hook is likely to have played an important role in
Wind& discovery of pragmatism. Hook was a student of Dévay Columbia when he
met Wind; and his doctoral dissertatidvietaphysics oPragmatism(published in 1927)
bears implicit witness to a close dialogue with his German colléaduzegely devoted to a
bold defense of Dewéy instrumentalism, Hodk text heavily relies on Peirce, as corttras
ed with thefinominalisb James. Uncommonnang philosophical books of the period, it
opens with a picturé William Blakets The Ancient of Dayé as a way of introducing the
main features of Hodk conception of the instrument (a notion whose prominéisceot
an evasion of a metaphysics but alt#nge to on@®): its semioticstatus, theircular rela-
tion it maintains with the world to which it belongs. From this focal point Hook atso d
rives a number of observations on the active character of perception and the philosophy of
space and time whiatome very close to Wirdd idea’.

Even more importantly, in 1924 Wind met the pragmatist philosopher Morris R. Cohen
(whose student and colleague, Ernst Nagel, would positively review&Mimbk ten years
late®). Wind found Coherfivery pleasant andleven, as we can read in a 1931 letter to
Panofsky, in which the lattégr then in New Yorki is given a number of interestingrco
tact$™. In 1916, Cohen had edited the first journal issue entirely dedicated to Peirce; and
only one year prior to Wini@ arival in America, he had published the first collection of
Peircés writings, containing many of his most famous pafetsis most likely through
this path that Wind grew directly acquainted with PeBagritings.

The Habilitationsschriftdefended at th&niversity of Hamburg in 1929 (under the-s
pervision of Cassirer and Panofsky) is by far Vlinohost important philosophical work. Its

BWind 2011, which al so coGutachiems Panofskyodés and Cassireraos
" Cf. Wind 1927, 2001. These are the texts to which Panofsky referred in 1932.
S Wind 1932. Neither Joas 1992 nor Qehl981 show awareness of this chapter in the German reception of
Peirce.
;3 Krois (1998: 184), originally a personal communication from Margaret Wind.
Hook 1927. Cf. also Krois 1998.
8 Hook (1927: 6).fiThe title of this study has been selected with meapcepense. It conjoins two terms
whose connotations are generally regarded as opposite in order to make more emphatic the Belethtidhis
dogged by a pack of metaphysical consequences; fipatrad method which does not involve reference to athe

ry of existence is as devoid of meaning as a rproposition whi
pretation of Blakeb6s picture is criticized in Blunt 1938.

"9 Cf. pp. 11ff., and 29%We use our eyes as we do our hainds grope, to pry, to sm, to escape danger, to
signal to a friend. Sense activity, | i ikteractovd Theejee havi or gener a

is the organ of vision but the vision is not in the eye.»

80 Nagel 1934.

8L Wind to Panofsky, Oct. 24, 1931, Rdsky 20012011, 1: 410fiMorris Cohen(City College): kennen Sie
schon etwas durch dadfieBReastn add Natdtaas ieh Ihaem th HEdargzeigte. Sie
werden ihn in jeder Hinsicht als sehr angenehm und klug empfinden.»

82 cf. TheJournal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methd@s 26, 1916 (with contributions bg-J
siah Royce, John Dewey, Christine Ldgidnklin, Joseph Jastrow, Morris R. Cohen). The anthology edited by
Cohen is Peirce 1923.
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absence in toddy debate is an undeserved fate that goes back to its having apfukaed
born® in the midst of dreddl political circumstances. Compared to Hé®kvitty but fa-

ile Pragmatism Windé work stands out for its erudition, its intellectual breadth and its
philosophical rigor. Its main go&la confutation of Karis transcendental dialectitsmay

not be irréutable from a Kantian standpoint; but the first part of the book sets dow-a the
ry of Verkdrperungor embodimentvhich makes of Wind one of the major, if neglected,
figures of European pragmati&éhThese pages also exerted a strong influence on Panofsky,
who constantly came back to them in his reflections on iconological method.

Windés central contentidfiis that metaphysical questionsonceived on the model of
Kantian antinomies, as questions that bear on the totality of the Warkl in principle &
ways decidable, for they necessarily entail consequences in the domain of experience which
will prove verifiable in the long run. The act of measuring through which the scientist, in
the experimental situation, interrogates reality, never concerns shéelgirigle fact with
which it primarily deals, but always tests a whole theory, together with its metaphysical
presuppositions. Facts ought not to be conceived as unrelated or immediately given data;
experimental results always have a metaphysical bearing.

The ultimate reason for this fact is to be found in the very nature of the measuring i
strument, which, being itself part of the same world to which it attends, cannot buyt-presu
pose orembodythe same regularities of nature which it is meant to test. stitsof circu-
larity i Aimethodicab or hermeneutic rather than viciouds proper not only to the scie
tific instrument, but also to the historical document, which is also part of the same world
with which it deals. Natural sciences a@eisteswissenschaftame thus unified under the
general principle of théinternal determinatiain(innere Grenzsetzupgor florgani® rela-
tion of part and whole.

Scientific instruments and historical documents thereby revealfiyinboli®, or e-
miotic nature, on which the principle of the internal determination ultimately deperds. B
ing itself part of the world to which it refers, evdigymbob (or sign) can have a claim to
validity only insofar as it entails perceivable effects of some sort. To puslightly dif-
ferent termsfisymbols ardireab only to the extent in which they can bebodiedn an
experimentum cruciwhose outcome is directly observaiffe

With this general rule Wind innovatively merged the polar theory of the symba-he d
rived from Warburg (the symbol is a janteced entity, in which sensible matter always
embodies a spiritual force, and which always swings between the two pdlfesimieri-
chungand EntauBerun®) with the fipragmatic maxira Peirce set forth in the 1877 essay
ontheHow to Make Our Ideas Cledra text Wind referred to both in the 1934 preface to
his book and in another paper from the same®eltore importantly, however, it is the
very notion ofembodimenthat stems from Peirce. The term recurs many times in Bgirce
papers. In its most technical occurrences, it indicates the relation that holds among the three
fundamental metaphysical categories. The thirdnelséed elements of reality can be such
only as long as they ammbodiedthat is theygovernmaterial realities; otherwise, theg-d

8 \Wind 1958.

For some parallels between Winddés thought and contemporar:
2012 makes a similar point with regards to the differences between Wind and Cassirer.

8 | am drawing on Wind 1927, 1934, 1936, 1958, 2001. Buschenddif B0a very useful overview of the
main traits of Wi ndés philosophy.

8 \wind 1958 (emphasis mine).

87 See especially the 193¥Einleitungd to theKulturwissenschaftliche Bibliographie zum Nachleben der A
tike, reprinted in Wind 2001 and 2009.

8 Wind 1934, p001: 68).
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teriorate into pure abstraction.In particular, it is the natuthadghtthat Peirce described
through the notion of embodimeriirhought has no being except in so éa it will be en-
bodied, and the embodiment of thought is a EfgriBy thought is meant something like
the meaning of a word, which may Bembodied id, that is, may govern, this or that, but is
not confined to any existetifi.

The theory ofVerkdrperunghas important repercussions for Wimanore general views
on mar@s symbolic activities. A political action, an ethical demand or a law are merely
fiutopische Gedankerif they fail to prove translatable into the realm of praxis. Mane i
portantly, artisticconceptions can become works of art only if they can be channelled into a
grammar of artistic expression, and thus tested in their actual liability to be embodied or
realized™. In the same vein, Wirdd theory of the symbol underpins what should be degar
ed as the ultimate theoretical justification of his iconological method: | mean the polemic,
which we have already come across in both Peirce and Panofsky, against a clear separation
betweerfipure visiom on one side antipure thinking on the other. The isg runs through
Wind& whole oeuvre, from his doctoral thesis ugAtband AnarchyIn the 1931 essay on
Warburg, it is employed to criticize the tendency (in Wolfflin, Riegl) to draw parallels
among artistic genres without granting the right centrality tofittamtierender Menscff.

But the overall intellectual urgency that lies behine issue is that of fighting against what
wind, paraphrasing Plato, calléthe fear of knowledg®>. Far from being irrelevant to our
appreciation of works of art, scholarship and historical learning are able to enhance it. The
theory ofVerkdrperundeaves no room for sharp boundaries between intuition and concept,
image and word, seeing and thinking. Similar, in this respect, to the instrument of the scie
tist, the figurative artwork always embodies an intellectual dimension from which it cannot
be detahed.

On the other side of the same coin is Wingolemic against the diverse spectrum of
thinkers who tend to conceive of philosophy as the activity of unbounded or disembodied
intellects, detached fromerités de faiand from the historicity of the coeapts with which
they work, or those who uphold intuitionist accounts of cognition which set men apart from
the finite and conditioned nature of their epistemic practices. It is in such a context that we
find the citation to which Panofk&y encounter withPeirce should be traced back. Let me
quote from the 1936 paper @ome Points of Contacts Between History and Natural Sc
ence

Whatever objections may be made to the current psychology of the unconscious; it is u
deniable that men do not know themsellzgsmmediate intuition and that they live and
express themselves on several levels. Hence, the interpretation of historical docaments r
quires a far more complex psychology than Diléisegioctrine of immediate experience
with its direct appeal to a staté feeling. Peirce wrote in a draft of a psychology of the
development of ideasit is the belief men betray, and not that which they parade, which
has to be studied’.

89Ep 2:256 (1903).

Ep 2:269 (1903).

\wind (2001: 108).

92 fiwarburgs Begriff der Kulturwissenschaft und seine Bedeutung fiir die Aestli®881), in Wind 2009.
Cf. also Wind (1985: 223).

%\Wind 1985, fourth chapter. A similar case is made byoRsy infiThe History of Art as a Humanistic &i
ciplined(1940), in Panofsky 1955.

*Wind (1936: 258).
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We reach here the very birthplace of Panofslgcquaintance with Peirce, from which
virtually all the elements | have been gathering in these pages unfold. In order precisely to
locate it in time, it is essential to bear in mind that as early as 1930 Wind probably read the
original German version of the text Beobevorlesundor his Habilitation (which Panofsky
no doubt attended) A glance at the differences between the two versions yields seme u
expected results. The original version pushes the criticism of Dilthey farther tharbthe su
sequent translation by tightly linking the qudtem Peirce to an exposition of Warbésg
ideas. Still more significantly, some subsequently abandoned hints make clear that Wind
did not have only Freud in mind when he spoke aboutfifsychology of the unce
sciou®.”® On the contrary, he was interesiedrevitalizing a number of reflections on the
unconscious which are much older than Freud, and which at times diverge from his views.
Although Wind did not linger over this point, thanks to contributions as diverse as-his r
trieval of Duns Scotus and héxperiments on th&lnterschiedsschweflé Peirce holds an
outstanding place among these studies. An appraisal of his influence on Wind or Panofksy
may thus also have the beneficial seféect of rendering more nuanced the parall@s b
tween psychoanalysend iconology that have been looming large over the last years.

A few more references to Peirce in Wiaaeuvre are worth recalling. A passage dating
from just a couple of years after Panof&kypublication ofGothic Architecturebears new
witness to Winds attention to Peirde notion of habit interestingly translated here into
the Latinhabitus®. Still more important, however, is a subsequent text, which Wind wrote
with an eye to briefly sketching the methodological hallmarks of iconology, and whish en
with a renowned Peircean sentence (though tisdegaders are more likely to associate it
with Wittgenstein):

To convey this experience [i.e., mutually to shed light on images and text], a method of
demonstration is required which is radically diffaréom mathematical proofs. In the
place of a linear logic, in which each proposition has its-defined antecedents by
which it is linked to a weltlefined set of premises, we must aim for a configuratiomgal lo

ic by which contingent arguments are inteked. In the words of Charles Peirce, itgs e
sential to this form of study that our reasoniighould not form a chain which is no
stronger than its weakest link, but a cable whose fibres may be ever so slender, provided
they are sufficiently numerowsd intimately connectedf.

% The German original has been published posthumously: Wind 1988. Ironically, the volume in which the
text appeared was part of a series on the relatiprimtiveen architecture and science. The text is reprinted also in

Wind 2001 and 20009. See Wi nd ( 2P0obelarlesthdpré hglreadyane- i nf or mat i ons
tioned, Panofsky quoted Peirceds s entcationcoétheaCassirerar |y as 1932,
Festschrift

% See in particular the footnote on Wind (1988: 39i®chon zu Diltheys Zeiten war dieser Gedanke nicht
neu. Vgl. Als ein Beispiel firr viele, Carus, Psyche (1846). Auch soll bereits &hnliches gelehrt haben».rThe refe
ence is to the German physiologist, polymath and painter Carl Gustav Carusl@ 89 | thank Carlo Ginzburg
for having made me aware of these differences between the English and the German texts.

%7 See the articléiOn Small Differences of Sensatibwhich Peirce wrote together with his pupil Joseph J
strow W 5: 122135, 1884). Not by accident Peirce also quoted this article in the very text of 1905 in which he
dealt with the difference between betraying &ad parading as
bitualiter (see fn. 23).

%\ind 1954.

% ApPicture and Text originally written for the introduction tBagan Mysteries in the Renaissan¢E958),
then discarded and published posthumously: Wind (2006123} The same passad® 2: 213, 1868) is quoted
in Wind (1949: 231). On the oppositiortiveenflinear»andiconfigural», which is likely to come from Wiait
head, cf.wWind (2011: 18083).
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VIII. Habit, Tacit Knowledge, Iconology

Peircés statement concerning the difference between betraying and parading originally
appeared in a footnote of hitssues of Pragmaticiginpublished inThe Monistin 1905.
(Unlike theother texts Edgar Wind referred to, this is not comprised in Gslarihology).

Peirce reflected here on what he céfistical commonrsensism as one of the footholds of

his philosophy. Whilst every mé intellectual life relies on a number of unquessd
premises, these are by no meansnsically undoubtable. The boundaries between what is
doubted and what is taken for granted change from generation to generation. A historical
study of these shifts is possible, and Peirce himself claimed to have once embarked on the
enterprise, whicliineeds the cplities of age and does not call upon the powers of yduth.
great range of reading is necessafyr it is the belief memetray, and not that which they
paradewhich has to be studietf”.

The keyterm here is, of courseglief As | have already recallethe pragmatic maxim
can be rephrased by saying that the purport of a belief is tantamount to the sum tatal of po
sible actions which it would elicit under every conceivable circumstance. This principle
dovetails with Peira8s semiotics, which asserts tlzgasign can be such only if it is part of a
chain of other signs thatterpretor reproduceit. There is d@general ruleé which, though it
cannot be exhausted by any of these individirgerpretants, governs (ifiembodied Q)
the process of their pdaiction.

In the case of human agency and thought, a role analogous to this general rule is played
precisely by the beliefiabit. If one puts together these two prongs of Pé&rpeagmatism,
it follows that all actions, or products thereof, which fulfiinse sort of semiotic function
(from signs of greeting to figurative artifacts) do not merely stand for their primary or i
tended meaning, whatever it be. They are at the same tin&e¢hgretants of beliefthat,
like the eyés blind spot, may be opaqte the subjed auteanalysis. Human actions and
productsembodyor betray the meaning of such beliefs. It is thus significant that one of
thosefiproto-iconologicab observations that can be found in thewell Lecturesof 1892
reads:fiThe Greekd r ul i ng i ntell ectual passioni-was a passi
tecture, their decoration, their sculpture, the construction of their dramas, and of their prose
writings equallybetraythis passion for unig®.

The accent on the unwitting dimensionhabitgoverned behavior calls attention to a
point of contact with thinkers such as Wittgenstein, Bourdieu or Michael Poldvg.
know more than we can téjlthe firulesd that govern human conduct can never be made
wholly explicit. They constitute a diffent way of knowing a practical one; or what we
fiattend frond as opposed to what wettend t@, in the Polanys terminology>.The sin-
pler illustration of this implicit or habitual knowing is what we have already encountered as
the main guiding thread difiis study: perceptual activity as necessarily guided by unwitting
abductive inferential habits. On this level, the properly bodilyroots of habits emerge; and
even though Peirce is far from clear or univocal as other authors on the role of the body in
shaging human cognition, his semiotic understanding of the habit does offer a link between
those two meanings dEmbodimeri a stricter and a more metaphorical érthat many
authors, among them Edgar Wind, regard as belonging together.

At the same timeReircés account of perception also plays an important role in his vi
dication of pragmatism. Precisely tegmbolische Pragnaraf perception (to borrow Ga

190Ep 2: 349. (First emphasis mine.)
1014p 1: 204 (1892), emphasis mine.
192 5ee Polanyi 2009.
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sireits expressioft’) makes available the rationality or legality embedded in the material
world. Indeed, it is this rational dimension (laws of nature, to begin with), and not brute
materiality, which is most real, and to which our cognition primarily attéhdesmewhat
akin to the way, on a different scafeve can repeat the sense of a conversatiombithe
words uttered®

We face here two sides of the same coin. Both the secondriats] aspects of reality
and our habitual inferential apparatus are things we draw upon in the processes offorming
our perceptual judgments (and hence the whole spacof our conceptions). These are
abductiveprocesses, abduction being the only mode of inference able to bring about new
cognitions, by springing from the particuliathe hic et nund to the universal. Peirce also
called pragmatisniithe logic of abduddnd: it is via abductive processes that the world of
material existence immediately surrounding us acquires its rational and understamdable n
ture. From this angle, his account of reasoning reveals indeed its vicinity to those broadly
coeval thinkers whosensitive to the cognitive value of the particular, as well as torthe u
witting, tacit and mediating dimension of human agency, were on the lookout for a more
flexible, craftmade, and less strictly analytical notion of rationality: more akin to the model
of medicine than to mathemat®s

One such thinker is Erwin Panofsky. His references tofitrationab, fiempathio,
fisubjectiv®, finterpretative, fisyntheti®, fintuitived, Aidiagnostio character of iconoldg
cal analysi¥® are all halfsuccessful attempts to come to grips with the epistemological
challenges lurking within his own method. Karl Mannh&nmore rigorous notion of
Dokumentsinnwhich Panofsky drew upon so heavily, belongs to the same context. In both
cases, thee thinkers draw attention not so much to the abductive process carried out by the
subject, but rather to the complementary one which the beholder, or interlocutor, has to pe
form in order to pass from the concrete particular to the general interpretagotierns it.
As in every instance of communication, which always presupposes a duality, two different
subjectivities or conceptual horizons confront each other and interact here. The hermeneutic
circularities that Wind and Panofsky detect in every kihohguiry (and which Peirce, 15i-
ilarly though less explicitly, touches upon in his account of abduction) more decisively leap
to the foreground.

103 Krois (2008: 115)1According to Cassirer, perception always alseathbodies various symbolic mea
ings simultaneously, and the majority of these meanings are not the result of intentional acts of interpretation. This
thought clearly struck a responsive chord in Panofsky, who emphasizes the unintentional characteslichsymb
values in iconology»

10%ep 2: 229 (1903).

1%Ginzburg 2000.

1% panofsky 1955.
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Experiencing Practical Knowledge: Emerging Convergences of Pragmatism and §eciolo
ical PracticeTheory

Abstract. The classical philosophy of American pragmatism has experienced a striking
renaissance within the social sciences during the last decade especially in France and
Germany. My essay takes this development as a starting point to propotwieahiand
epistemological combination of pragmatism and sociological practice theory from an a
thropological viewpoint. In the long run this combination is not only supposed te ove
come their pretended incommensurateness in social theory, but to catestiieir met-
odological convergences, which, while actually reclaimed in international social nd cu
tural anthropology, still wait to be applied in a more systematic relation. Hence, the essay
examines their respective approaches concekringledgeadion and the importance of
experience starting with William James and Emile Durkheim (1). In a second step, the
concepts oéxperienceandpracticein the works of John Dewey and Pierre Bourdieu will

be compared one to another (2). The essay finishes thgiog a possible combination
based on emergence theory that still has to be developped (3).

Introduction

fiPragmatism and sociologybserved Emile Durkheim in 1914, shdie sense of life
and action. Both are children of the sameddfaurkheim 1983: 1). This assumption has
gained ground in current social science and humanities discourse, in particular in France
and Germany, a development | shall examine below. Following the skepticism of post
modernism, both practice theory and pratisma are undergoing a renaissance that can be
seen not least in the walled epistemological turns of the past decade. Thufpttaetice
turnd of the 1990s was followed by tlipragmatic turo of the beginning of the 21st cent
ry internationally in sociaand cultural sciences as well as in philosophy. Despite thie obv
ous convergences of both traditions of thought, there has not yet been a systematic analysis
of their epistemological convergence3his essay addresses this desideratum through a
comparatie analysis of the sociologists Emile Durkheim and Pierre Bourdieu and ithe ph
losophers William James and John Dewey. Without a doubt, these four protagonists are di
ferent in many respects. Durkheim rejected the vitalist principles that characterizesd Jame
pragmatism and radical empiricism, and Bourdieu did not embrace Beweltical opt-
mism about social and cognitive spaces of opportunity that could potentially support social
change towards a more democratic and humane society. It seems it is tvesetlgistin-
tions that differentiated sociology from pragmatism from the very beginning and that, at
least in francophone countries, long hindered pragmatism from gaining the recognition and
attention in Europe that it deserved. The situation in Germmaas/not much better until
Hans Joas has introduced American pragmatism into German sociological theory. At the

" Centre Marc Bloch Berlin, Humboldt UniversityBerlin [bogusz@cmb.hberlin.de].

! For a discussion on a combination of practice theory and pragmatism in order to develop a contemporary
theory of social mechani sms, see Gross 2009; for a discussio
to critical activities through the lensekthe French pragmatic sociology of critique, see Thévenot 2001.
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same time, no connections were made between pragmatism and the epistemolagical fou
dations of Pierre Bourdids practice theory, which the lateaRkfurter School saw as il

tarian cultural sociology (Honneth 1984, Joas and Knobl 2004); practice dheadi for

the creation of theory based on experience and empirical reflection was applied anything
but stringently.

The French nepragmatic movement under the label of fseciologie pragmatique de
la critiqued was constituted in the early 1980notably by esscholars of Bourdieu against
his sociology, or, more precisely, against the structuralist heritage in fdeptan of the
habitus. On the other hand, and without making it explicit, it reinforced Bodsdigact
cal epistemology through an ethnomethodological and -setatered perspective, that had
obviously inspired Bourdidia own practice as a researcher Wwas widely neglected in his
theoretical architecture. Moreover and curiously enough, the French pragmatic movement
was itself not originated by a reception of the American classics. In a way, these taconsis
encies contributed to the general idea thagpratism and practice theory have not much in
common. However in the meantime, over ten years after Bodsditath, today it is again
possible to take up the idea of Bourdiepractice theory free of the former Parisian trench
fighting (Boltanski 2008 rad 2009, De Fornel and Ogien 2011) and at the same time sy
tematically reread Jamésand Dewegs writings (De Fornel and Lemieux 2007, Karsenti
2007) and conceptualize them anew for the sociological theory of knowledge (Thévenot
2011). This is the impulsehave followed.

Practice, in Jaméand Dewegs pragmatism, as well as in Durkhésrand Bourdieds
sociology, signifies first of all an anthropological category. Its material, physical and cogn
tive complexity is that it refers equally to contradictstgites evepresent irhomo duplex:
difference and repetition, creation and reproduction, action and reflection, volatility and
stability. This definition of practice contradtgarticularly explicitly in Dewey and Bau
dieuds writingsi on anepistemological level with a reasaentered and universalisticrco
cept of humanity that was again radically questioned by therpodéern ideas of the 1990s.

At the same time, this concept nevertheless created an awareness of the considerable power
of indtitutions and structures both to reinforce social inequality and to question its internal
zation and modification through practié®ractic® is at the same time the critical counte

part tofitheoryd, provided that the latter is not hypostatized as thgiroof knowledge. The
creation of a dichotomy between theory and practice is already the starting point of all four
author$ critiques of consciousness considering the philosophy and humanities ofetheir r
spective times. In this sense, the term practieeiig close to concepts ééxperiencé (in

Bourdieu fidispositiord), fknowledg® and fiemergence i an idea that already informed
Durkheimts thought and also allows for a connection between pragmatism and practice
theory as | shall suggest below.

My assumpbn is that an interpretatidnbased on emergence thedrgf the categories
central to both these schools; experience/disposition, knowledge and practice shall make an
explicit combination of pragmatism and a sociological theory of practice possibleathat
not yet been attempted and that takes into account both-stogitural limits and cormik
gent and optional spaces of possibility.In my use of the practieated termfieme-
gence®, | use Wolfgang Krohn and Gunther Kuppidefinition: the appearanas a new
quality characterized by a specifiself-organized dynamic of proceséKrohn and Kip-
pers 1992: B)? considering the fact, that, as Neil Gross points fatagmatists suggest

2 Krohn and Kupper precedippearanaewith the adverliisuddem which | have left out. Particularly from
a pragmatic/practice theory perspectivend especially in regard to the posisexamined herithe processual
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that means and ends are not issteadafiersemgrgente n

uniquely poised to make sens@ ¢Gross 2009: 367)This processual dynamic is espécia

ly important to the prominence of practice in term&®fbility to form reality, its creative
force, central to both practice theory and experimental thinkingJames and for Dewey,

as well as for Bourdieu, knowledge is a mode of practical action based on the fundamental
rejection of an essentialist poiof reference divorced from action. They were interested in
the dynamics of human action as a practical construction of the social. | therefore take a
particularly close look at Jamiasnd Durkheinds theories of knowledge and action and the
meaning of (collectivefiexperiencé (1). | then compare the termexperiencé and fiprac-

ticed in the philosophy of John Dewey and Pierre Bour@igheory of knowledge anas

ciety (2). Finally, | shall make antampt to explain why conceptualizing these approaches
using a theory of emergence is important for a pragmatist theory of practice that is yet to be
developed (3).

I. Modern critiques of consciousness in France and the USA: Duréhésuociologie
de bactiono and Jamegiradical empiricisnd

At the start of the twentieth century, Emile Durkheim elevated sociology to a discipline
that, not incidentally, in France oscillated between scientific positivism and metaphysical
philosophy. This new French disciplinewd only gain as philosophy and the natura sc
ences vied for interpretative supremacy. Durki@siantifundamentalist criticism of tete
logical metaphysics on the one hand and empirical determinism on the other hand sparked
passionate debates at the tofrihe century on how best to grasp the societal challenges of
the modern era. This is the point at which Durkhsimampirical social science connects
with American pragmatism and which accentuates his sociological method. Dugikheim
claim to a completelyew social science, genetically and empirically, has a worthg-opp
nent in William Jameipragmatism and radical empiricism.

Durkheints lectures on pragmatism, held in the winter of 1913/1914, but first published
in 1955 from studenémotes, were a reaction to three questions articulated by the gragm
tist movement: 1) The meaning experienceor the constitution of social reality, 2) The
centrality of action ang@racticeto gainingknowledgeand finally 3) The search for a rhet
od to gauge the relationship between empirical facts and individual and collective
sciousnessAccording to Hans Joas and the French philosopher Bruno Karsentinthe i
portance of Durkheid@ pragmatism lectures as a component ofshigologie dedaction
hasbeen underestimated to date. Thus both sociology and pragmatism made an important
early contribution to practice theory, most recently discussed in the context oft¢hkesb
practice turn (Karsenti 2006: 1453, Karsenti 2007: 139).

The pragmatistsepistemological interest arose from an underlying anthropologg:al a
sumptior; that humans can be distinguished from animals by their reduced instincts. As a
result, they meet crisis situations with neither a universally given nor internalized spectrum
of action, but rather must experiment. In his watiown 1878 essafjHow to make our id-

ty of emergent phenomena is always conceivable over a longer period of time (durée). This becomes clearer in the
following analysis of the four authorsdé positions.

® This is however in dispute in current discourse on pragmatic philosophy and is for example partialty contes
ed by Bruno Latour, Didier Debaise, Je@hristophe Goddard and Pierre Montebello. fihen-anthropological
interpretation of pragmatism, partieuly in France, is currently undergoing a reinterpretation with an eye towards
the life sciences and technical philosophy prompted by Gabriel Tarde on Henri Bergson, William Jamés, and A
fred North Whitehead on Gilbert Simondon and Gilles Deleuze.
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as cleap, C.S. Peirce founded pragmatism as an epistemological semiotics and a means of
clarifying the practical significance of terminology. Peirce, James and Dewe\saad-
ing for methodological connecting points between natural sciences and philosoptseal epi
temology. The problem with philosophy, as Dewey in particular never tired of saying, is its
insistence on metaphysically founded absolute certainty from whibéfénded its doim
nance in the humanities in the face of the growing omnipresence of the natural sciences.
The philosophy of pragmatism on the other hand, was based on the underlying assumption
that both quotidian and scientific knowledge is based primarilgxperience and practice.
Knowledge represents therefore a hypothetical endeavor, while practice has both a creative
and an experimental character. For James, John Dewey summarize® decnewplih-
ment in this context as followsitn brief, Jame& thery is replacing the traditional concept
of absolute truth with experimentalistMW 12: 220).

The sociologist Durkheim was skeptical about this epistemological optimism. For one
thing, he doubted the existence of unfettered possibilities espoused biyrexpal thirk-
ing, he rather believed in constrictive social norms; he also found that the pragrgatists i
nored the importance of history by their emphasis on the new social spaces of possibility
opened up by the modern era, the structural framework of widshequally created and
limited by the freedom of the human will (Durkheim 1982: 113%). James believed these
spaces of possibility were based on experiences in the world and of the world in which old
truths and new experiences collaborate, a partiéotars of his radical empiricism. Janfes
pragmatism sought in the end to ensure the connection of truth and usefulness. While
Peirces fipragmaticism, as he later renamed his philosophy to distinguish it from Xames
concentrated on applying mathematiaadit to philosophical knowledge in order to or
duce it to philosophy through an experimental method of abduictiailding hypotheses
as aflaboratory habit of mindl James, a psychologist, applied naturalist methods o pra
tice-based cognition. A pemic against both rationalism and (particularly Humean) empir
cism, pragmatism aimed also to refer to a basic method of thinking; both a theory of reality
and a genetic theory of truth. The pragmatic method should act as an intermediary between
different perspectives, highlighting their transformative elements, as James explained in
1907 infiPragmatisna: It is thus arfindication of the ways in which existing realities may
be changedTheories become thus instruments, not answers to enigmas, in which we can
rest. We wordt lie upon them, we move forward, and, on occasion, make nature over again
by their aid (James 1978: 32). Similar to DurkhéBrsociology, pragmatists are in oppos
tion to all essentialist tendencies in the philosophical tradition thatedivide empirical
from theory. Durkheirés sociology is also instrumental and interventionist; not only in
terms of its methodological approach but also in terms of its practical functiotwo
senses aociologie defaction But how do Jaméphilosophyand Durkheinds sociology
correspond in regard to their respective aims?

1.1 Experience and collective consciousness

The following examination of Durkheig comments on pragmatism elucidates the way
in which Durkheim was able to hone his original sociaagarguments by grappling with
James. The terifiexperiencéis central to both; as a new critique of consciousness it is one
of the most important paradigms in the modern humanities. Bruno Karsenti observes that
Durkheinis flopposition to pragmatism [is]..just as clear as to Kantianism and eipir
cism. However it makes the relentlessness and the specificity of Dudshfiesis clear,
which attempts to prevail against the challenges of a theory, which itself acted similarly at
its onset, byovercoming both classical theoretical trends by redefinegperience. Ac-
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cordingly one could ask whether [Durkhé&shsocieempiricism is not primarily a sowi
logical version ofradical empiricisrd (Karsenti 2007: 134)

Karsenti is referring here tté lectures on pragmatism and to Durkhisirstudies on
the sociology of religion which for some time have been discussed in France and in the
USA asfisocioempiricisno in regards to the impulses they provided for practice theory
(Rawls 1996, De Fornel anicemieux 2007). Both James and Durkheim phrase their h
manist critique of consciousness as a radical empiricist attack on metaphysical ideas of co
sciousnessfiTruth thus means, according to humanism, the relation of less fixed parts of
experience (predicas) to other relatively fixed parts (subjects); and we are not required to
seek it in a relation of experience as such to anything beyondifdathes 1975: 212).
Jameéradical empiricism thus refers primarily the attempt to bring together the prdcess o
the relation of experiences with the demands of any given reality; or to connect rational and
empirical thought In his famous 1904 essépoes consciousness exidtames even goes
so far as to take complete leave of the téimansciousnessin favor d its fipragmatic
equivdent in realities of experienéeHowever, since this thought appears absurd to him he
adds:

that | mean only to deny that the word stands for an entity, but to insist most emphatically
that it does stand for a function.[T]here is a function in experience which thoughts pe
form, and for the performance of which this quality of being is invoked. That function is
knowing (James 1922:8).

Radical empiricism as a critique of consciousness seeks to debunk the underlging ont
logical assumption of an absolute origin of consciousness, as David Lapoujade emphasizes:

To free the self from the assignation to an origin at the same time frees human action from
an organizational plan hidden in nature, with the mind subjugated &ffécts. There is
no plan other than the organizational plan of experience (Lapoujade 2008: 185).

Seen this way, both radical empiricism and Durkheim aspire to connect telibes-
welt (life-world), however Durkheim doubts that it is possible to ca&ptonsciousness
within social reality using Jaméat the same time abstract and sub@@nted terminad-
gy of fipure experienceor the fistream of experienéeHe criticizes Jamésvitalist gp-
proach, a criticism he also aims at his French competitorsi€bdlarde and Henri Ber
son. Similar to Bergson, the pragmatists, according to Durkheim, postulate a reveuse evol
tion in which the simplest life form is differentiated and individual and the highest life form
is commingling and liféflow. He in contrassees differentiation of both organic and social
life as proof thafficreative developmeat(Bergson) goes in the other direction: from the
primitive state of commingling to the current (modern) state of differentiation. Thecrespe
tive central term§ the fistream of experien@e(James following Bergson) and thsocial
factd (Durkheim) mirror this fundamental difference, further ignited by Durkiéeidesire
to distance himself from psychologyJameéoriginsi as well as his claim to an objective

“ A similar view is found in Joas regarding the agreement of Durkheim and pragmatism on bufitiegra
of the social constitution of the fundamental category of knowtedémas 1993: 267). However in my opinion
this is less true of James who (unlike Durkhedtogs not extrapolate from the dualism of practice and knowledge,
but radically circumvents the difference between thought and action byrpprgféie concept of experience. It is
thus presumably experience (Joas 1993: 261) that needs to be questiarradiaal empiricist and sociological
term.

®Onthe contemporary form of the empirical turn see Joas 1992.261
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sociology. Whereas pure experience as fixperience of actualitiés(Lapoujade 2008:
184) is always in the process of becoming, a social fact is also governed by process, but it is
the result of differentiation, in particular of the social division of labor. Thpastive n-
derstanding of practice is similar; in Durkheim it is based on a theory of differentiation and
is not holistic as in pragmatism. Therganizational plan of experiericf_apoujade) is for
Durkheim also primarily an external factor; it develogthim the framework of @ollective
consciousness which both acts upon the individual and at the same time is created by him.
This dual character of experiencing and producing mirrors Durldseimderlying assum
tion of homo duplexwhose irreducible social self culminatesiesllective representatian
in thefisocial facd, in thefiassociation or even in theficrystallization of social phenomena
from social currents(Durkheim 1981: 173, Durkheim 1954: 433). This genealogichl cu
mination results from an understanding of the sociauagenerisinstitutionalized within
specific social milieus

Durkheims sociology oscillates between this processual perspective and an emphasis
on the structuring power of social and conventiorabhms (Durkheim 1953: 225, Lukes
1973: 10, Sawyer 2005: 14®4). This oscillation distinguishes both the contradictoriness
and the complexity of Durkheifs thought and also makes it thoroughly plausible that he
was influenced by both Bergson and Jamsghis passage frofiiSociology and its scie
tific domaind (1900) shows, a reply to Georg SimiiseéssayiDas Gebiet der Soziologie
(the field of sociology):

Without a doubt phenomena concerning structure are somewhat more stable than fun
tional phenomes, but there are only gradual differences between these two orders of
facts. Structure itself can only be grasped in becoming and we can only see it as evident
by taking into account the process of becomBigucture is ceaselessly built up and-br

ken down, it is life that has reached a certain degree of consolidation and to separate it
from the life from which it has come or the life which determines it is equivalent to taking
apart that which is inseparable (Durkheim 1975: 22).

R. Keith Sawyer correspdingly makes out the following forms of social emergence in
Durkheimts oeuvre:fil. The crystallization of social phenomena from social currents. 2.
The historical perspective of a social stage from a social milieu, 3. The emergente of co
lective representations from the social milée{Bawyer 2005: 128) Collective experience
is primarily important for the practice theory dimension of Durktisigonceptual thought
because it reflects the functional interdependencéinepersonal norms of thoughaind
social practices (Durkheim 1975: 30, Karsenti 2006: 195f.). Durkheim, as a reaction to the
accusation that his sociology was similar to HolBloesMachiavellés power theories, holds
up the emergent character of collective experignicehis Rulesalready linked to the term
flassociatiot: fBut if, contrary to these philosophers, we say that social life is natural, it is

®An excurses on Durkh ePrintigles of ®syghologwhieht riine throughfhis pragme s 6
tism lectures would shed more light this. While some sociologists tended to see psychology primarily as a area
of demarcation (particul arl y tpsych@ogi® dociale Duekheireandlhisnet 6 s und Gab
student Ma urpsxloditadldeiwveepedtesip stressehe importance of psychological knowledge
for a7sociological analysis (Durkheim 195334, Bastide 1958).

Here | follow Steven Lukeds a rogystalieatiod with thatermimur k hei m repl ac
stitutiond or uses them synonymously.
8A(:cordingly, it is possible to interpret Durkhei mdéds statem

an emergence theory perspective:Sociology is at the same time a science for studying institutionalizingi¢(Castoria
is) evolving phenomendiassoa@tionsp as wells as stabilizing institutions in the meaning of material and moral
structures.
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not because we find its origin in the nature of the individual; it is because it derives directly
from the collective being which isf itself a naturesui generisit is because it arises from
that special process of elaboration which individual consciousness undergo through their
association with each other and whence evolves a new form of exis{Enrkheim 1982:
144). Sawyer trenhantly remarked on the place of consciousness in this cof@odlec-
tive representations are of qualitatively different nature than individual representagions b
cause they are emergent social fa¢&awyer 2005: 106). Therefore the collective, external
to the individual person, marks the impossibility of reducing the social to the individual
subject.

Durkheinis sociologie dedhction thus positions itself as an emergence theory altern
tive to radical empiricism in which experience and consciousnedssioeically saturated
due to their collectivity for Durkheim the central characteristic of the modern era. Iéexp
rience and consciousness are equally central to the constitution of reality for b&th Dur
heim3 sociology and Jam@ghilosophy of pragma&m, what role does practice play? Here
| arrive at the core of Durkheiim criticism of pragmatism, on the basis of which the-ce
trality of practice and its differing functions in sociology and pragmatism becomes clear.

I.2 Practice: Action and knowledge

In his sociophysiological studies, Durkheim uses both the tBani®rd andfipracticed
His professor and supporter in Bordeaux, Alfred Espinas, had already intrquiazégdb-
gie as a sociological theory of practice in 1897 (Espinas 18%:Rlloux 19&: 4546,
Durkheim 1969: 296). Jam&definition of the term practice on the other hand is greatly
influenced by Peirce and signifies an epistemological category the purpose of which is not
quite clear, as John Dewey criticized in his 1907 ef8géyat pragnatism means by praet
cal.0 For James practice is a distinguishing attribute of an assumed measure of the truth of a
statement, although it refers to the hypothetical character of every truth. Trufifiss as-
complis,are not a priori concepts, but arede. Their characteristics are not static, lyut d
namic and practical (MW 4: 98 ff., Durkheim 1981: 125). This instrumental thought is
based on the one hand on an analogy with natural sciences and on the other hand on a co
cept of experience to which Jamewarts, as to consciousness, a functional importance for
acquiring knowledge. This analogy is clear in the téexperimental thougbtthat, similar
to the Frenchexpérimentatiorsubsumes experiment, experience and mental movement.
Empiricism is connectewith life-worldly and scientific experience, to which a mentalist
advantage is given, and now can also be applied methodologically. Dewey remarks on this:
fil believe we can say ... that the development of the idea of experience to which James
more than pinted, which he initiated for us, constitutes a revolutionary change in traditio
al empiricisnd (LW 15: 13).Thusfipractice® in pragmatism means above all turning away
from metaphysical ideas of truth and toward a-\if@rldly reality (James 1975: 27879).
For this reason, James sees an inseparable connection between practice and knowledge.
This connection is created cognitiydy experienceBecause thought and reality are never
completely in concordance, experience has the resthilyilizing function of bridging this
gulf. This fundamental critique of Hum@empiricism, Kans a priori and the Cartesian
cogito is at the saentime the foundation for pragmatiérattempt to rehabilitate practice;
only when the individual elements of experience (James 192@4p6Rave become man
fest as practice in tHeebensweltlo they create that what Lapoujade termeditrgania-
tional pland that no longer needs an a priori origin.

Durkheim rejects this theory in its entirétyhe sees no affinity between practice and
knowledge as they serve completely different functions (Durkheim 19811@B6Tle-
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venot 2006: 19491). Whereas James and Dewey Bamcticé as a variable, a conti

gent, experimental category that questions existing patterns of behavior and wayk-of thin
ing, meant to withstand the danger of a philosophy divorced from life; Durkheungter

also Bourdieu) emphasizes its repetitive, stabilizing, compulsory and collectivizing aspects
which allow individuals only d@relative autonomy (Durkheim 1953: 23) Like James, he
speaks of an experimental method (Durkheim 1982: 110), but ondiffieas from all other

social sciences and thus also the philosophy of pragmatigithe manner in which saei

ty is constituted is one thing, how it acts is something completely different. These are two
kinds of realities, so different that they canhetresearched using the same procedures and
must be separated from one anoti{@&urkheim 1975: 22). It is this methodological separ

tion that, in a second step necessary to sociology, first enables putting societal practice and
general science into theghit relationship to one anothdilt is true that science can only
concern itself with the facts through the mediation of art, but art is only the extension of
science (Durkheim 1982: 87f. According to Anne W. Rawls, this argument stems from a
theory of practice:fiFor Durkheim, social practices are not ideal and they do not consist
primarily of ideas, representations and beliefs. These are merely secondary phenomena. For
Durkheim, society consists first and foremost of enacted practices that give nésé o

cial forces that participants in the assembled group experience ¢aiRtéyvis 1996: 434).

At the same time, Durkhei@® theory is hardly a bottomp perspective, as Rawls asserts
using an interactionist and ethnomethodological approach. Dur&hdgfinition of pra-

tice 1 though never explicitly statetl is rather situated at the threshold of stability and
change that produces the act of association and its crystallization as a practical, emergent
phenomenon (Durkheim 1953: 30).This is particulatbar in the understanding of practice

in Durkheints late sociology of religion in which he describes the act of believing &s a di
position to act, expressdmbthin creative éffervescence, déJiandin everyday acts. This,
according to Karsenti, is theportant practice theory core of Durkhésrthoughtfin oth-

er words, the sociological vision never resolves the tension between creation and instit
tionalization and this is the context in which it poses the question of padiieesenti

2006: 208). Acording to Durkheim, the relation of thought to reality is therefareract-

cal relationship (Karsenti 2007: 135). The contingency of social practices led him to the
fundamental anthropological belief in the duality of consciousness and action, assuming
homo duplexFrom Durkheinds viewpoint, consciousness and action are not to be treated
on the same ontological plane on which his-atititarian rebuttal of supposed pragmatist
utilitarianism is founded the emergence theory critique of an intentlasegory of pre-

tice, guided by free witf. Durkheim replaces the reciprocal relationship of thought and a
tion based on the underlying assumption of fheverse evolutiol that he imputes to
Pragmatism with a psychological theory of differentiation Kassenti explainsfil]t is

about understanding imbalance as a pause in movement, which causes thought to emerge
and not thought as the trigger of a compensating moveéngkatsenti 2007a; 139)Ac-
cording to Durkheim, consciousness requires the suspeokgxtion in order to unfold at

all. Following Karsenti, this is &process of the idealization of objects through which they
are transformed. Such a process is in one sense creative, in the measure to whit¢h it is co
lectived (Karsenti 2007a: 138). This tlear not only in théElementary Forms of Religious

®The termirelative autonomy already appears in early Marx and is later taken up again by Bourdieu (see
Bourdieu 1992: 26; Bogusz 2007: 18ff.).

10 Around 1900,es artdwa s a synonym for practice, Durkhei mbs supporte
Changeably (Espinas 1897).

A criticism that however has no impact, as Joas has shown (see Joas 1993: 263ff.).
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Life0 (Durkheim 1954: 16ff.), but also already in tfirRule (Durkheim 1982: 39f.) and in
Durkheims writings on individual and collective beliefs, in which he applies emergence
theory to the relatiofetween experience, practice and knowledge (Durkheim 1953). Far
from negating practice as constituting knowledge, in DurkBeiriew it is exactly the jor
cess of turning practice into ngmactice which is the precondition for knowledde; sh-
gularpractice of thinking, a practice of suspending pract{arsenti 2007a: 140).

In sum it can be said that Durkhe&srepistemology oscillates greatly between soaal h
lism on the one hand and a theory of differentiation on the other hand which makes the
emergence theory centrality of association plausible. In order to establish social holism (i.e.
to grasp it in its complexity) it is important to examine the dualism of action and knowledge
and then resolve this dualism though a theory of emergence in dle assui generis
James no longer needs this dualism. His work is characterized by a complete break with the
positivist epistemological position, replaced in radical empiricism by an emergentnpheno
enology of associated experiences. While Durkheim tberestill needs the dualist oppos
tion of rationalism and empiricism to introduce his sociological method as a way af reco
ciling them, James positions himself apart from this dualism. JsanedsDurkheinds theo-
ries differ in their empiricist radicalisiWhile Durkheim defends this radicalism by setting
his sociological method against a knowledge that is not empirically saturated, James ci
cumvents the latter by means of a scientist cognitive theory of knowledge (MW 12: 205).
One could therefore also sayat their respective emergent ideas differ in that Durkheim
used a conceptual principle to create a connection tevtifgdly practices, while James-i
voked a functionalist principle based on vitalism.

I. The epistemological centrality of experience prattice: Dewey and Bourdieu

John Dewey and Pierre Bourdieu, in their respective fields of philosophy and sociology,
were keys in lending a specific epistemological meanirfgtacticeo In his last lectures at
the College de France on the epistemoldgycel of the idea of the social field, Bourdieu
defined it as a combination of a comparative method and a dispositional philosoghy of a
tion (Bourdieu 2001: 68). The dispositionality of action is an idea Bourdieu began-form
lating in the 1960s within th&amework of his field theory asens pratiquelp to his cao-
cept of habitus, which stresses the dynamic and processual incorporation of social
knowledge. Asked in 1987 the extent to which his ideas coincided with the American trad
tion of pragmatism, Bourdu answered:

Indeed, the affinities and convergences are quite striking ... . [T]he theory of practical sense
presents many similarities with theories, such as Désydlyat grant a central role to the-n

tion of habit, understood as an active anehtive relation to the world, and reject all theco
ceptual dualisms upon which nearly all p@sirtesian philosophies are based: subject &rd o
ject, internal and external, material and spiritual, individual and social, and¢Baurdieu
Wacquant 1992 122).

In this statement, Bourdieu specifies two decisive intersections: the rejection df a dua
ist, reductionist, purely metaphysical theory of knowledge, also Durlheamd Jamés
starting point, and the importance of the concept of dispositionatiqgaasense, in the
meaning of a performative creative action option also inherent in his idedbibfind esp-
cially i as | will examine in further detail beloivin Dewe)és active experience (exger
mentation) Dewey describes Jan@degacy in this areas having in pragmatism laid the
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foundation to be able tiérecognize that experience is an intimate union of emotion and
knowledg® (LW 15: 17).

I1.1 Experimental thought and practice as a method of knowledge

John Dewegs entire oeuvre is characterized dyleep exploration of experience, @ra
tice and knowledge. He concentrates on the connections between naturalistic/natural sc
ence instruments of knowledge and a philosophy of action and practice informed by Peirce
and James. This is particulary obvioushis pioneer works on experimental psychology
and his famous paper dithe Reflex Arc Concept in Psycholagy1896). Similar to
James, he accuses modern philosophy of generally ignoring functional thoughtnHe co
trasts it with an empirical theory of ideasat he holds up as one of the most important
achievements in the history of ideas, able to bring about the true liberation of thaght, b
cause thddefinition of the nature of ideas in terms of operations to be performed and the
test of the validity of thédeas by th&onsequencesf these operations establishes canne
tivity within concrete experience. At the same time, by emancipation of thinking from the
necessity of testing its conclusions solely by reference to antecedent existence it makes
clear the dginative possibilities of thinking(LW 4: 92). For all pragmatists, and espécia
ly for Dewey and George Herbert Mead, Darésirvolutionary theory inspired and jist
fied the importance of functionalism not only within the natural and the life scielnges,
also for philosophy and psychology. The groundbreaking changes in the ways knowledge
was acquired brought about by modern natural sciences and the consequent necessity of
transcending the dualism of theory and practice are ideas Dewey expldies (mest for
Certainty. A Study of the Relation of Knowledge and Agtidvi 4). According to Dewey,
the dichotomy of practice and theory in which the identity of occidental philosophy was
grounded stems from psychological and anthropological uncertaintie$ wincle the
fiquest for cognitive certainbthe most urgent task and can thus be seen as the origin of the
development of theory divorced from practice and empiricldawever in the modern era,
experimental empiricism and operational thought gained aseeyndathe natural sciences
and final leave was taken from the idea of a tangible reality beyond the realm of empirical
fact or, as Dewey called it, fromfapectator theory of knowledge. ... For science in treco
ing experimental has itself become a modeliodécted practical doirig(LW 4: 20). From
this, Dewey concludes that

the consequences of substituting search for security by practical means for quest of absolute
certainty by cognitive means will then be considered in its bearing upon the problem of o
judgments regarding the values which control conduct, especially its social phases (LW 4:
20).

Knowledge is thus for Dewey a specific moment of experiencéeien®d), similar to
Jame8é pure experience; however neither, as in James, in a vitalist sensas in Duk-
heim, in the sense of an ordering moment; for Dewey, knowledge is rather the cognitive
equivalent to practical research (West 1989b: 188). At the same time, Dewey protested
against all forms of naive positivism. Rather he pleadsfifophilosophy of experience
[which] may be empirical without either being false to actual experience or being co
pelled to explain away the values dearest to the heart df (beh4: 86). Similar to James,
experience and practice close the gap between risiomand empiricism, however Dewey
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preferences practice as a inexhaustible source of inspiration for knowledge, particularly in
its close tie to more empirical experience:

In reaction against the agmng depreciation of practice in behalf of contempkativ
knowledge, there is a temptation simply to turn things upside down. But the essenag of pra
matic instrumentalism is to conceive lbbth knowledge and practice as means of making
goodsi excellencies of all kinds secure in experienced existea¢eW 4: 30)2

As Andreas Hetzel has aptly noted, Dewey thus follows, similar to Jamssategy of
degrounding practigewhich rejects thdiranscendental philosophical question of anet
practical grounds for practiogHetzel 2008: 38).

Although he himself remas a philosopher, Dewey connects philosophical eptem
logical ambitions with a sociological and genealogical perspective. From this Dewey co
cludes that experience and practice are the categories par excellence for constituting reality
for Aidracticabmeans the future responses which an object requires of us or commids us to
(MW 4: 102). Hetzel remarks on Dewiyand Jaméaise of the term practicéPractice is
never completely itself; it acts rather upon something else and defines itself by means of
this effectiveness, by means of cause and effect. Theory is not the other of practice, but can
be described as a gestalt or figure of this-d#férence of practiok(Hetzel 2008: 1819).

This idea of practice is reminiscent of Karsé&tinalysis of Dlkheimis understanding of
practice, as opposed to knowledge, as being informed by a theory of differentiation. Pra
tice, because it does not only signify human action for futurity, but is also the expression of
the uncertain provisional nature féctive krowledge¢ is two-sidedi both durable and
permeablefiThe realm of the practioalDewey wrotefis the region of change, and change

is always contingent; it has in it an element of chance that cannot be elirifiaéd!:

16). Deweys concept of practicguestions universalistic and reasmmntered definitions of
knowledge in the tradition of his predecessor Jé@radical empiricism, but he hones this
concept much more clearly than James in the direction of a social reformist theary of a
tion, a social ptiosophy of action concerned primarily with showifigow the actual -
cedures of knowledge, interpreted after the pattern formed by experimental inquiry, cancel
the isolation of knowledge from overt actio(Dewey 1930: 49). Dewey thus implicitly
takes upthe holistic connection of knowledge and action criticized by Durkheim in Sames
theory, by attempting to empirically connect them in the sdahknsweltin order to find
answers to social questions. Bourdieu also makes this empirical association.

Pierre Bourdieds practice theory arose as both an extension of and alternativekko Dur
heim@ sociologie defaction While Bourdieu shared Durkhe@minsistence on the power
of social structures, on objectivity and against all forms of spontaneous socislogyl as
his genealogical and relational methodology; he departed from Durkheim in his criticism of
a theorypractice dichotomy. If the social subject is inextricably connected to his anviro
ment, which in turn helps structure his bodily and historicaladiaation, then, in Bou
dieuds view, a conflict remains that Durkheim ignored: The social division of labor stems
not only from thefineutrad ground of differentiation and association, but also on the basis
of the epistemological conflict between theamnd practice also criticized by Dewey. \Wo
ever Bourdie@s concept of practice is oriented towards Margritique of domination,
which studies the social division of theory and practice as a fundamental and antagonistic
contradiction of capitalist socieieFor the anthropological Marx, this critique of doaiin

21n Art as ExperiencéLW 10) Dewey describes the aedtbeharacter of théexperience of thinking
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tion means locating the constitutive heterogeneity of thought and action so as to create the
conditions for overcoming them. In this way Marx also sees thought as another faym of s
cial practice, as aon-practice which led to the differentiation of social classes. But how
can we grasp this contradiction between practice angpraxtice?

Bourdieus critique follows Marx in the respect that he believes that to comprehend this
antagonism, a theoreticabnstruct of the structures which produced it is necessaryeTher
fore fia theory is needed that looks at the structures from which it comes and which have
produced it, without which it cannot see what has caused it. This means that to truly think
about soil structures ... it is necessary to think about the preconditions for the separation
of practice and theody(Karsenti 2011: 109). This realization of the necessity of a thHeoret
cal construct is at the same time a distrust of its dominance. From thidi@oarticulated
his genetic or constructivist structuralism as opposed to the structuralism of Ferdinand de
Saussure and Claude Lésirauss. Similar to Durkheim, an emergence theory concept of
structures can be seen in Bourdiestructures in the pross of becoming, dynamigunc-
tional phenomer@awhich James associated with perceptual consciousness. This emergence
theory perspective is exhibited in the interplay that Bourdieu sees between experiences
(dispositions), practices, habitus and social strucfuree habitus which, at every moment,
structures new experiences in accordance with the structures produced by past experiences,
which are modified by the new experiences within the limits defined by their power of s
lection, brings about a unique integratidBourdieu 2002: 284). Experiences girdctices
can, according to Bourdieu, not only transcend the dualism between rationalism and empi
icism (as Durkheim noted in his critique of James), but they are also subject to the fact of
social inequality. Thus Bourdiésitheory of practice, influendeby Marx, receives a crit
cal function inherent in Durkheis practical model of differentiation by acting on the p
litical level offdistinctiord. Experience, practice and knowledge are, for Bourdieu, ansep
rable from the attempt to transcend the divisid theory and practice in the humanities; he
thus throws both Durkheifs and Dewegs critique of dualism into relief and adds a polit
cal dimension. Unlike Durkheim, who searched for a collective conscioushess that first
makes social reality possible, Balieu concentrates on the reproductive mechanisms of a
reality that is not only contingent, but also, due to the dualism of theory and practice, highly
conflict-ridden. Bourdieu agrees with Durkheim that knowledge and reality must exhibit a
certain degre®f homogeneity so that social experience and disposition can assert the
selves as rules at all. But in contrast to Durkheim and Dewey, who both createdninterve
tionist theories within a social reform approach, Bourdieu understood the breasomith
mon sesenot only as a methodological necessity, but also as a critique of domination.

The concomitant danger of a structural theoretical determinism is mitigated by the fact
that Bourdieds concept of practice is not only Marxist, but also anthropologicattipea
originates in the body. In its practice theory dimensiipnacticé& means the meeting of the
body with the world; a body that is both invariant and performative in its mateHality
this context, Bourdieu refers to the generative and performatimeiple of practices. The
epistemological ambitions of this dynamic idea of practice become clearer in their close
connection to the concept of habitus which stems from a specific idea of expeiiesces
dispositionalist philosophy of practi¢ean ideathat can also be found in Dew@yconcept
of experience.

*The interconnection of body and practice suggests epistemological parallels between Bourdieu and Marcel
Mauss (Moebius 2009).
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I1.2 Experience/dispositionality/habitus

The central importance of experience to Defseyork is particularly clear iExpei-
ence and Natureln it, he calls his philosophy ndipragmatisng but Aempirical naturh
ismo or finaturalistic empiricism (LW 1: 10) and bases it on the preeminent position of
human experience (LW 1: 11), a naturalistic, genealogical, fundamental principle already
found in Jam&®radical empiricism. How does Dewey define expece differently from
James and Durkheim? Which critique of consciousness and epistemological elements is it
based on?

For Dewey, experience is both an imminent and an external phenomena, it isrthe fou
dation of things:fiExperience thus reaches downoimature; it has depth. It also has
breadth and to an indefinitely elastic extent. It stretches. That stretch constitutes idference
(LW 1: 13). In contrast to Durkheim, Dewey locates experience in the whole wbedde
too he links to Jamésadical empiicist fipure experienaeand to the connective relatio
ships between objects, people and experiences. Dewey distinguishes betweépsgames
chological scientific philosophy and speculative philosophy (see MW 12: 203 ff.; LW 15: 3
ff.), but in contrast toames he emphasizes the sociological and genealogical importance of
collective experience and association. He explicitly criticizes the contraposition ofdindivi
ual and society as an artificial opposition which obscures the true challenges of the modern
erg thefireconstruction of the ways and forms in which men unite in associated axitivity
times of rapid social changea challenge located not between the individual and associ
tion, but within them (Dewey 1954: 1p1Similar to Durkheim, Dewey concedtet there
is a parallel between historical differentiation and association that are, in his opingn, rel
vant to a theory of practic@A distinctiveway of behaving in conjunction armbnnection
with other distinctive ways of acting, independent of exadsg, is that toward which we are
pointed (Dewey 1954: 188).

While Bourdieu believed social distinction to be the society forming catggorgxcé
lenceand examined it as such, he locates experience more implicitly within his theories of
disposition,practical sense and habitus, which he often used interchangeably and does not
consistently distinguish from one another (see Bouveresse 1999: 52). Bourdieu gave up his
more explicit term for the importance of experience to behavior and the contingent unce
tainty of behavior hysteresis more or less completely in the course of his work for the
more structurallyoriented concept of habitus.Because of its specific function, particularly
relating theory and practice to one another, Bourdieu defines habitusartier things as
fihistory turned into nature (see Bourdieu 1977: 78) and as a system of dispasittds.
sense, theens pratiquethe relational praxeological knowledge expressed via habitus, |
cates experience/disposition, akin to Jabreasl Deweys theories, as an anthropological
category in opposition to objectivisrBourdieu defineglispositionas the precondition to
reflection and action based in experience, both psychologically/mentally as well@as stru
turally and thus, as in Dewey, beyond #mtificial dichotomy of individual and society.

The term dispositiofiexpresses first the result of a organizing action with a meaning close
to words such as structure; it also designates a way of being, a habitual state (especially of
the body) and, in pécular, a predisposition, tendency, propensity or inclinati@Bour-

dieu 1977: 214jDispositions [are]acquired through experienoe(Bourdieu 1990: 9).
Elsewhere, Bourdieu speaks of fiilemogeneity of conditions, of conditionings, and thus

of dispositons (Bourdieu 1990: 129), or of thi&dispositions of agents ... , that is their
mental structure@sexperienced by subjects as the ldagm occupation of a position (Beu

dieu 1990: 13a.31). In this last definition, the function of disposition within Agenetic
structuralisnd becomes clear: the loftigrm occupation of a social position, a social mhe
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itance, becomes a disposition founded on Leiisnimode of relational thinking, which
Bourdieu referred to repeatedly (see Bouveresse 1999: 47ff.) and albhnfluenced
Jameédefinition of experience. Between habitus expressed as action and dispositien Bou
dieu sees affiontological complicitp (Bourdieu 1990: 12) that anticipates structure; this
expresses the function of ttsens pratiqueand is reminisent of Dewes definition of
practice. The generalizing capabilities of dispositions are hereby not one of a transcendental
subject such as found in the idealist tradition, but of an acting and creative agent (Bourdieu
1990: 12).

The terminologicalntersections of disposition, practical sense and practice subsumed
by Bourdieu under the concept of habitus also however reveal the fundamental problem of
his theory of structure and practice: It is difficult to know when a disposition is more likely
to reproduce existing structures and has a stabilizing function and when it is the starting
point for a change in what is structurally predetermined. The embodied, performative and
transposable nature of habitd&rt of inventingd see Bourdieu 2002: 279) thBourdieu
emphasizes as a defense against the accusation of structural determinism contradiets the d
ration, persistence and stabilizing tendency ascribed to the dispositions it is founded on. Is
this an insoluble antagonism, tilted towards structuralidante?

To determine this, in the context of the definition for disposition Bourdieu himself gave,
we must clarify the role of the critique of consciousness, which also motivatedétardes
Durkheints epistemologies. In contrast to the importance of toéak unconscious &
quently stressed by Bourdieu, his social theories and in particular the practical serise are o
ten, incidentally similar to pragmatism, understood as close to utilitarian theories (Honneth
1984, Joas and Kndbl 2004, Dalton 2004)readhg that rests on the vagueness surdaun
ing the position of consciousness in Bourdieu. Paradoxically, this arises from the creative,
performative opening of the idea of habitus in contrast to structural determinism, which
Bourdieu often brings into an ingpicious coalition with the strategic orientation of agents,
as if agents acted strategically according to the logic of practice most advantageous to them.
The equation of a practical sense founded on dispositions fipithlogical thinkingd
(Bourdieu 2003 49) led to further confusion, as this seemed to provide grounds for the
conclusion that theens pratiques located in the realm of the unconscious, a blatant co
tradiction to his writings on strategic action. It is worth noting that Bourdieu alsa e
dispositions ignore experiences in thought, but not in practice (Bourdieu 2002: 278), co
cordant with Jamésand Dewets idea of the supremacy of practice over knowledge. From
this however does not follow strategic action, but the idea that digpssivhich inform
the actiori the sens pratiqué belong in the sphere of the infcanscious, as Karsenti has
shown (Karsenti 2011: 122). For this reason alone, habitus is neither located completely in
the conscious sphere or in the unconscious sphecaube it always operates on a specific
level of consciousness, namely at an intermediate level. It is both a passive and an active
category. The same is true of experience anchored in habitus. From this viewpoint, Bou
dieuds conceptualization of experiends the epistemological equivalent to William Jafnes
criticism of the concept of consciousness widely held in his times. Although James posited
experience in opposition to (metaphysical) consciousness, he did allow for consciousness in
a practical senserecognizing its function for knowledgklowever this leads to utilitana
ism just as little as Bourdiéisens pratiqualoes. In this way, Bourdiési theory of disp-
sition and practical sense, understood as working at andafrscious level, just as Jag
theory of experience, could make the connection necessary to assign consciousness with an
equally prelogical epistemic value, manifested between the conscious and the unconscious,
therefore decisively physical and mental.
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Missing in Bourdieu howeveand ubiquitous in pragmatism, is the search for explan
tions for structures of emergence and adaptation within social differentiation and the spaces
of possibility they create. With the exception of his study on the sociology of art (Bourdieu
1992a) Bourdtu seldom discusses the interaction of specific practices and social structures
regarding new or contingent experiences, action options or forms of practice. My thesis is
that to do so, we need an emergence theory perspective to hone the practice theory an
pragmatist concepts dgknowledg®, fiexperiencé and fipractic®, as | outline in my co-
clusion.

Ill. Conclusion: Social emergence theory as a point of convergence?

Bruno Karsentis aforementioned thesisthat Durkheinds sociologie detlactionis the
sociological counterpart to Jandeadical empiricisni can be corroborated from the wie
point of emergence theoryameéradical empiricism poses the question of how experience
and knowledge are constituted. His epistemological interest, bui@intpe category of
experience, is focused on objects in the process of becoming. According to Jamas, the v
lidity of philosophical scientific truth can only be seen in practice, in its empirical cenne
tion to the natural worldEmergence theory takes antological holistic approach to this
issue; Durkheim takes a more social holistic approach. Durkbeiotiologie deflaction
thus positions itself as an emergence theory alternative to radical empiricism in wréeh exp
rience and consciousness are histdiicaaturated due to their collectivityt is distin-
guished by a process of differentiation characterized by the interdependence of evolving
structures (social morphology) and practices (social physiology). Both vary accordiagly b
tween naturalist and cetructivist motifs. Although Jaméspistemological contribution to
a groundingfiexperience in practice helped bring sociological perspectives into philos
phy**, his definition of practice remained epistemological and his understanding of-exper
ence was mostly individualist. Durkheim for his part did not see the dualism of theory and
practice as an opportunity to connect his emergence theory understanding of the concept of
flassociation with a critique of consciousness grounded in practice thé&wey however
does make this connection. Dewey continues Jamek by studying the nooausality of
practice and its irreducibility to a rational or empirical subject. He expands Jaritiggie
of consciousness by describing knowledge as a transakfioocess based on active- e
perimental experiences. His criticism of the dissociation of individual and society resulted
in a concept of collective associations very close to emergence theory.

The critique of consciousness expressed by James, Durkheidewey by means of
the concept of experience is reformulated in the late modern era in Bdarskes pa-
tique™ In James and Dewey, experientcein the sense of mental, internalized infra
conscious knowledgé manifests itself through different serie$ associations (James
1922: 9 ff., LW 1: 26€&267), while in Bourdied practical sense, which also reproduces the
experiences people have on an irdoanscious level, experience contributes to the dynamic
organization of realityThe potential of Bourdigis sociology for emergence theory lies in
his method of relating disposition, practices and social structures to one another; they enter
empirical interdependencies and produce specific social experigrhcegver Bourdieu

“This also explains Bruno Latour 6s [tique af Durkhdinyhet o James

completely ignores Durkheimés emergence theory approach,

social theory.
It remains an open question whether Bourdieu might have been able to build this criticism more s@idly if h
had stayed with the term hysteresis.
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failed to take the necessary st@#pemergence theory that explainsew the interaction of
specific practices and social structures lead to the creatioemegocial fields.

Here, Jamdasand Dewefs emphasis on neoriginality, the tendency towards umpr
dictability as well as the creasly optional and anticipatory character of practice is quite
useful, as Bourdieu himself conceded with regard teséms pratiqueln this area, the ¢co
cept of practice approaches a core concept of emergence theory with respect to its effect on
experienceand knowledgeUnlike the concept of action, the concept of practice, inrBou
dieus Marxistinfluenced terminology as well as in pragmatic philosophy, emphasizes, as
Stefan Beck has noted, tliistate of tension between stability and variadievhich is of
central importance to an emergence theory perspeéivactice ... in Marxist anthropm!
gy and in Dewegs pragmatic idea of action is conceptualized in terms of how it acts upon
the self and upon the worl&¢lbst andWelteinwirkungwherely processualityandsitua-
tivity represent two decisive analytic categariéBeck 1996: 339)Similar to Jame&no-
tion of pure experience, the opended complexity of practice in the context of its deve
opment is revealed. The emergent characteristiss@fl phenomena produced by practice
become empirically visible as externally aimed effects, typified by a tendency to ke unpr
dictable.DarwinG nonteleogical argumentoncerningthe evolution of life translated into
the concept of experience by the gmatists requires @ full legacy here, as Menand
stressesfiRelations will be more important than categories, functions, which are variable,
will be more important than purposes, which are fixed in advance; transitions will be more
important than boundis; sequences will be more important than hierarohigenand
2002: 124). Here we could dissipate some epistemological tracks of a pragmatiset that b
came later on interactionism and ethnomethodology (Emirbayer and Maynard 2010).

This associative and celitive character of practice and its basic performance arises
from the interdependent linkages within the social fabric that goes beyond the idea of the
self-organization dynamic of procedures quoted in the definition of emergence promoted by
Krohn and Kupers. Moreover, it corresponds with John H. Holandnderstanding of
emergence as Bproduct of coupled, contextependent interactioagHolland in Beck
2007: 124125). Sawyer, in his study on social emergence, goes even fiiTherscience
of socialemergence is the basic science underlying all of the social sciences because social
emergence is foundational to all of th@(sawyer 2005: 189). At the same time, he-pr
tests against creating a new general theoretical paradigms: Emergence Paradigdoes
not propose any definite answers to lestgnding sociological questions, but it has signif
cant implications for how sociological theory and methodology should prodSadvyer
2005: 229). Thus emergence theory offers a useful approach to the pcadgnvatopment
of practice theory as both concepts see themselves both as theories of knowledge and at the
same time as empirical, experimental research methods. In an interview éhiitleldvork
in Philosophy in a reference to J.L. Austin, Bourdieu iohed it is necessary to have a
pragmatic view of thaficulturepar excellencenamely philosophy(Bourdieu 1990: 295.
Perhaps now the time has come to apply this premise to Botwdieory of practice.

In Belgian philosopher Didier Debatseetymologicdefinition, the affinity between
(racticed and oragmd is obvious:fiPragm@, he saysfimeans bothgexperiencé and
Qraxeird which meangactingd doingd or evendperformingh (Debaise 2005). Neverh
less the epistemological dimensions and methodological consequences of the conflation of
these categories @isxperiencs, fipracticé andfperformancé (in the sense of creative-a
tion) remain unclear as regards their meaning for cognitive and sociabrinegad the if

16Curiously, this passage is missing in the German translation (Bourdieu 1992b).
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niteness of human action. Following Debaig@agmaincludes practice, which is merely a
specific expression of pragma accompanied by experience. So the difference between
pragmatism and practice theory probably lies in the translation priexce into a pe
formative interpretation.

Dealing with experience means for Bourdieu neither reduction, nor pure reproduction,
but the limitation of creativity by the habitus as an integration system that gives experiences
their intrinsic coherence. PBerience in Bourdigis sense is a process of accumulation and
integration. Innovation is immediately absorbed by the integrating activity of knowledge
production. This process of accumulation and integration is in itself endlessly creative, as
Bourdieu ackowledges following Chomsky model of generative grammar, but thecpra
tices it produces are greatly limited by social constraints. In contrast, in pragmatist thought,
experience, and in particuléexperimentatiod describes an activity that is much mane
stable, unpredictable and ambiguous. As Debaise pointénatgmatism presents itself as
a technical reflection upon experimentation. This technique takes two forms: the evaluation
of the propositions, utterances, and ideas through their effectsps&uction and inve
tion of new propositions in charge of accounting for experimentation as a continuous
movement of changes and transformatinfidebaise 2005). The practices arising froxa e
perimentation are basically emergent, as they appear as dualitaew forms of symbolic
and material complexity empirically embodied in human action.

In this regard, | believe that sociological action theory should today focus mare co
cretely on the empirical foundation of knowledge production in regards to apectic
dispositions, forms of experimentation and emergent practices. By stressing the idea of
emergence, human action (or practice) could be understood as a dynamic that highlights
and reflects the social persistence of established patterns of assiastiovell as possibi
ities for innovation and change. But in contrast to established social theories that-have a
ready developed around the social impact of emergence, such as those of Niklas Luhman,
the conflation of practice theory and pragmatism foraesto recast emergence within
gualtative and quantitative observation and methodological reflections on our proper pra
tice as social scientists. Furthermore, both practice theory and pragmatism take a critical
analytical stance which concedesralative autonomg (Marx) to social agents as regards
their ability to perform their life trajectories. Observing the dynamics of differentiation in
contemporarylLebensweltenwe must deal with the concomitance of reproduction and
emergence. More precisely, | pagt that a combination of practice theory and pragmatism
shall show a dynamic interrelation between the categeers pratiqué dispositioni re-
productionT experiencei emergenceBourdiews anthropological category akns pa-
tiqueis as suitable fothe study of social change as the emergent categories of association
and experience formulated by James and Dewey, especially on the question of critical a
tion. The problem of the dichotomy of reflective knowledge and practical knowledge could
be resolvd by a pragmatist approach without abandoning the methodological equipment of
practice theory. In short, the particularities of acting by recasting models of specifie disp
sitions in specific situations (or social fields) could be comprehended, depemdihg -
gree of generalization, by applying both structural analysis and an analysis of emergent
processes. Thus, it is possible to articulate thedatérministic perspective defended by
Bourdiews sociology and by pragmatism in a manner that stopsdayitgy social rep-
duction and social emergence as mutually exclusive phenomena. By focusing on the idea of
emergence in the sense of an empirically based process of knowdedgiceé could be
understood as a fundamental social dynamic that highlaydsreflects the persistence of
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established social norms and patterns of assumption as well as the possibility of difference,
critique, innovation and hence social change.
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The Social Scientist, the Public, and the Pragmatist Gaze. Expltrgritical Cond-
tions of Sociological Inquiry

Abstract Although diverse and sometimes diverging, different approaches,ffvcen-

matiad to fipragmatish to fipraxeologicad, have an important feature in common: the s

cial order is said to be the practieaicomplishment of ordinary agents who constitute and
maintain in common the world they live in. After presenting the milestones of the main
sociological version of pragmatism, that is, pragmatic sociology (sociologie pragmatique),
initiated by LucBoltanki and LaureniThévenot, this paper will dwell on the complicated
relationship between a pragmatic framework, centered on the insider point of view of
agents and social critique, which apprehends the social world from the external point of
view of the criical sociologist. To tackle such problematic relationship, we will dwell on
two groundbreaking contributions to tifipragmatic turpin the social sciences, that of
Jeannd-avretSaadé work on contemporary witchcraft, and MicldelCerteads study

on 17th Century possessions. They will allow us to show that the revival of the epistem
logical break is not a necessary step towards political awareness and that pragrnatic soc
ology as such can be fully critical.

The public compose a tribunal, which is mpmverful than all the
other tribunals together.

J. Bentham ([1791] 1843)n essay on political tactics

Within the last decades,fi@ragmatiod if not fipragmatishd turn has taken place in the
French social sciences, bringing about new ways of inquiry tdariealfields such as rel
gious conversion, judicial trial, scientific controversy, or media coverage. Although diverse
and sometimes diverging, those approaches share an important common feature, already
present in the classical pragmatism initiated, agnothers, by CharleS. Peirce, Wk
liam James, JohDewey, or Georgél. Mead. Instead of starting either from the individual
or the social structure in order to subsequently establish how both could be related, they
takeactionitself as their point of departure. The social order is thus said to be the practical
accomplishment of ordinary agents who constitute and maintain in common the world they
live in. But this common focus on action is very vagjuague enough, at least,dive rise
to the various interpretations that the profusion of different ac@ered schools of
thought makes explicit, frorfipragmati® to fipragmatisd to fipraxeologicab In fact, each
of the main schools favors one specific aspect of action thairih dwelling upon: (a) the
central part played by action in the production of social ordetl@ihdeterminacy ofuh
managencymostly stressed by ethnomethodology and praxeological sociology (pgthe
formative power of languagand actantial schemés structure and institute social action
and relationships, mainly focused on by linguistic pragmatics (c) the epistemological pr
macy of practices and the importance, for the making of a public, of a confilmotton
upd inquiry into the indirect consequees of transactions, mostly emphasized byagphil
sophical pragmatism.

* University of Lausanne. [philippe.gonzalez@unil.ch; laurence.kaufmann@unil.ch]
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Interestingly, several aspects of action that we shortly introduced above are found in
pragmatic sociologysociologie pragmatiqyethe French fruitful research program irtitia
ed in the 9905 by its leading figures, Luoltanski and Laurenthévenot, which directly
influenced a generation of young researchdPsagmatic sociology will be our starting
point not only because it isne of the most promising sociological schools which have
emerged during the last decades, but also bedatrges to reconcile a view that stresses
the structural organization of the worlds of actiwith a view thatemphasizes human
agency and the formation of meaning in situation. Moreover, as will be g@gmatic e-
ciology insists on théaypersoné critical capacity to call into question the norms and va
ues that are supposed to be carried out in a given course of atishort,pragmatic e-
ciology, which is also calledsociology of critique) tries to leave aside the distant stan
point of critical sociology, such as that of PieBeurdieu, which entails the weinown
epistemological break with commonsense and thereby thégonenance of the view of the
sociologist over that of the socialtac Instead, pragmatic sociology tries to bring to light
the ficapacity to judgeand to criticize that ordinary actors themselves possess. Importantly,
such capacity of critique is endogenous but also plural: whereas critical sociology aims at
unveiling dbmination as if it were just one single, monolithic order, agents navigate plural
ordersof worth and hence have at their disposal different kinds of resources for criticism.
So critique does not depend upon a unique operation of critical totalizatiotecek®m
the external standpoint of the social scientist. Each order of worth is vulnerable to its own
internal critique and to the constraints of justification that go with it.

Obviously, the attention, in pragmatic sociology, to the capacity of osdpewple to
resort to critical judgment and to be concerned with the justification for the common good
that is at stake in a given world of action, is in phase with the insistence of philosophical
pragmatism on the role of doubt, inquiry and experiendsuiman activity and, above all,
in modern democraciy even if effective references to this philosophy are very séaBci.
despite this strong family resemblanpeagmatic sociology seems to remain at the tirres
old of philosophical pragmatism, mainly withgard to the issue of the making of a public
and the status of public inquiry. Indeed, this latter emphasizes the moral and paditical n
cessity, for scientists, politicians and ordinary citizens, to take into account the indirect co
sequences of their aowactivities on others, and to allow those who are affected by these
very consequences to launch a public inquiry. Philosophical pragmiatidras underlain
by a political model of the communigs a whole whose normative dimension is central:
only a demading participative stancecan allow individuals to turtheir private trouble
into a public problem and to enrich both the individual and the communitypfgtnatic
sociology somewhat paradoxically for a model which greatly values justificaitisiss so
much on thevariety of the worlds of action and their internal worths and legitinthey it
tends to leave aside the very idea of a public sphere in which a pdiitietdinquiryo into
the validity of the orders of worth, their mutual relations and their hierarchy is carriéd out.
It is maybe this absence of explicit normative stance and this |gtkeitd standpoint that
explains why Ludoltanski, in his recent boaRn Critique([2009] 2011), partially repud
ates pragmatic sociology, which he initiated himself, and returns to his original fascination
for Bourdieus critical sociology.

lAmong others: Mar@reviglieri, Damiende Blic, Nicola Dodier, CyrilLemieux, Dominiqué.inhardt, Jean
PhiligpeHeurtin, JoarStaveDebauge, Dannyrom.

See Bénatou(l1999a: 2) and Lemieui007: 192).

® For notable exceptions, see@averie(1994; 1998) and LThévenot(2011).

4 The model of Thévenot @s in this direction, though.
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Our paper aims at showing that such renunciation is not necessary and that pragmatic
sociology,if it really takes seriously the legacy of pragmatisam fully reconcile grag-
matic and apragmatistway of doing sociology. Under the auspices of philosophicaj-pra
matism, indeed, critical inquiry can be held without reviving the external totaliziing g
view of the critical sociologist. As we will see, philosophers such as Dgneyde the
normative tools necessary to value the social situations triggering the formation of a public,
that is, the formation of Bcommunity of those indirectly affestb which succeeds ines
coming aficommunity of investigatorg.Such tools allow distinguishin@public-triggeringd
configurations fronfipublicidald configurations that eclipsine fibottomupd and publick-
ing movement that should enable ordinary peoplemédke sense of the systemic inerd
pendencies they are entangleqbayan2001).

To tackle the issue of critical inquiry, our investigation will make a dewwartwo
French authors who exerted a great influence on the social scientists participatiag in th
pragmatic turn Thus Jeanne Favr8aadé work on contemporary witchcraft, and Michel
de Certeaés study on 1% Century possessions will prove astonishingly similar to, and
compatible with, the perspectives advanced by pragmatist philosophers, égpkatial
Dewey, about experience, action, and the constitution of the public. This detour will allow
us to show that pragmatic sociology as such can be fully critical and that the revival of the
epistemological break is not a necessary step towards ploéitiaaeness. But beforelfo
lowing the marvelous inquiries proposed by Fa8atda and Certeau, we need to give a
better account of pragmatic sociology.

|. Between action, pragmatics and pragmatism

By the late 1986, some French social scientists influethdy analytical philosophy,
phenomenology, pragmatics, and ethnomethodology tried to rethink the relatioeship b
tween the individual and the social structure in an altogether different nfaims¢ead of
being an overhanging structure, the social order is said to be the practical accomplishment
of ordinary agents. While being roughly along the same lines, the glea#ting model
of feconomies of wortBpublished in thel 990, which is the lanching pad opragmatic
sociology is particularly interesting. Not only does it draw from linguistic pragmatics but it
also enters into resonance, in some respects, with the spirit of philosophical pragmatism

Indeed,linguistic pragmaticshas emphasizethe fact that language, even when it is
supposedly used to describe a state of affairs or to merely exchange information, is always
away of doingthings (Austin[1962] 1975). Language is not a transparent representation of
the world: it aims at modifyintghe world, not at giving way to it. Although always context
dependent, the use of linguistic utterances is nevertheless governed by constitutive rules,
which establish the order of words (e.g. we cannotfbayy vegetables ea), a system of
places (e.gfto gived involves, by definition, three positions, the given object, the giver,
and the receiver), and a public, impersonal set of rights and obligations (e.qg. if | promise to
come to your party, then | have the obligation to come to your party). Ih ghagmatics
articulates syntaxical structures and constitutive rules necessary for linguistic utterances to
be intelligible with the contexdependence of enunciation that characterizes langnage
action.

® Those social scientists came from different horizons, but converged on an editorial project, starting in 1990,
a journal entitledRaisons pratiquefpractical reasons], published by the Ecole des hautes études en sajences s
ciales [EHESS] of Paris. Dani€efai, BernardConein, ElisabetiClaverie, Brund.atour, LouisQuéré, La-
rentThévenot, JeaWidmer and others, have played a very important role in this enterprise.
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In their theory offieconomies of wortld,also calledftheory of justificatiom)Boltanski
and Thévenot do take inspiration from pragmatitey aim indeed afaying out, in a
grammaticalform, the plural orders of worth (civic, commercial, and so on), the principles
of evaluation anqustification (equality, productivity, and so on), and the kinds of cammi
ment (familiarity, justification, and so on) that allow the closure of what can be envisaged
or, above all,arguedh a given situation (Boltansi& Thévenot [1991] 2006; Bolta
ski 1990; Thévenotl990). Just like linguistic grammar enables speakers to createnand u
derstand an unlimited number of utterances of their languaigraenmarlikeo system of
norms, modes of engagement and principles of actions enables agents to act aglgropriat
in particular situations they have never encountered before. For instance, normalé comp
tent agents master the rules that a public denunciation of injustice must satisfy to be deemed
relevant: such denunciation entails necessarily four actantial thigsis, thedvictim,6the
@rosecuto the @enouncedand thequdge® an actorial structure that reveals the unfl
ence of the works of AlgirdaSreimas and Brunbatour on pragmatic sociologists
(Boltanski1993)° Moreover, to accomplish a wefbrmedact of denunciation, the plaintiff
must relate himself in a credible way to a collective susceptible to support his version of the
facts and to share his indignation (e.g. a civil association) (Boltahgki1984).

So pragmatic sociology clearly drairem pragmatics and semiotics to highlight the
ordered set of rules, the actantial relationships, and the catéprhdent spectrum of o
sibilities for acting that constitute and map out ordinary modes of action and justification.
But it is also in phasealthough more tenuously, witbhilosophical pragmatismvhen it
insists on the dynamics and indetermination of action. Far from being caught in a unified,
highly integrated cultural and social system, people navigate plural and distinctive action
frames,made of situational constraints, material arrangements, and above all, collective
norms of qualification. Pragmatic sociology then focuses on the situated way people agree
over a frame of reference, take hold of their environment, material as well aslisymbod
adjust their mode of engagement within the situation. In this indeterminate and pluralist
view of agency, action dependathe full range otompetencethat persons are inherently
endowed with, including the cognitive and moral ones necessatyifigue and distanar
tion. Far from being the ontological dopes, submitted to the overwhelming forces @k the s
cial order, that structuralist social sciences have portrayed them to be, social actors are thus
seen as competent and critical subjects wieoahleto reach agreement about tfiection
thatis-suitablé and the correspondinigrammao of values, categories and beings that go
with it (Thévenotl990)! In case of disagreement or dispute, the interactants are able to
switch from a familiar, unquestioned regime of coordination and communicationeto a r
flexive regime of conflict resolution and argumentatiotine secalledfiregime of justifi@a-
tiono7 whichallows them to reach a new social agreement (Boltanski & Thévenot, 1999).

Last but not leastthe epistemological primacy of practices and the emphasis on human
agency that characterize pragmatism also led sociological pragmatism to call into question,
at least implicitly, the boundaries between knowledge and action, fact and vv&iree
conceptual schemes give intelligibility to all our epistemic and practical relations with the
external world, direct knowledge @vhat there i§turns out to be impodse: facts are -
ly knowable through a system of representations and practices that determines the relevant
level of their individuation and description. Similarly to the second Wittgenstein, v#io sy
tematized insights very similar to those of Dewey or d@ipragmatism argues that it is

®_atour himself defines his sociology as befinglf Garfnkel and half Greimas(2005:54).
'See also TBénatouil(1999b) and LBoltanski([1993]1999).
8about this primacy, see Frega & F.Carreira da Silvg2011).
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impossible to escape from the legislation of language and to go outside our forms of life,
governed by pragmatic rules of action and discourse. For pragonatist such as i

ry Putnam(1981), even a basic factual inquinto the number of objects that are on the
table in front of me cannot lead to one single trutideed, to describe how many objects
are on the table, we have to determine first what counts as an object: the book as a whole or
the pages that compose My pen or its constitutive part3™ other words, pragmatism
goes necessarily with a kind @@hternal realisr that recognizes that the world can only be
describedifrom withind a common system of representations and practices. It is this very
system tht enables us to determine what counts as a valuable candidate feantluth
falsity, relevanceandirrelevance, or usefulnessduselessneg®utnaml981). This being

S0, such internal or pragmatic realism does not deny, contrary to some relativist or co
structivist approaches, the reality of external facts; the real world does causally contribute
to our perception and actidnotherwise we could not distinguish between what is the case
and what seems to be the case. Moreover, practical dealings with thik neoessarily
obey to areality principle practical reasoning involves by definition the functional aalapt
tion to real circumstances and the anticipation of the consequences@foare actions
(Anscombel 95 7 ; BT7E Thefobdurate resistanoend partial unpredictability that

the world offers to the ordinary investigations of our surroundings do serve as strong reality
tests'® Still, for internal realism, an external fact is ngtthing-in-itself;d as Putnam puts it,

it is endowed with arfiobjedivity-for-usd and depends, as such, on the conceptualefram
works which indicate us how we should qualify it and what we should do with it.

Grammar, phenomenology, and the difficult status of critique

This pragmatic framework has several interestiogsequences for pragmatic sociology
and, more generally, for social sciences. From a methodological point of view, only a fine
grained ethnographical approach can account for the concrete, practical adjustments, i
provisations, micranquiries and criticedisagreements that characterize the pluralist way
persons deal with the world around them (Brevigkei$taveDebaugel999). Moreover,
such a finegrained approach reconcilega@mmatical focus othe acceptable structures of
action and discourse, wiiccan be mapped out and modeled in a systematic way, with a
phenomenological focusn experience. From this perspective, indeed, experience appears
as a kind of twesided entity. One of its sides @bjective it refers to thaypical testshat
pertain tosuch or such order of worth (e.g. art, industry, family) and that anyone has to e
perience and pass to be recognized as a normal, competent actor (e.g. creating an original
work of art, being a good father, making a profit, and so on). Although typrehhgsam-
maticallyd expected in the different kinds of situations that people are deemed to encounter,
such tests remain nevertheless pervious to the particularity of the course of action in which
they occur and sensitive to the singularity of the persoaisthey are supposed to assess.
The other side of experiencedabjective it refers to the plural ways people feel, exper
ence, appraise, suffer, in short engage in, and are affected by, a given situatiorfiethose
istential testg) as Boltansk{[2009]2011: 107) puts it, refer to what provokes suffering and
to what affects, such as the experience of injustice or humiliation brought about bythe co
tempt of those in position of power or the experience of emancipation created by reHe tran
gression. In dter words, on its objective side, experience is related to the fawotpef-

*To our knowledge, Putnam is not quoted by pragmatic sociologists such as Thévenot @kBdianit
seems to us that hiinternal realisr fits very well the ontological premises of their framework.
0 0On this resistance, inspired by the work of Mead, sderénks & F.Seeburge1980)
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menting of testing and being tested Bya grammatical configuration, whereas, on its
subjective side, experience is related to the phenomenological faxpefiencingwhat it
is likedto be in such or such grammatical configuration.

This pragmatic framework has also interesting consequences for social sciences from an
epistemological and political point of view. It means indeed that social sciences have to r
linquish the exterrgoint of view of the critical sociologist, whos$eevisionary metaptst
icsO tries to correct the ordinary worldew that would supposedly mislead agents, mainly
by hiding the overall structure of domination that would remain, as such, out of their reach
(Bourdieu). Instead of establishing a strong asymmetry between social scientists and those
taking action, pragmatic sociology adoptsid@scriptive metaphysioghat takes seriously
the point of viewfifrom withind of agents and follows the possibilitiesaftique they aat-
alize in the disputing activity that arises when a joint action goes wtong.

Although very heuristic, this perspective raises two important issues. First, pragmatic
sociology focuses on the critical moments, from domestic quarrelsdgeidom judicial li-
igations, in which agents call into question the implicit order of worth they were used to
uphold (Boltanski & Thévendt999). In so doing, this approach tends to overemphasize the
situations of dispute and justification in which pagamts transform a disagreement into a
reflexive object of public inquiry and become therebfcammunity of investigatots as
Dewey would put it. Boltanski recently made more explicit the similarities of suclp-an a
proach with pragmatisniiwWe can therefore more or less link to the spirit of pragmatism the
way in which the sociology of critique undertook to describe the social wotlieascene
of a trial, in the course of which actors in a situationuafcertaintyproceed tdanvestiga-
tions record theirinterpretationsof what happens imeports establishqualificationsand
submit totest® ([2009]2011:25). From this kind ofjuridicald view of the social, agents
and, by way of consequence, the sociologist who study them, are thus sgmyroducing
the discursive, argumentative accounts that wiestablish a justified, legitimate agre
ment and will keep, thewjolence awayAnd yet, grammatical constraints are not exclusive
to modes of justification; they are also inherent to otben$ of reciprocal actions, inau
ing those in which a kind of rulgovernedfiegab violence isfencapsulated.

The second issue raised by pragmatic sociologyis its endogécloallenge and the
underlying internal realism behind it: despite its attamtio the internal resources foii-cr
tique, such challenge might nevertheless resderal critiquedifficult to sustain. Indeed
pragmatic investigations avoid resortingfieing® and values, such as class membership,
social forces or symbolic violencthat the actors themselves do not explicitly bring into
play. The problem is that, at least in certain situations that we will discuss later on, social
scientists have to leave aside the insider point of view of the participant to adeyitan
nal, refledive point of view that highlights and normatively assesses the grammatiaal stru
tures of interaction in which agents are entangtgdout even knowing it.

It is precisely this issue that the recent book of Bolta(jgki09]2011) addresses fae
fully. Surprisingly enough, at least for scholars familiar with his previous works, Boltanski
proposes dipragmatic sociology of critiquethat supports a dual approach of the social
world: fipragmatic sociology of critique focuses ofisocietyd that is, thefiregimes of a-
tiono and the power relations, diverse, partial, local or transitory, that are in an immediate
relationship with the preoccupations of actors and their insider point of view. By contrast,
pragmaticfisociology of critiqué focuses on théisocid orde, that is, the world appr
hended from the external point of view of the critical sociologist, who must shed light on

Hon these two kinds of metaphysics, BeE. Strawson(1992).
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the overall, monolithic structure of domination that underlies theafled fisociety and
remains invisible to the agdnteyes. fl we follow Boltanski, assuming an external stan
point that breaks with thBobjectivity-for-usd of the world seerfifrom withind is impea-
tive: only such standpoint can go beyond plural and superficial forms of power, which are
readily observable, to unmashe profound, enduring asymmetries which, while assuming
different forms in different contexts, are constantly duplicated to the point of colonging r
ality as a whole. So whereas critique refers to the socially rooted, contextual formg of crit
cism to vhich ordinary agents and standard sociologists have accdssdtacritique re-
fers to the theoretical constructions that aim to unmask, in their most general, systematic
dimensions, oppression, exploitation or dominadi@domination which occurs in ttse-
mantic determination dfwhat there i6 and in the normative qualifications and categmriz
tions of beings.

As interesting as it might be, Boltan&kiramework and lexicon has a fatal weakness; it
is strikinglydualist IndeedOn Critiquedepicts aidoilble bottond society: beyond the su
face power relationships and insubstantial collectives that constitute-tadlestfisocietyd
there is thefisocial orded of domination, sort obig semantic Leviathawhich structures
and maintainsyia a fitop-down o continuous process of totalization, the established order of
beingst? Unfortunately, such conceptual dualism between society and social order and
thereby between pragmatics and semantics tends to bypass plural grammars of actions and
self-qualifications & agents to better shed light on the deep,dingensional, transversal
metagrammar that pits dominant elite against dominated peoplefifiéeis of critiqued
that Boltanski proposes is thus as quitiralistic as politically radical: a true emancipation
can be only reached through a revolutionary movement, necessary for reridezingality
of the reality in which agents are immersetacceptabléBoltanski2008). Revolution is
indeed necessary to overthrow the overarching semantic institutionglingcthe Law and
the Welfare State, that make the dominated unworthy and allows always the same priv
leged ones to win (Boltansg009]2011).

In some respects, Boltanskian dualism is surprisingly similar, though more political, to
the one advocated bye of the founders of French sociology, Enilerkheim himself, in
his critique of pragmatism. Indeed, in his Sorbonne lectures, given from 1913 to 1914,
Durkheim severely criticizes pragmatisfit:can accept neither the statement of thelidea
ists, thatin the beginning there is thoughtor that of the pragmatists, thatthe beginning
there is action ([1955] 1983:67). For the sacalledffather of sociologyjthe problem with
pragmatism lies in the fact that it conceives truth and reality as a maitelivoflual expe-
rience and fails therebfto recognize the duality that exists between the mentality which
results from individual experiences and that which results from collective experéehees.
stead, Durkheim advocates a dual perspective that digimgihighevel, collective rp-
resentations from lovevel, individual representations, and posits tivabat is social -
cluding truth, morality, and reason] possesses a higher dignity than what is individual
([1955]1983:68). According to Durkheim,ueh founding dualism has two importanineo
sequences. From an epistemological point of view, it allows the constitution of two auto
omous scientific disciplines: whereas individual representations and instincts are the object
of psychology, if not biologythe Alaws of collective ideatiamare the object of sociology.
From an ontological point of view, society is not only a constraining whole which is more
than the sum of its individual parts; society is alse@anobling factowhich adds a nese
sary and uiversal dimension to the individual basic, primitive ways of thinking and acting.

20n this issue, see Kaufmann (2012), BtaveDebauge (2011).
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Since, within Durkheimian dualism, truth, morality, and reason are exclusively social
emergent properties, they can be grasped only if individepéndent thoughts and repr
sentations are left aside. For Durkheim, bheakwith individual perceptions is thus aulo

ble requirement that pragmatism does not satisfy (DurkiE&®5] 1982).

As seen above, such break with individual perceptions is also at the heart of &he met
critical or metapragmatical project of Boltanski. While building on the project of carrying
out a sociology that does not give up on critique, this paper does not take up such dual view
of the social. We will propose another pathway to social critique by takiorg seriously
the pragmatic assumption according to whichabtonand its consequenéesnd neither
the agent nor the historical, social, or economical codtextist be the unit of inquiry. We
will argue that it would be preferable, for sociologistsgitee up on an overhanging stin
point and to focus on the rules, both constraining and enabling, that constitute and structure
the plural, multilayered, and collective architecture of human actions. By unfolding the
plural grammars that ordinary agents igate and enact in the course of their daily life, s
ciological inquiry can foster a reflexive attitude that potentially increases their power of a
tion. That is at least what we are going to argue in the following pages.

Bewitched by social practices

To address the link between grammar, phenomenology and social critique, we are going
to get back to the pioneering works of two very important scholars, the anthropologist
Jeannd-avretSaada and the historian Miclud Certeau, who have initiated in mang-r
spects the grammatical investigation that pragmatic sociology advocates. Each in their own
way, their outstanding research witchcraftand possessionpublished in the 1979, wn-
derlines thedark sid® of grammatical constraints that force agents intogicl of intera-
tionwhich might be fatalTheir approaches have several features in common. Both struggle
against the classical anthropology and hisfiirgm above) which postulates the asymine
rical hold of the official authorities and talkative elite peedinary peoplé an asymmetry
that the condescending stance of social scientists toviarfdsmantso wrongfully trars-
formed into the passive objects of their intellectual discourse, happened to step up. Both
approaches thus introduced a symmetrical epistemology, systematized and extended later
on by BrunoLatour, which acknowledges dlhavenot as deserving a place history
and anthropology. Finally, FavrS&aada as well as Certeau favor a phenomenological
standpoint that tries to do justice to tftbickness of bodily experiences, emotions, and
practical intelligence enabling anyone, including the uneducated getsomake sense of
the world around them. In so doing, both show that ordinary people do not blindly take up
the publicfinstitutions of belief'3 they do not necessarily believe in what their culture i
duces them to say. So if public utterances andtutistnal rituals definitely delimit the aff
cial domain of thébelievabled they do not necessarily reveal the scope and intensity of the
actualfibelievingd To account for the beliefs that actuallffectpeople, even when these
beliefs look as unbelielde aswitchcraft, the ethnographeor the historian must impas
tively give up on the objectifying gap that distances thérmdwing fidiscourse on the bt
ero from the mute, supposedly ignorant body that bedfs it.

*See M.deCerteau(1985).

0of course, for an historian, the task is particularly challenging, if not impossible. For
M. deCerteau[1975]1988a), the writing of histy has to face the tragic loss of those practices, experiences and
affects that, yesterday, were alive, and are dead today, a loss that the act of writing tries to ward off, converting
what is lost into a text. Thus the text of archives is a first tratigegbast that a second text, the text written by the
historian, reinstates in a meaningful relationship with the present by imposthgadhgetimes wrond unity and
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But to be in a position to better compate implications of the research of de Certeau
and FavretSaada, we need to lay out the main features of the grammatical logics at work in
witchcraft and possession that they have so brilliantly described.

Il. Immersed in the Bocage

According toFavretSaada (2009), the language of witchcraft is recruited to make sense
of the extraordinary repetition of unexpected and inexplicable misfortunes that overburden
a landowner and his possessions, whether they be human (wife, children), aniesal (liv
stock or material (goods, production rate) (e.g., bankruptcy, @hdisease, wifis misca-
riage, heifes death, engir@s failure, etc.). Faced with all these misfortunes, the victim
feels powerless, all the more as the official authorities, incarnatec lpyitst and the deo
tor, are of no help to hirit whereas the unruffled doctor resorts to natural causes and bad
coincidences for explaining his misfortunes, the priest just invokes faraway, immagerial b
ings on which he has no hold (FavBdadal977). Abwe all, for the victim, neither the
doctor nor the priest are able to explain why thmsezlingevents happeto himin partiau-
lar.

Why this repetition and above all, whHymed and why finow,0 wondersthe person
stricken by misfortune. But even if the vittistarts suspecting that his ordeals could have
an unnatural cause, he cannot initiate by himself an inquiry into his possible bewitchment
without being taken for a haifit. Such an inquiry must be initiated by @nnunciatord
either a friend or a neigor, who, by dint of witnessing this unlikely series of misfortunes,
asks the victimfiShould there not be, by chance, someone who wishes yoThiE ques-
tion has incontestably an incredible performative power, that is, it performs an action in
saying what is said: it indeed modifies the status of its addressee, converting him from an
unlucky person into a possibfibewitche@d and converting his misfortunesto spell -
fects. This question, which also sounds as a diagnosis of mentabBsgaityare not a lua
tic or a misfit but a bewitchédgives rise to a quest, which will lead the victim and his
wife to search for afunwitcherd Even though there are norslolic guarantees that the
unwitcher will be able to cancel the spell, the mere fact of attributing those misfortunes to
an intentional cause, namely that of fldtch 0 is the first step in a long process of reco
ery. With the help of the unwitcher, inei& the bewitched will hopefully retrieve his life
energy by fighting back against the enemy who allegedly wants his destruction.

In contrast to other studies on witchcraft, which mostly emphasize the details df the ri
uals, the exact wording of the phras® the kinds of objects that are used to sustairait, F
vretSaadé& ethnography insists on the relational and actional aspect of witcharafh-
derstand how really witchcraft works, it is not possible to draw upon the séemad
knowledge that anthrapogists, psychiatrists, folklorists, journalists and official authorities
produce contemptuously about it. As Fav®etada forcefully shows, only firbiand
knowledge or rather firghand figrasp allows to see, fronfiwithin,0 that witchcraft is a
ward a wa of fideadly wordé anddaily strugglesut, more fundamentally war of forces
in which the bewitched, the unwitcher and the witch are caught in, whether they like it or
not. But if witchcraft is a warfare, it is a very well organized, 1gd@erned on¢hat strorg-

coherence of discourse upon the heterogeneity of life as it was actually experiencegadsttigaradoxically,
hence, past life can survive only if it is captured in a system of representation and knowledge that has, thereby, the
indisgensable and painftibeauty of the deadl.
5n 1970s, a Normand landowner is always a man for reasons redatesiprocedures of property transmi
sion. Therefore, when evoking him, we will use the masculine.
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ly constrains those who are involved in it. In fact, witchcraft necessarily involves am acta
cial system, composed of four interdependent placegatiranciatogthe dewitchedjthe
dinwitcheb and thedwitch.6 The ethnographer intensely experienced herself that it is not
possible to escape this system of places and the expectations tied to it: uttering a single
word on witchcraft is already getting involved in a power relationship in whicésonter-

locutor istrying to determine or@s proper place, to evaluate @dorce or weakness, to
assess orie benevolence or malevolence, and so on.

In our own words, this grammidike system of witchcraft is governed by constitutive
rules that define the scope of whande uttered and done by whom at which momemt. O
ly the annunciator cafinterpellat® the victim and turn him into a bewitched; accordingly,
it is not possible to enter into witchcraft as a bewitched simply upofs @wen will: it is a
place ascribed bgthers. But once caught in the place that others have chosémégr
there is no way odt besides leaving the area. Of course, the most striking kaserption
that forces some to get involved in witchcraft is that of which the unfortunate alleged so
cerer is subjected to. Indeed, the witch is not in a position from which it is possible to speak
in the first person: he is reduced tdithird persom that is, afinonpersom that those who
are part of the witchcraft crisfspeak aboudtbut finever spelatod (Benvenistel966): he is
spoken without being able to speak by himself. There is no need of confession from the
witch: he is not an audible voice but a function in the system (Favret
Saadd1977]1980:24). As for the unwitcher, it is a powerful balso difficult place to take
up, because only someone whdistrong enoughand ready tditake it alb on oneself can
endorse it. What makes an unwitcher, hence, is not her knowledge but h&bfancea-
bling, Agoodp iositived force that she is nevertless ready to use for rendering evil for
evil in her fight against the witch.

More generally, this preexisting system of places is polarized between those svho po
sesgthe force® (the witch, the unwitcher) and those who are deprived of it (the bewitched)
(FavretSaad&011). Insofar as this force can be at work in the slightest utterance uttered
by one of the warring factions, decoding the meaning of what is said is far lessaintpor
than understandinghois speaking tavhom Just as the whole person of the witch edibo
ies a negative force that turns his most trivial gestures into deadly attacks, it is the entire
being of the unwitcher that enters into action by way of the wéatsshe utters during the
cure. In short, theontentof the words themselves count less than the faatyof enuna-
tion and designation that allows the thjpdrty intervention of the unwitcher to deviate the
witché spells from his victim and to dratvem towards an opponent worthy of himself.

Performing a new social contract?

FavretSaadés research on witchcraft is fundamentally pragmatic, in the two senses we
have unfolded above. First, it is pragmatic in the sense that it reveals the perfofaragve
of the language in action, which manifests itself in the inaugural act of instantiating the
rule-governed system of witchcraft that the annunc@teuggestion accomplishes (efis,
there someone who wishes youd)I?This inaugural act, which i first step towards the
normalization of the misfortune, starts the progressive restructuration and control of the u
limited, malevolent performative force of the sorcerer. In other words, two conflictiag pe
formative forces, of different kinds, are peesin witchcraft. The performative force of the
evil encapsulated into the deadly communicative acts of the witch is totally unbridled, i

16Usua||y, FavretSaada describes women in the position of the unwitcher. Therefore, we will use a feminine
pronoun to designate that role.
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mediate and unexpected, bursting from nowhere and without any reason. Put in our own
words, such brute performativerte constitutes a massive processli@institutionalia-
tion.

Indeed, FavreSBaada marvelously shows in her recent b@msorcelerimore explan-
tory and sociatentered thaeadly Wordy that the alleged witch is a kind of free rider,
who gets rich athe expense of others, monopolizes the goods of the others, and shows
himself impervious to social and moral rules (Fa8aad&®009; 2011). The witch shakes
the common world that the bewitched shares with his fellow creatures and jeopardizes the
social guilibrium by refusing the minimal symmetry of conditions necessary to hold-soci
ty together (FavreBaada®2011). The witch also jeopardizes social relationships at large
since the very possibility of his existence creates a climate of mutual suspicionisnd
trust: insofar as he is endowed with the power to cast a spell on anyone he wants to despoil
or destroy, anything can happen at any time, anyone who speaks to you can prove fatal for
you.

From this perspective, witchcraft can be seen as the symbuiititwionalization of
the basics of the social contract, unduly jeopardized by the naked force of the witch but also
by the vulnerability and weakness of the bewitched (Feévaaide2011). The unwitcher
breaks off the direct and unequal confrontationMeen the culprit and his victim bynk
posing herself as the inescapable figure of the Third: her force is regulated and mediated,
allowing the resocialization of the negative, unregulated power of the witch by forcing it
into a rulegoverned system of praablished places. Becaudgetunnamable is absolute
and asocial, one of the most important acts of miigstitutionalization that witchcraft pe
forms isnaming Indeed,the apparently boundless force possessed by a witch is a sort of
black hole whose exisnce can be only inferred from its destructive effefitaming the
witch is an attempt to enclose within a figure something which, in itself, escapes grom fi
uratiord (FavretSaadd1977]1980: 74). The act of naming someone from the circle of
acquaintaces, carefully prepared during the unwitchment sessions, forces the witch into a
system of names that turns him into a singular, recognizable individual, accountable, as
such, for the harm he has done.

So witchcraft progressively restores the soeiglilibrium by working as a system of
communicating vessels that draws the force from the witch and awakes the force, if not the
violence, of the victim. Indeed, the vulnerability of the bewitcher is due to his difficulty to
take on the legal, institutioh&iolence that his social function of landowner involves, from
the dispossession of siblings to the exploitation of his wife to the competition with- neig
bors. Witchcraft therapy is a pedagogical undertaking that awakes his aptitude for violence
while keeing the appearance of a right, justified and necessary fight between the principles
of the Good against those of the Evil (FavBelad&2009). Thus what the unwitcher Mrs.
Flora brings into play in her therapy sessions is not only the salvation of tjutesiperson
of the bewitched; it is more fundamentally fiethical order of the worlid the bewitched is
entrusted with the upholding of social and moral principles that transcend his singularity.

If witchcraft is pragmatic in the sense of the perfoiwgaforce of enunciation, which
has the power to do what it says, it is also pragmatic in a second sense: the partral indete
minacy of the course of action and the phenomenological intensity of the experience of
those who arécaught inbd Actually, as willbe seen below, individuals portrayed by Favret
Saada are not fenacting some learned scripts or actions; they are affected by the way
things appear to them an unpredictable or uncontrollable fashion.
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Believe it or not: from grammar to phenomenology

FavretSaadg2009) describes the gramrdde system of witchcraft basically as asre
sentialtherapeuticdevice operating at the margins of public knowledge and institutional
beliefs. By granting the victim a central place in an actancial system whetrdayypens to
him seems to make sense, and proposing him an intelligible narrative, witchcraft restores
the unfortunate to subjecthood. To use our own words, witchcraft is a dialogic process of
empowerment that opens up, for the victim, a hopeful, enablibglso constraining, field
of action. He is no longer the patient of a series of untoward happenings but an actor who
can and must fight back the obscure, evil forces of the alleged witch (Saadt2009).
According to the anthropologist, the seriefisagtion that the unwitcher Mrs. Floraesr
scribes the bewitched to accomplish are like so many steps in a ritual whose real efficiency
lies in its capacity of forcing the patient to leave his position of passive victim.

Interestingly, this process of regeattivation does not require from the bewitchebe-
lieve in witchcraft, which remains rationally unbelievable for everyone, including those
who are caught in it against their own will. Rather such process requires frone-the b
witched to suspend disbeliefd above all, to be readgdo anything that could bring his
ills to an end. This requirement is not epistemic but pragmatic: what matters is toelo som
thing. As philosophical pragmatists have pointed out, belief, unlike knowledge, ia-fund
mentally a propnsity and a power to act. When one fithe death at ords heels) Favret
Saada says, one cannot afford to launch an epistemic inquiry, to make a cultural fuss or to
search for symbolic guarantees: only the result counts, in this case the end of H&aiship
vretSaad&011). From this perspective, belief in witchcraft, if any, is not a stable state of
mind that one possesses and entertains iGsanaer world. On the one hand, indeedype
ple, including uneducated peasants, have the cognitive flexitilibelieve and not toes
lieve at the same time, to navigate a mobile and ambivalent world of shifting realities, in
short to envisage, for the temporary sake of the situation, that bewitchment is not an impo
sible hypothesis. On the other hand, belief it am@roposition in the head: instead it is a
way of being concerned with, affected bywhich remains vague enough to pass reality
tests but involving enough to restore life ene¥g8o as Favrebaada powerfully suggests
it, if the conducts adopted withthe witchcraft world might possibly Hevithout beliefs)
they are incontestablyith affectst8

Drawing from the work of Favreébaada, one can surmise that what one could call
fipragmatic belief® if one can still speak of beli@fwhich is far from obvious for thisua
thord do not involve any epistemic stance: practical commitment suffices to lead tempora
ily the fiaffected to leave behindhe ordinary way of life to enter a world in which time i
sufferable can be turned into a series of words and actinsisld this world of actions, er
sent and futurethe strange beings which are part of the witchcraft arsenal tend to- be e
dorsed with arfiobjectivity-for-usd that escapes from scrutiny and ordinageglity tests.
Importantly, thefiobjectivity-for-usd of witchcraft is neither the object offieeferential co-
trac that would place it in the empirical order of things that really exist, nor the object of a
fifictional contrach that would defuse its emjfial implications by specifyingit is only a
story0 The fiobjectivity-for-usd of witchcraft is rather the object offaleferential contradt
that allows participants tévalidate on credd the strange creatures, such as witches, b
witched, evil, etc., wich do not satisfy the usual demands of referé@nealidation that
they accomplish by referring not to a state of affairs but to the belief of other$ (Kau

"One finds the sae idea in the work of the anthropologist Albert Pi¢2@03).
18 On theficonducts without beliets see the welknown paper of Paul Veyr(@988).
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mann2006). Of course, in the world of witchcraft that Fav@dada describes, tlaetual
flother® who guarantee the holding of pragmatic beliefs are more than scarce since they are
mainly the annunciator and, in a second step, the unwitcher. But as Michel de Certeau
(1981) points out in his comments on Fav®aindé research, the peasants of the Bocage
do back theiindefinite plurab of those others who might believe in witchcrdithere are
people who believe in @the interviewees say, the alleged belief of indeterminate others
vouching for the conceivable, iifot the believable, in spite of its lack of institutionapsu
port and public maintenance.

If witchcraft in the France of the 19@&)is deprived of institutional support and public
maintenance, this is obviously not the case in the France of thé&1@0series of demme
ic possession that Michel de Certeau dwells on is characterized by the support of the ce
tralized religious authority, at least at the beginning offites®, as well as by its public
reach. As will be seen, comparing a crisis which lieder the seal of secrecy and a crisis
which gives rise to a public dramaturgy raises differently the issue of the inquiry, social and
scientific, that cultural practices can trigger. So after addressing Faaaelis remarkable
fieldwork on witchcraft amang Normand farmers, let us consider MictleCerteads may-
nificent study, written a few years befdbeadly Wordsabout a crisis of possessions that
took place, in the south of France, during a century plagued with wars of religion.

IIl. When evil becows public: the torments of possession

The possession at Loud({i970]2000) narrates in a subtle way the contest that occurs
between exorcists, physicians, and the &mgpresentatives as they try to characterize and
put an end to the demonic deeds that bedevil an Ursuline convent from 1632 t01638. In a
chapter published subsequentiyanguage altered: the sorceeespeecli the author brie
ly recapitulates the persgtéeve he adopted in his historical monografiboudun is succg
sively a metonymy and a metaphor allowing us to apprehend how a state po&cydi-
son dEtaw], a new rationality, replaces a religious reas(@ertea1975]1988b:246).

To account fothis historical shift in the relation between the sacred and the proéne, r
ligion and science, Certeau adopts two distinct but correlated and complementarg-perspe
tives. The first perspective tries to apprehend the diabolical spectackoamiphenore-
non. Indeed, the historian proceeds through a close examination of the pusitadns|o-
cated in the prevailing fiel@dsmainly the religious, the medical and the political @es
which work, sometimes agonistically, within the Loudun society during the ggiegeci-
sis. Such careful examination allows Certeau to infer, from the alterations happening in the
different logics at work, the shifts in the collective imagination of the time. The second pe
spective focuses on the discourse spoken by the possesseadwvor, perhaps better, the
discourse being spokdhroughthend with two complementary lenses, ogeammatica)
and the othephenomenologicallThe grammatical investigation aims at uncovering te ac
ancial systems and the places of enunciation that taestocial activities such as &xo
cism. As for the phenomenological investigation, it digs up the experience of the possessed,
deeply buried in, even under, the archives that document it. Reaching deeper inte the pre
discursive strata of the subjécEexperience, the analysis tries to account for an experience
that shakes the system of social positions by playing with the assigned places ad-enunci
tion. In Certeaés conceptuality, indeed, the subversion of discursive reason, whetber the
logical, medical, olegal, takes place as the néeaunciation €nonciation plays with, and
within, the interstices inherent to any social system of statem@amisa¢ép
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Our discussion of Certeéistudy will follow those two moments of analysis: the first
moment focusesn the way the social fields advance diverging claims to adjudicateithe cr
ses of possessions whereas the second moment focuses on the grammatical angl phenom
nological aspects of those same possessions.

The Theater of the Possessed as a social phenomenon

According to Certeau, possession cases and witchcraft trials are both diabolicasmanife
tations occurring contemporaneously in pBsformation Europe, but differ in somm-i
portant regards. Though waves of witchcraft trials spread across northern cchettriesn
1570 and 1685, they remain relatively rare in the S8u®n the other hand, possessions
are a southern phenomenon that stretches from 1559 to 1663, their typical form being the
well-documented Gaufridy trial that took place in ArProvence (169-1611) and po-
vided the plot for the events of Loudun. Furthermore, witchcraft happens in rural settings
and has a distinctive binary structure that pits a sorcerer against urban judges. In-that co
text, witchery discourse works as a way to frame andeaira fight among protagonists of
asymmetric social statuses and thkasrettrials functions as an effective procedure fdr le
tered elites to contain and crush popular uAte€obnversely, possession cases share-a te
nary structure, with the public attisan focusing on the victim (the possessed), and not on
the judge or the sorcerer. Contrary to witchcraft trials, those cases leadwereconfron-
tation where central participants share a similar social status and urban setting.

Since the Reformatiomd until 1632, Loudun has been a Protestant vanguard ie-a pr
dominantly Catholic territory. The arrival in town of diverse Catholic religious orders pr
tected by the king (Jesuits, Discalced Carmelites, etc.), since 1606, and the creatien of co
vents indiate that the CountdReformation is on its way. Possessions have played a great
part in this process, for the Catholic confrontation with the devils is a very effective way of
confirming, in a supernatural manner, which of the contending persuasions tisighe
Chrigtian faith. Yet, religious divisions are losing their power to define the line of aonfro
tation between the parties. More and more, the dividing line will pass among defenders of,
and opponents to, local privileges, threatened by the royalgatives of the centralized
authority Religious truth is losing ground, as reasoaidon] and right are becoming art-a
tribute of the State.

The Loudun possessions start by the end of September 1632 within a context fraught
with tension, as a plague episothat wiped out&00 of the 1400 inhabitants is about to
end a tragic reminder of the epidemic which already afflicted the city in 1603. Intayestin
ly, demonic afflictions are said to propagate just as the Black Death is thought then to di
seminate, tht is, by way of smell. Thus, the nuns present to their exorcists three thorns
from a hawthorn and a bouquet of musk roses as a proof of the s@w@rehanted rai
deeds. The enchantment supposedly works through a scent that captured and obsessed the
Ursdines in a supernatural manner. The enchéntesophisticated and handsome priest by
the name of Urbaisrandied is gradually designated, during the exorcisms, by te d
mons speaking through the possegsed

9 Cases are documented in Denmark, England, Germany, Netherlands, Switzerland, and, for France, mostly
in its northern regions. Spain and Italy will be spared (Certeau [2900)5).

YSee Certeauds di(®05.ssi on of witchcraft

2L fThe discourse of possession turns on an absent figure whom it gradually renders more preciser-the sorce
er. Contrary to what onmight suppose, the theatre at Loudun is not provoked by that formidable or fangastic fi
ure. It is not determined by his approach or his visibility. It needs him in order to function. Thus, as it organizes
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At Loudun, possessions are an utterly serious matter, for they will determinenadtich
somdreligious, scientific or politic&l will prevail against the devils that take hold and ag
tate the nuns. And in this confrontatiquyblicity plays a crucial role. Afong as the é-
monic deeds remain enclosed within the convent, in the priomess, the exorcistyreli-
gious language provides an indisputable description of what is happening. But as soon as
the phenomenon enters theblic place it becomes a spectadteat everybody duly attends
according to his or her rank. The whole society, starting with aristocracy and bourgeoisie,
come to see and to be seen, in an increasing publicity that has a corroding effect on the
credibility of the exorcism, turning the coatbwith the demons into a disputable matter.

As possession cases go @hlis Majestys0 superintendent is sent to settle the pssse
sion affair by lending the clergy a hand in order to secure the sturdiness of the social order.
Of course, this order is siasned by acertain kind of public credibility, always entangled
with credulities, which draws the boundaries of what is considered credible, trustworthy,
and shareable in the whole socigtjs the old organization of certainties breaks apart, s
cial critique steps into the breach. The ldmmtendanttries to keep up appearances Iy o
dering the magistrates sitting in court to regularly attend mass, so that they can adore the
Holy Sacrament and listen to the exordstsmilies. Even so, rumours continue to spread.

To silence the skeptical voices and put an end to the doubts taking over the population, the
superintendent forbids, with a banning proclaimed and displayed on the streets, any mal
cious gossip against theflafted nuns or their exorcists. But the placards will not last for
long: their tearing up illustrates the kind of adherence they will meet among the public.

Admittedly, the libertine priest accused of sorcery, Urléaiandier, will be tried, to
tured andburned at the stake, and the royal order of things, apparently still based upon rel
gious foundations, restated. Still, the public, pluralistic turmoil that shakes Loudun bears
witness to the decreasing legitimacy and credibility of an order on the gfomaiishing:
that of a religion that used to unify the experience of being in the world and provided a h
mogenous worldview to a unified political community. In spite of appearances, the Loudun
crisis has thus resulted in a new distribution of powerspaarbgatives: politics will grant
its unity to a society more and more pluralistic; science will administatwral truth; and
religion will be left with thefispirituald the supernatural that area, in a secular world,
which stretches on the marginstafman affairs (Certed1969]1987).

Loudun is a theatre where the possessed bodies are publicly exposed and where a public
competition, discursive and practical, takes place for getting them back in the grip of no
mality. On the Theater of the Possesdatidergent claims to administer the truth and to
provide a foundation for the common ground on which society stands are made visible, di
cussed and contested. The confrontations aboutaheng by men of power, of what is
really happening to those possagsvomen, reflect what is happening at the level of colle
tive representations: the troubles that bodily affect the nuns somatize the disturbances that
run through the whole social body. Of course, the proliferation of dissonant discourses from
the main ators of this theatrical drama, mainly the Catholic Church, the royal court, law
courts, academies, medical schools, the Ursulines and the Jesuites, mostly affedts the di
ferent fields, mainly religious, medical, and political, that they are supposedraseap

itself for itself, developing and refining its gmedures, it defines the silhouette, the name, the misdeeds of the
6possessor, 6 upon &Gedeau [PIBOROER)si on depends

Credibilit y is a key concept fthemacbirery bfeepresérgatiotich i nki ng t hat
The Practice of everyday, the author stafd$ie credibility of a discourse is [both] what moves believers and
leads them up the garden pafbur translation) and not, as the English translation put$uthat first makes &
lievers act in accord witit [the discoursé] (Certeau [19802011:148). There is always an ambiguous element in
credibility, especially when that credibility works as a foundation for the social order.
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and incarnate. Even if deviltries will be the transitional solutions to the erosion oheertai
ties, the public spectacle of the overt dissent that divides the authorities acts in artransfor
ative manner on the social structure.

If the longlastingcrisis of possession in Loudun has definitely transformed the social
positions and the links of interdependence between the different fields that sustained the
ancientsocial order it has also transformed the semiotic order that upheld it. If we follow
Certeau, the relevant locus to investigate the transformative character of discourse is not
only at the level of the social organization; it is also at the level of action and experience,
whether they be individual or collective, as will be shown in thefdglg pages.

Diabolical enunciation: the phenomenology beneath the grammars of possession

Certeads pragmatic and phenomenological conceptions of discourse, especially in his
paperfiThe sorcerds speech ([1975] 1988b), merge into his characteristic enatiee -
proach, which is influenced in particular by Lacanian psychoanalysis and Beniseliste
guistics of enunciation. In Certalian conceptuality, discourse is a public action that depends
and acts in a transformative manner on the social structimegortantly, discourse isl-a
ways enunciated from @lace[lieu], which in turn coordinates two dimensions closedy r
lated to one another, even though they obey in part their own logic: the first dimension is
social, referring to docation in societytheother is semiotic, referring to a position irsdi
course, that is, aanunciative positionThough Certeas concepts are extremely efficient
in grasping the intricate links that relate, impact and transform both local interactions and
social structures bway of discourse, they remain relatively vague. While drawing iaspir
tion from this authdss insights, we will use more specific conceptual tools, mainly the co
cept ofgrammar in order to approach the power of discourse to establish and to transform
enwnciative positions and, more generally, the social ofter.

Indeed, the concept of grammar allows to better specify the transformative power of
discourse over the social order. As it can be seen, the selection of the relevant grammar, e
ther religious, medal, or political, supposed to define the crisis of possession, has serious
consequences for the organization of the social order and, potentially, for society as a
whole. In particular, the competition between the religious and the medical grammars,
whichtry both to make sense of the experience of the possessed, is a major sociak-and poli
ical issue. For exorcism is one of the privileged grammars of the religious field, even if it
starts to be called into question by some prominent priests, whereasIrdedjoasis is the
central grammar of the growing reasomented field of science. Of course, the victory of
one of these grammars over its rivals positively affects the social positions of those who are
particularly concerned with its enactment. Inveystie lack of currendy the loss of cre-
ibility *°8 of a given grammar has downgrading effects on the positions closely related to it,
as shown by the erosion of the religious language during the Loudun events and the closing
supremacy of the political reasower its competitors. But to understand the transforming

2 For a similar approach in sociology deeply influenced by ethnomethodokmsy, the work of

JeanWidmer(2010).
Certeau does not systematize nor make an important use of the concept of grammar. Nonetheléss our util

zation seems consistent with his way of understandifiyMi at makes the discourse of possessio
that the nun must not remember what happened, that no personal element be permitted to comprongse the aut
matic functioning of the diabolical gramnafCertea1970] 2000: 40; emphasis added).

s Certeay1981) reflects on trust and credibility, he wilsort on the etymological properties and the s
mantic field of ficreditd with its economic overtones. See also Cha}tlr of The practice of everyday
life ([1980]2011) originally entitlediPolitical credibilitie® [Crédibilités politiques]fiBelievingand making pe-
ple believéin English.
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impact, at the social level, of the selection of a given grammar from among the available
grammatical repertoire of the time, we need to dwell more precisely on the normative and
semiotic work of gammar.

If we extrapolate from Certeé analysis, the order of action and experience has, at
least in part, a grammatical status: it constitutes batysstem of rulgoverned particip-
tion anda way of symbolizatioar, stated differently, a way to repess¢ and make sense of
what is happening in a given context and, further, in the social body. A grammar operates
as an actancial system, which defines a systeplames(e.g. exorcispossessed, doctor
patient, and so on), opens up a field of action arginde the enunciative positions that
those who are involved in it can endorse. For instance, medical diagnosis, which is partic
larly threatening for the authority of the priests in charge of curing the possessed, entails
two complementary, structural gles of enunciation, that is, the doctor and the pdient
body. By contrast, exorcism entails four places of enunciation, namely the exorcist-the so
cerer, the victim, and the evil spirit. Thus, the exorcism that a priest performs on an afflic
ed persondads to count this latter as a possessed, whereas the same person treated by a
doctor will count as a patient suffering from a disease. Of course, those different systems of
places render possible different kinds of activities. When the exorcist namasddnedses
the evil spirit speaking through the possessed, he is awaiting from the demon to confirm
that the suggested name was a correct guesmfirmation that would grant the priest a
binding authority over the demonic entity. The words uttered bgfflieted nun, as a
sessed body, are central to the unfolding of the exorcism. On the other hand, e nun
speech, even demonized, is unnecessary, if not unwanted, during a medical encounter with
a 17" century physician: the symptoms affecting thequdis corporal surface (e.g., sweat,
pulse, etc.) are readable as a proof not of the presenceupkeenaturalentity but of anat-
ural illness.

We arrive then at the heart of possession and are able now to elucidate hovwethat ph
nomenon weaves together the social, grammatical, but also phenomenological dimensions.
As mentioned briefly, a central aspect of exorcism has to donaithing fiexorcism is e-
sentially an enterprise of denomination intended to reclassify a protean uresnwithin
an established languay@Certea1975] 1988hb:255-256). The nués identity is altered by
a subterranean affliction that needs to be expressed in a shared language to find its etiology
and cure. This process of symbolizing, deeply inspire€éreads psychoanalytical ¢o
ceptuality, is a way of stating what is evil and reinstating the afflicted person withini-an off
cial grammar and, more generally, within the social oidarsocial order that is thereby
reestablishedfinaming simultaneously posits a linkage and a place. It functions at once as
participation in a systerandaccess to the symbadi¢Certea1975] 1988b:262). Interes
ingly, both exorcists and physicians, in spite of the competing, exclusive explanhaabons t
they advocate, rely on the same naming procedure to tame the (d)evil that lurks within the
afflicted woman. As Certeau puts it, doctors and exorcists agree enotbglimamate an
extraterritoriality of languagé and to ascribe the possessed nuns detarminateplace
simultaneously a place of enunciation and a position within a social dkiteat they are
fighting through acts of naming is a teoff, a writing of otherness, where the possessed
woman is located when she presents herself as themgtat of something that is fuad
mentally othe (Certeal1975] 1988hb:247).

This fiverbal imperialisrd leaves very few opportunities of resisting to the possessed,
who have locked themselves into the tautologiaagical circl® of possession. Still, the
hetereascription of an enunciative place does not tell in advance how an actual person will
feel experience, nofulfill or experiment the social role she is subjected to. Here, then,
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grammar intersects with phenomenology, that is, with concrete emperi€uch interge
tion leads Certeau to make two claithg.he first claim is that there is a gap between the
lettered, systematic discourses on possession and the unarticulated, tentative experience of
the possessed. The second claim is even more ratfiegipssessed cannot articulatesa di
course before encountering the symbolic systems proper to the grammars of exorcism or
disease; there is just an altering disturbance.

For Certeau, such inarticulate disturbance leads us to the cause of the trauim&ashic
to do with the afflicted persds incapacity to state, and account for, her own identity. A rift
is opened between the speaking subject and a definite proper name, a rift expressed by the
paradoxical utterance that Certeau quotes from Rimbdedes un autrej or fil is anothed
([1975]1988h:255). As the possessed speaks,fih@is always unstable, changing. Teer
fore the naming performed by the exorcist (or the dod®&ins at restoring the postulate of
all language, that is, a stable relati@tveeen the interlocutod,b6and a social signifier, the
proper name ([1975]1988b:256). Exorcism tries to solve this enunciative aberration by
giving the possessed woman a proper name taken from a definite and cultural ést of d
mons. Thus, as shiecognizes the action of a particular devil within her, the name standing
for a character and a set of specific attributes (Asmodeus, Leviathan, etc.), the nun reocc
pies a place, though an intermediary one before full recovery, within discourse and social
organization. The process works then as a kind -ghlibration of her social coordinates.
The ascription of a stable proper name, even a demonic one, permits her rehabilitation
among society by ascribing to her determined and reliable properties.

Though powerful, thenaming procedures calling the possessed to order can still be
twisted, at least momentarily. To take up Cerfsdatter terminology ([198@®011), even
if the strategicdefinition of the prevailing grammar does belong to the subjects bamdl
power, in this case the authority representatives, seemingly powerless agents such as nuns
can usdacticsto resist this definition. In fact, the possessed women can be said to use two
different tactics to escape from the strategies of symbolizatiehnomenclature congn
ment that cultural authorities impose upon them. A first tactic is to refuse to enter the
grammar of exorcism. By becoming mute or begging to be left alone, the possessed nuns
display a glimpse of the firgierson authority that supposed to disappear from the diabo
ical grammar of possession. In so doing, the nuns transgress the constitutive rdes of d
monological experience and draw the investigators on uncertain ground, forcing them to
attend a more obedient possessed. A setamtit is to playwith the grammar of the exo
cism, the Ursulines navigating through the predefined places offered to them byathe cat
logue of demonic proper names. Instead of occupying a definite place of enunciation, they
would constantly wander from #aroth to Balam to Behemoth to Isacaron, and so on, in an
infinite diabolical dance. Such a move, which seems at first to corroborate the effectiveness
of the exorcism, ends perverting and undermining it as the exorcist keeps repeating the
same naming opation, like a desperate parent tries in vain to imposésaagthority on a
mischievous child by repeating incessantly the same ultimatum.

This reveals how the religious grammar was unseftted within The refusal to cqo
erate that some nuns opposehe public eye, whether medical, clerical or ordinary, does
not take the form of an articulated discourse. Instead it takes the form of a fragmentary,
stealthyfiart of opportunitg that momentarily twists the foraelationships that arem-
posed upon thenT he fact thakeven the oppressed can find refuge infimakeshift cra-
tivity O proper to tacticshows that the structural, strategic power of the grammatical places

%Certeau draws those postulates from the relationship between the modern psychiatrist and the insane, a pa
allel that the author applies to the cases of possessions.
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of enunciation is never wholly determining; it is always negotiated and potentiallyetesist
by the subjective, particular way in which agents hold, and are affected by, the place of
enunciation they are supposed to takéup.

As the exorcist tries to capture the devil and prove the truth of the Catholic faith, the
nun®enunciative moves turmé horrific confrontation with the supernatural into anedif
ing show staging the appearance of civilized demon8 @sdCerteau summarizes it btun
lyd where snacks are served to the spectators that come to fill the churches
([1970]2000:3). The crumbling bthe religious empire upon consciences, starting with the
possessed, necessitates an urgent action from another power, that of tHiiSBtenad-
sure within the religious onomastic checkerboard does not work, it will be replaced by a
other grid, thabf the police. Thus will end the story of Loudun. Laubardemont, Ricléslieu
clerk, will assign places to possessed woinen longer in onomastic squares, but now in
the confinement of cells. State policy now classifies by means ofdwalisther probleid
(Certeau [1975]11988h:260).

Thus, the circle comes to an end. Cerésaanalysis brilliantly demonstrates how
grammar and phenomenology, social order and the individuals experience are intricately
interwoven. The same affection that shakes the possessettles the whole city. The po
session at Loudun is then Bexistential test[épreuvé for the nuns and their interlocutors,
but also at test for the society as a whole, the principal orders of credibility on whieh soci
ty rests being fully investigatie The nunébodies become the locus where the troubles of
Loudun are somatized and exposed. Simultaneously, those same bodies are the place where
available grammars are explored and put to the test in orderfosym the social body
around other means efmbolization.

IV. At the heart of public critique

As we have tried to show, the works of Jeanne F&daeida and Michel de Certeau
share common features, even if they address empirical fields situated in very different
epochs and cultures. Both approesifiocus on how, at a social, grammatical and phenom
nological level, witchcraft and demonology enhance and constrict the scope of passible a
tions that actors can appropriately undertake. After emphasizing the main meeting points of
those approaches, welldiscuss on which aspects they diverge. Those divergences, we
will see, are mainly due to the different nature of their fieldworks, which are situated in va
ious spaces and times and raise differently the issue of the social and scientific inquiry.

Thefigrammatical correctiod of unspeakable troubles

FavretSaada reconstitutes the actantial scheme of witchcraft by experiencing it in the
first person. Indeed, her brilliant ethnography was made possible bécandeonly le-
caus® she wadicaught upin it herself. For solely those directly affected by actual hwitc
craft situations can grasp the logic of being bewitched and unwitched. By dint of intrestiga
ing her own experience, the anthropologist succeeds eventually in unearthing and-reconst
tuting the grammar which shapes it in depth: the grammar of an actantial system which
unites both the bewitched and the unwitcher against a designated common enemy, in this
case the sorcerer. By definition, this system only allows two enunciative positions, that of

I'n Certeauds fr amewo relythe twosidesl entitg thap weerhave outireed in aorid e f i n i
troductive part: the structuring, objective power of grammar, both enabling and constraining, does havama pheno
enological, subjective counterpart, mostly revealed in singulays of doing.
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the bewitched and the unwitcher, thereby silencing the unfortunate sorcerer whose point of
view, we will get back to it, is made literally impossible to hear.

As it summons magical forces, witchcraft therapy provides a sense of coherence to the
disruptive events that have affected the bewitched, and endows him with the power-to ove
come the evil tricks plotted by the sorcerer. But while treating the alleged victim atra supe
natural level, the same therapy simultaneously distorts ordinary social relgifmastu
usual communication between neighbors within the comm@iriéy us recall, indeed, that
the suspected sorcerer must be a landowner from the neighborhood. At the social level,
witchcraft thus appears as a survival fight where the capacity of théchedito become a
landowner is put to the test: he must become able to exert the legal and social violence that
is involved in the monopolizing of his familial inheritance and thereby in the despoliation
of the share of his siblings. Thus, FavBatada proeeds in arascending waybeginning
from her phenomenological experience, she moves to the grammar of witchcraft and finally
unveils the social stake that the inheritance of a familial patrimony represents in the rural
context of the Bocage.

Also dwellingon the interplay between social, grammatical and phenomenological d
mensions, Certedgl research covers an analytical spectrum similar to that of Faaesta
but starts from the opposite pole. Indeed, his analysis begins with the three contending s
cial fields, religion, science, and politics, that the possessions of Loudun unsettle, leading to
a redistribution of the influence that those fields exert in society. As seen above, this shift is
triggered by the grammars invoked to make sense of the disrugissed by the posse
sions. Thus, the religious grammarfieikorcisno configures the respective roles of thepr
tagonists ¢exorcists) pbssessedetc.) and their possible actions in a way different from
that of the medical grammar diseaséWhereaghe scientific grammar does not need an
external help, its explanations being founded on the natural order of things, the religious
etiology will hold out only thanks to the politicedison dEtat, which goes to its rescue in
order to secure the (Cathdlireligious ideology that provides the divine law of the French
king with its symbolical foundations. But Certeau does not stop his inquiry at the gramma
ical level; he also reveals how the experience of the nuns operates with and withia the ac
antial systm of exorcism, undoing it from the inside and thereby participating toethe d
construction of the homogenous religious order. Importantly, even though the social,
grammatical and phenomenological dimensions keep a relative autonomy, they are none the
lessinterwoven, not only descriptively but also ontologically speaking:social structures and
individual experiences are closely interrelated by normative grammars of description and
action8

Strikingly, both FavreSaada and Certeau thematize the central role played by the act of
namingin witchcraft, exorcism and diagnosis. Naming contributes to defining the situation
and ascribes definite roles to the participants. Here, the pragmatic @imehsliscourse is
inseparable from its meaningful counterpart: a grammar provides concrete possibilities for
action but also aeason an order, to what is happening. Extending a psychoanalypeal a
proach to social issues, both studies show how namirigipates in the symbolizing of a
disruptive trouble. By resorting to the symbolic features of a shared language, samboliz
tion reintegrates the troublesome event or person within the bounds of the community. In
other words, symbolizing hassacializingeffect it reunites society around a commoi et
ology and attributes to each participant a role in the grammar selected to make sense of the
situation.

3ee HSackg1974), JWidmer(2001), and PGonzaleZ2006; 2010) about the normative characteresf d
scriptive devices.
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Reviving public inquiry

Beyond their striking convergence, the works of Fa@&ada and Certeau haveoals
important dissimilarities that deserve to be addressed. Those differences revolve around the
conceptions opublicity and the role opublic inquiry, in their practical and normative-d
mensions. Indeed, the phenomena studied by those authors haveemtdiffationship to
publicity and publicisation and are differently open to third parties.

Thus, witchcraft seems to be unspeakable for two reasons. First, it cannot be the object
of declarative discourse or propositional knowledge from those that \awkvéd or have
been involved: within witchcraft, speech, beliefs, and experience hafebootness; not
only are they pure acts, but also potentially deadly ones. Secondly, witchcraft must be kept
secret because it is publicly despised and held up i@ulid by the medical, political and
clerical authorities as well as by the ordinary inhabitants of the Bocage themselves- By co
trast, the cases of possession that Certeau dwells on are characterized by their public reach.
For the troubles afflicting theuns quickly give rise to a public inquiry where differezd-
sons mainly religious, scientific, political, are tested. Whereas witchcraft is deprived of any
endogenous publicity and condemned to secrecy, the exorcism is, right from the start, co
ceived & a publicispectaclé or fitheatre) to take up Certeds words.

From an epistemological and normative perspective, comparing the way witchcraft and
possession deal with publicity is very informative. Since the events of Loudun hawe an e
dogenous propengitowards publicity and publicisation, it suffices, for the analyst,nto u
fold the public disputes and to follow the actors in their exchanges and critiques. $o if Ce
teau can adopt a descriptive stance, this is because the phenomenon that he investigates,
which is a public, pluralistic inquiry into the critical transformation of religious values and
practices, is so to speak doing fimrmative jold in his place?® Even if this public inquiry
progressively turns into a collective, fatal dramaturgy, which leads to sentencing to death
the alleged sorcerer, the doubt about what or who to believe has been cast, the rekgious cr
teria have been dislocated, and a moregtilstic and open order has replaced the monistic
ficlosed one.

By contrast, the system of witchcraft descrilfiedm withind by FavretSaada is neither
public, nor pluralistic: it is a private interlocution, andividual therapyperformed incam-
erato restore the strength of the bewitched, supposedly drawn away by theésasqméil.

The problem, here, is that the ethnographer, as pragmatic as she may be, cannot count on
fifolkd resources for critique, which are strikingly absent from her fieldwarthe Bocage,

indeed, a public, critical inquiry intsorcerycannot possibly exist becausewitchciafhot

an official resource or a public theory of misfortune that would allow natives to attest to
their status of competent members of community. On the egnwvéichcraftneeds secrecy

to survivéd a secrecy that the peasants have no interest in disclosing given the symbolic
benefits that witchcraft is likely to provide. In the Bocage, witchcraft is sustained by the
vicious circle of pragmatic beliefs which amecorrigible because, as we saw, they are
shielded from reality tests, but also because they escape from the piitedity of points

of view a plurality that is a constitutive feature of social and scientific ing@iry.

2see JFavretSaada1971).
¥see Arendtos phenomenol ogi cal account about how objectivi
fipublic] means, first, that everything that appears in public can be seen and heard by everybody and étas the wi
est possible publicity. For us, appearahs®mething that is being seen and heard by others as wellras ou
selve® constitutes reality (Arendt [1958]1998: 50). Arendt clearly distinguishes between the political plurality
of opinions and the multiple tests that a scientific statement or fact must pass in order to be established as true:
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Now, when the actors themsedvdo not perform critique and normative distanciation,
we can wonder whether tlfiendogenous challeng®f pragmatic approaches can be held
to the end, even if it means leaving aside the tragic consequences of magical therapy for the
unfortunate witch. Indeed, the miepwolitics of witchcraft, if it looks like a valuable @r
cess of resubjectivation wheristseerfrom inside allowing the bewitched to shift position
from the status of patient to that of agent, looks very different when fegmnoutside
Even without endorsing the condescending view of the official authorities or the rational
like, distantstance of the peasants when they are prompted to speak theoretically about it,
witchcraftfrom-the-outside appears not very commendable. In fact, it is a secret, non
public inquiry which responds to a kind @échmittian logia) in the rather negative sens
of Carl Schmitt: the recovery of tHibewitchea relies on the old trick of tienemy wih-
in.0 The deadly opposition betwe@med and fihimd enables the landowner and his family
to act again as a collective body. In short, witchcraft is governed by arsiexcprinciple
and a process of boundary making whose price is very tligtsacrifice of the scapegea
ed witch who bears the brunt of the whole cure.

Paradoxically, after powerfully criticizing the objectifying discourse stated by external
flauthorite (State, science, church) about natives, the endogenous ethnography of Favret
Saada cannot avoid taking up the violence exerted against the alleged witch whose tragic
experience of ostracism remains desperately unspokdiNofneed to listen to him,the
bewitched, the unwitcher, if not the ethnographer, 8aig, death speaks for hitlReduced
to the status of &third persom the alleged witch is excluded from the space of the merl
cution, he is never afii¢ or afiyou0including for the ethnograjgh.Now, as a lot of ao-
mentators inspired by Benveniste (1966) have emphasized, the moral and political signif
cance of a system can be measured by its capacity to extend the number of people who can
sayfil0 and then refer to themselves in a salfualizhg manner.

It goes without saying that, fromreormativepoint of view, thisfischmittianlikeo logic
of witchcratft is at the opposite of the public inquiry which, for pragmatic philosophers such
as Dewey, allows people to distance themselves from institutional systems and to recover
the individual and collective power of determining the orientatioiithe common life. But
is this normative appreciation of the moral and political implications of witchcraft cémpat
ble with the symmetrical anthropology pioneered by FaSestda? This question, very
close to Boltansks reflections on critique where vegarted from, raises a fundamentl i
sue: the comprehensive description of a social phenomenon, based uperpérence
neap stance which is essential to understand whafiififected go through, cannot take
into account its moral and political impéitions3! As fine-grained and demanding as they
are, descriptive accounts seem then to be only the first step of social and scientific inquiry.
Sooner or later, they should be followed by a second step, that of the normative assessment
of the moral and pdlcal implications of the phenomenon under scrutiny.

If we follow John Dewey ([1927]1991), such secorstep, normative stance is fully
necessary in a social and scientific inquiry, which is ideally governed by what hétlealls
method of democra® a mehod aiming at bringing conflicts, interests, and experiences
out into the open where they can be publicly discussed, judged and improved. Here again,
this method is particularly wéll and unintentionally, of cour8eillustrated by the case of
Loudun. Indeedthefigreat public triad which turns the relation between the sacred and the
profane into an object of collective inquiry continually expands, up to and including the

fiTruth in the sciences is dependent on the experiment that capdmted by others; it requires general valdity
(1982:40). See also her important essayidruth and politice ([1961] 2006).
31 About fiexperiencenean, see Geertz (1975).
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Princes of the Church, of the State and inquisitive laypeople. As the voice of the Devi
makes its owés way through the social circles, more and more wéahging, it changes
status: from an impromptu, destructive, violent force, it slowly becomes a civilized figure
of speechfiwith the possessed, the Devil speaks, he writes. If | daregdye publishes
(Certeay1970]2000:8). The overcirculation of the words of the demon takes them away
from their authoritative sources and diminishes their value: as an unsteady currency, they
become more uncertain and, above all, more human. Torn lapalivergent intellectual
systems, indeed, they no longer belong to the supernatural language, but are downgraded to
human language and disputations. The progressive weakening of the initial force of the
Devil illustrates fantastically well the potentiamancipatory effect of publicity: it erodes
the power of totalization that enclosed phenomena tend to entail. Once open to public scr
tiny, the force of totalization can hardly endure, and this is why public inquiry, either social
or scientific, is the mastay of democracy in the normative, ideal sense of the term.

As seen above, witchcraft in the Bocage appears as adeanticratic problem solving,
an fianti-publicd grammar that is not held accountable for its moral and politicalecons
quences by the actors themselves. So, in this case, some f@teohad standpoint of the
social scientist is needed: only such standpoint can show that witchcraft is not solely the
site of validation of the social fate of the alleged victim, but #iscsite of exclusion of the
ostracized witch. How is it possible, then, to critically reveal thioitned moral and padl
ical constitution of witchcraft without giving up on the endogenous stance of thegethno
rapher? How to reach, in this context, firoadened way of thinkirigor fienlarged me-
talityd, based upon the possible or actual judgment of others, which ensures a publicly
minded, universalizing form of political judgment (Arendt 1982)?

Complex exteriority or an eye for publicity?

The latter Boltanskij2009]2011) distinguishes two kinds of critical processes. The
first process, calledsimple exterioritg, is internal to the activities of the social actors and
able, at best, to addregewerissues; to produce it, the social stisinsimply follows and
describeswvhat the actors are doing and how they assess their doings. The second process,
called icomplex exteriority, is external to the point of view of the people involvedan s
cial action; as such, it is able to unveédminaton, not by assessing some local activities,
but by producing #heoretical critiqueof the social order. For, unlike power, domination is
invisible to the social actors and can only be revealed by the technical and theoretical skills
of the (critical) so@l scientist. Boltanski defines then this second operationegacritical
in that it is able to producetatalizingd as opposed to a pariapoint of view onreality
(which is his concept faiisocial orded).

We reach here the heart of the disagreemetvtdmn Boltanski® metapragmaticalpa
proach to critique vis-vis the more pragmatist one we tried to lay out by commenting on
FavretSaadé& and especially Certe@uwork. Rather than opposingsemple exteriorityto
a complexone, we would like to stress, along the lines of Ddwegyragmatism and rA
endts phenomenology, theontinuumbetween the internal points of view about an action
or event, and more external ones. Such a continuum is a feature of the phenomenon itself,
which isalwaysopen to both internal and external gazes and, by way of consequence, to a
plurality of perceptiond a plurality that is thus intrinsic to the whole phenomenon.rinte
estingly, in Arendls phenomenological language, the distinction between teenal and
external gaze matches up with the distinction between the stanceastdhand that of the
spectator fionly the spectator occupies a position that enables him to see the wholg; the a
tor, because he is part of the play, must enact hisd petis partial by defin
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tiono([1961] 2006:55). Of course, the position of the spectator varies and can go from that
of the impartial judge attending an event to the judgment of history but, in any case, it is the
spectatois view thatficarrie[s] the ultimateneaning of the everif2 Such understanding is
very similar to Dewe§s experimental conception of the public: the public arises when ind
viduals, indirectly affected by the consequences of othardtions, perceive those effects
and gather together in ondéo secure or avoid thefA.Even though Arends spectator
seems less politically active than DeWgyublic, both authors posit that the nature of a
phenomenon exceeds the internal point of view of the actors, and that the third party pe
spective is condastantial with it.

It is precisely thisiopenness to the thiddhat allows the inquirer to remain faithful to
the nature of the phenomenon without automatically endorsing the Gctonsnitments.
Since the critical point of view is alreadbyilt in the plenomenon, normative critique does
not require radical exteriority, contrary to what Boltadskapproach problematically gu
gests. Indeed, the dichotomy that Boltanski posits betwaepleand externalexteriority
breaks the unity of the phenomenon and separates the direct elements of the phenomenon
(the actoré points of view) from their indirect counterparts (the pulslipoints of view).
This leads to a second difficulty: since direct and indiresnehts have been disconnected,
the third point of view linked to the indirect consequences of the phenomenon has been
obliterated, forcing Boltanksi to reintroduce it under the form o&ln critical point of
view: that of the metapragmatical critiquiéhe problem is that, as Dewey put it, suchicrit
cal move, far from being emancipating,aienating, for the ideologic&@ hence, dogma
icd critique that it advocates is disconnected from the real consequences of the ghenom
non34 Paradoxically, such disconcion severs the link between the phenomenon and s
cial action, and prevents the actors or the public from acting upon its effective cortsequen
es. Rather than empowering people, such critical stance deprives them of their capacity to
act in an appropriatmanner, and replaces social inquiry with an ideological construct.

But there is a third and somehow more disturbidgriticism that can be addressed to
Boltanskis position. According to the author, a metacritical point of view, which provides
a totalizing perspective orreality, is necessary to deconstruct the reigning social order.
However, it is far from certain that suchaalizing perspective is neither needed nor desi
able, for it might rapidly degenerate intdaalitarian point of view, hostile asuch to a
critical pluralisms® A totalizing perspectiv@ especially one that severs the link between

% AThe spectator, because he is not involved, can perceive this degigvidience or nature, which isdai
den from the actor. So we have the spectacle and the spectator on one side, the actors and all the single events and
contingent, haphazard happenings on the other. In the context of the French Revolution, it seemetidaotiant
spectatorédés view carried the ultimate meaningoof the event,
(Arendt [1961] 200652).

fiWe take then our point of departure from the objective fact that human acts have consequencés upon ot
ers,that some of these consequences are perceived, and that their perception leads to subsequent effort to control
action so as to secure some consequences and avoid others. Following this clew, we are led to remarkthat the co
sequences are of two kinds, teoshich affect the persons directly engaged in a transaction, and those fwhich a
fect others beyond those immediately concerned. In this distinction we find the germ of the distinction between the
private and the public. When indirect consequences aremeedgand there is effort to regulate them, something
having the traits of a state comes into existéifbewey [1927]1991: 12).

*Dewey provides a point of method about the use of théBufitical theories have shared in the absolutistic
character of plosophy generally. By this is meant something much more than philosophies of the Absolute. Even
professedly empirical philosophies have assumed a certain finality and foreverness in their theories which may be
expressed by saying that they have beerhigtorical in character. They have isolated their subjeatter from
its connections, and any isolated subjeetter becomes unqualified in the degree of its disconneéction
([1927]1991: 194195).

*again, see JStaveDebauge (2011) and Kaufmann (2012)
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the direct and indirect consequences of a phenondenisks turning into a unique, arb
trary claim that bypasses the pluralistic composition of societyladultiplicity of opn-
ions.

Our criticism to Boltansks new sociology allows us to better specify the more paagm
tist approach we advocate here. The puzzle produced by the articulation of the ireernal d
scription of a phenomenon with its normative assgent, which make it accountable-sis
vis the rest of society, can indeed be solved through pragmatist means. In concrete terms,
the solution, ethnographically and normatively correct, is to follow the direct and indirect
consequences of a phenomenonliftothe ban of enunciation and to map out as many
points of views as possitdieincluding, in our witchcraft cases, the point of view of the a
leged sorcerer (or witch) and that of the official authorities. This is the only way to increase
the range of thpossible views of the phenomenon and, thereby, to render the scope of the
thought as general and pluralist as possible. Such a way to proceed will preserve the unity
of the phenomenon: while acknowledging the div@raed criticad perspectives that it
offers to scrutiny, from the actors to the public to the social scientist, it nevertheless e
braces them with an overall pragmatist account.
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Naturalistic Values and Progressive Politics. A Missing Link Between Pragmatisnband S
cial Theory

Abstract.The paper argues that Devig\ethicsis based on a naturalistic theory of value.
This unusual interpretation questions the -aaturalist reading of Dewey in the wake of
Richard Rorty and other ngragmatists. In order to defend this interpretation, | develop

a genealogy of Deweéy pragmaticiaturalism: It has &athebin the progressivist mav

ment, and asistedin the Chicago Sociology. A closer look at Frank L. Ward, Albion
Small, W.l. Thomas and Robert Park helps to reconstruct the political dynamics of the
progressivist programme of tumalistic values. This contextualization may also correct
some of the shortcomings of Dev@syown version: Some pragmatic sociologists spelled
out the noncomformist individualism more clearly than Delwgghilosophy did. Finally |
suggest that this apprdais still relevant today.

What is Sociological Pragmatism?

In 1921, major contributions of the Chicago School of Sociology had already appeared
Nevertheless, in the same year Charles Horton Cooley noted Jodmisal: A social, or
perhaps | shoulday, a sociological pragmatism remains to be workedf.olihis seems to
be a strange judgment: Not only is Cooley himself often considered both a sociologist and a
pragmatist who, as a father of the interactionist paradigm, is mentioned together with G.H.
Mead and John Dewey (Schubert 1995). There is also an understanding that the Chicago
School was strongly influenced by the pragmatist philosophers and psychologists Dewey
(who taught in Chicago from 1894 to 1905) and Mead (who came with Dewey and taught
there until his death in 1931). Burgess and Park 1921, for example, extensively quoted
Dewey in their influential work; others like Charles Ellwood (182816) were even D
eys direct studentsSo what could this odd statement mean?

A closer look at the&ontext reveals that Cooley attributed this to William Jamiesy-
chology(1890). What Cooley missed in James was flilis: saw men as separate individ
ald. Now one may wonder, how else should we lookna¢énd? To understand Cooley
right, we have to conder his own ideadiAlthough William James had insight into the-s
cial nature of the self he did not develop this into a really organistic conception ofahe rel
tion of the individual to the social whafe So it is not enough to consider tfgocial ra-
tured of individual selves, which | would here interpret as a social origin ospcial ate
tudes (that is: a genetic or ethical claim). Cooley was aftemgrlogicalclaim: anorgan-
istictheory, which understood individual and society not as separate entiti#éspbautjuest
for unity reminding of Hegel and Dewéyas twodpoleof a larger whole. European 19
century organicism had already developed similar ideas, with Spencer aaefflecheing

“ University of St. Galleri Switzerland [Christoph.henning@unisg.ch].

L park 1915, Thomas and Znaniecki 128 Burgess and Park 1921, Thomas 1921.

2 Cooley, Journal XXII, 1921, cited from Odin (1996: 162), also cited in Joas (1992: 33).

*Lewis and Smith (1980: 167). They also describe pragmati sm
4 0din (1996: 162), as in note 2.
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just the tip of the iceberg. However, whether these theories fgemology, or rather a
speculative metaphysics of society which the emerging science of sociology needed to
overcome, this question was subject to heated debates (SmallSEd®ion 1926).

Cooley himself had developed a weakly organicist view almost 20 years earlier, holding
that fisociety and individual denote not separable phenomena but different aspects of the
same thing (Cooley 1902: 37). So the sociological theory he ddke was there already.

This, however, can only mean that in this quote he did not consider his own writiggs pra
matist. That leaves us with an unagitated reading of Céobpyote: since he did notrco

sider himself a pragmatist here, his own writings midd count. And since many soaiel

gists were skeptic about organicist metaphysics of society, this does not tell us much about
sociological pragmatism. Just as stated before, the Chicago school could still be counted as
a qualified candidate for &ociolgyical pragmatisi even if Cooley himself did not see

one around.

In a classic paper, Hans Joas thought otherwise. He reads this quote as evidence that
certain elements of the pragmatist philosophy maicbeen properlyranslatedinto socp-
logical theoy. Interestingly, he extends this claim not only to Cooley (Joas 1992: 33), but
also to the cherished G.H. Mead (Joas 1992: 35), and evéhefdChicago sociologist,
Robert E. Parkfit can not be claimed that Park and his students succeeded in trangform
pragmatism into a satisfactory theory of society (Joas 1992: 48). Now, this leads te a pec
liar situation: it almost looks like a game of naming and shaming, where the accusation to
be ot social (or sociological) enougban be passed on forever: Gmoclaimed it about
James (and Spencer); Mead 1930 claimed it about Cooley, now Joas claims it about Mead
and Park (Ironically, today one might say this about Joas, who now has becomea phil
sophical and religious writer). So again we have to ask Wigatcusation could mean.

WhereGociology designates an empirical science, based on a reliable theorydef mo
ern society, the accusation can either mean that said authoraates@eciological enough
This is the case when Joas criticizes Meadfidsal of democratic seff o ver nment €
not used to elaborate a theory of society that could also be put to sociologicélaesse
1992: 35;fused | here take to mean: used as a theoretical guide for empirical research). The
same interpretation is at wowhere Joas compares W.I. Thoteories not to sociology,
but to fhumanistic psychology(Joas 1992: 43; like Karen Horney, Erich Fromm orabr
ham Maslow). Likewise, he claims that Park and his students had nothing to say about
class, bureaucracy ortarnational relations (Joas 1992: 48). But the accusation can also
mean something else: Since we are looking for a sociological pragmatism, it can also mean
that a certain sociology isot pragmatic enoughWe find this understanding in J@dext,
too; far example when he criticizes Cooley for relying on emotions instead of actions (Joas
1992: 33); or when Mead is accused of becominfuaopisb (Joas 1980: 207; see below).

This leaves us with a dilemma: If we are looking for sociological pragmatismewveer
expect to find it: in American academia of the 1920s, we find sociology as well asggragm
tism. But we also perceive a gap between them. It seems to be difficult to find afsmper
ciological pragmatisi@ However, this problem only arises from a cierfgerspective: Only
if we look at sociology and pragmatism as two unrelated things we have to search for a link
in order to build a synthesis. But this narrow focus is not necessary. Once the perspective is
broadened a little, they appear as two brancifiglse same tree. Then we no longer have to

® For Cooley's verdict on Spencer see Coser (1971: 319). For Joas Mead remains a sociological champion.
Lewis and Smh 1980 made the stronger claim that Mead is no sociologist at all: he was interested in ethics and
empirical psychology, but has never conducted sociological research or taught sociology (the same is true for
Dewey, Peirce and James).
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&onstrucd a link, for the two branches are linked already. To cut a long story short, the
larger stream that carried them both was the progressivist movement.

Progressive Politics in Pragmatism and Early Sooipt

A History of Sociologyrom 1948 distinguishes two differefisociologies throughout
the history of the discipline:

Comte, Morgan, and Ward believing that the main purpose of sociology is to facilitate
planned progress, while Spencer, Sumner, @athplowicz held that the great practical
service of sociology is to warn against the futility and danger of the notion that man can
facilitate and hasten social progress through deliberate action (Barnes 1948, ix).

A similar distinction between proactivand cautionary social theory could be made b
tween Max Weber, who rejected value judgements in sociologygahaingd sociologists
like Franz Oppenheimer; between galbclaimeddritical6 theorists in the wake of Max
Horkheimer and positivists followgn Karl Popper; and even the debate between Jirgen
Habermas and Niklas Luhmann in the 1970s could be framed this way. One partg-is in f
vor of progress; the other one is not against it, but only agalsrshedprogress, for such a
planning could prove wrapheaded or illiberal. Their position rather is that progress is
happening anywayfifaturallyo, as an evolution), so it is not for citizens or sociologists to
decide which direction it should take.

Now, it is important to see that the aim to facilitate divdct progress was exactly the
program of the progressivist movement in the USA. As a political movement, it is usually
dated from 1894921 (Allerfeldt 2007). As an intellectual movement, however, it started
earlier, with Henry Georgs Progress and Party, written in1879, being a landmark lpu
lication to stir the debate. By the late 1870s, the United States withessed rapid and treme
dous changes. But whether this waeogresé was an open question. With industrializ
tion came inequality and povertgnd with urbanization came a growing anonymity and a
sense of alienation (Sandel 1996: 201ff.). From the beginning the debate had aclear ec
nomic focus more precisely, it was clear regarding thigicism of the frugged individuk
ismo of the Gilded Ageput not so clear about the alternatives. Henry Carter Adami; Ric
ard T. Ely and John Bates Clark (soon to be calleditizical economist were contit-
uting to an economic critique of unfettered capitalism by theX8BDs already. But asoh
eral econmists they were torn between full blown socialism and traditional marketllibera
ism’. In the 1930s John Dewey still tried to find sowie media(LW 11; cf. Kloppenberg
1986): even though he was in favorfiridustrial democraayas early as 1888he rejected
efforts of hisstudentsMax Eastman and Sidney Hook to draw him towards Marxism or
Trotzkyism (Phelps 1997: 55ff., 148ff.). To be progressive meant to-betiveen, even if
it was not immediately clear what that meant concretely.

Likewise, he emergence of American Sociology since the 1880ies was motivated by a
need, deeply felt by many, tdodsomething about the social disturbances which acaemp
nied the rapid industrialization and urbanization. It did not necessarily mean that progress
neeled to bemade Progress was manifest anyway. What it meant was that the- socio

® See Eisenach 199438ff. and Cohen 2002, 143ff.
Concerning thefisupposed tendency of democracy toward socialism, if not commainBewey po-
claimed:fithere is not need to beat around the bush in saying that democracy is not in reality what it is in name
until it is indugrialo( EW 1: 246; see Feffer 109 8s8cialisih4ekfSHalin)(2011:For Meadobs
37ff., 51f.).
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economic and cultural changes needed talibectedinto a fidesirabl@ direction (to use
Deweys moral term). Using a language of fields inspired by Pierre Bourdieu, one might
say that the (economic) liberalism early American Sociologists attacked was neither the
emerging largescale capitalism directly, nor its justification in the new economic theory
(the marginal revolution was only just underway). Rather, they hasbttielagical version

in mind which dominated the sociological field of this period: the theories of Herbert Spe
cer and their American complement, William Graham Sufarera Nietzschean move
worthy of later liberals like Hayek, Sumner had radically ruled oyttlind-wayism:

Let it be understood that we cannot go outside of this alternéibeety, inequality, su-
vival of the fittest; nofiberty, equality, survival of the unfittest. The former carries soci
ty forward and favors all its best members; ldter carries society downwards ared f
vors all its worst members (Summer 1914: 25).

This theory posed the following difficulty: if capitalism would have been pictured as
onec&ulturédamongst others (which seemed possible, given that the changes vene-qui
cent) it would have been easy to beg to differ. However, this was not the way the debate
was framed. Rather, capitalism was perceived @saturab thing to have, since it was
based on nature. Sumner wrote in 1883 already:

Certain ills belong to # hardship of human life. They are natural. They are part of the
struggle with Nature for existence. We can not blame our feti@m for our share of &1

se. My neighbor and | are both struggling to free ourselves from these ills. The fact that
my neighborhas succeeded in this struggle better than | constitutes no grievance for me
(Sumner 1883: 17f.).

Once this underlying socinatural philosophy was hegemonic, this claim could be
made in aneutralisbscientific fashion that wasot open to debate. Yoecannot argue with
natural forces, as German NEantian Rudolf Stammler (1896: 430ff.) had insisted against
socialism. (Confronted with thiéaturalizing power of ideological discourse theories of
social and participatory democracy still look week today)

In this situation, the progressivist agendadtodsomething about the situation was-fa
ing a dead end. Of course, proponents of reform could try to bring their voice out into the
publici and for years Robert E. Park did just that when he workedasraalist. (At one
point he planned a weekly magazine with John Dewey in order to inform the public be
ter)’. However, as long as demands for, say, more real freedom and equality appeared as
efforts to argue withthaturd this had a similar effect as léarg at the moon had none.

So in orderto be heard, the naturalistic hegemoriyaigsezfaireo liberalism needed to be
broken first. Karl Marx tried to do this in his economic writings for Europe. This is also
what early American Sociologists set outdo. Frank Lester Ward®ynamic Sociology
(published 1883, the year Marx died) was attacking the lafssezschool head on, t6b

The clue to this effort, however, was that it had to start with nature (just like Marx had
done in hisGerman ldeologyHenning 2009). This was not just a matter of taste of authors
like Ward or Thomas who happened to be interested in biology and botanics. Dewey
spelled out the dilemma most clearly. If nature was left aside and progressive theory

8 On Sumner see D. Ross (1991: 85ff.); Cohen (2002: 148ff.).
® Lindner (2000: 215); cf. Coser (1971: 368f.).
YseeBarnes (1948: 173ff. Klofstadter (1955: 67ff.); D. Ross (1991: 88ff.); Rafferty 2003.
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jumped to a normative view @bciety immediately, this remained pure articulation di-su
jective taste without any moral force:

There will be one philosophy, a realistic one, for mathematics, physical science and the
established social order; another, and opposed philosophy fafféies of personal life.

é But phil osophi c alateddesagnitionsofran impasskliietanim- f or m
potence in interaction, inability to make effective transition, limitation of power to-reg

late (LW 1: 186).

If a ficontinuityd between naturand society (LW 1: 6) could be demonstrated, however,
then arguments from an analysis of society could no longer be neglected with recourse to
nature. They had to be taken seriously. This explains why social sciences were crucial to
the progressive moveme a fiReconstruction of Society by Social Sciebeeas needed
(Barnes 1948: 173ff.). But it had to be a social science that could explain itself over and
against the dominance of the natural sciences and naturalistic ideologies. For this reason the
botanst Ward was extremely important for the birth of progressive sociology: his attack on
the laisse#aire doctrine (Ward 1883 I: 31ff.) was no naive Social Gospel or remotd-mora
ism. It was based on a firm philosophy of nature, which was as informed abouit &
Sumner was.

It is no coincidence, then, that Wrightills 6early search for the link betwe&ociology
and Pragmatisnp e r ¢ e itraditidn fram Wiard, through Dewey, to W. I. Thomas and
Mead (Wright Mills 1964: 448; written 1941YiMany passagesf this book [Ward 1883]
could almost have been written by John Dew@¥/right Mills 1964: 462). | agree. What
allowed for this continuity not only between nature and society, but also between Ward and
Deweyi and that is: between early Sociology and Rratism?

It begins with a similar philosophy of science. Science needed to prove itself for pract
cal purposes, or it was pointless. Describing a similar dualism between a meaningiess nat
ral science and subjective moral judgments, Ward (who quoted Hreitde work already)
wrote 42 years before Dewey:

The real object of science is to benefit man. A science which fails to do this, however
agreeable its study, is lifeless. Sociology, which of all sciences should benefit man most,
is in danger of fallingnto the class of polite amusements, or dead sciences (Ward 1883:
XXVii).

As we saw, sociology did not just aim at a random benefit, but at a planned social pr
gress (Wards sociocratfithe rule of society by sociaiy*. How did Ward prove it was
possibl® His main argument was that tfigtaticab perspective taken in biological theory
and sociology was not enough. Sociology needed tofidkeamical actioa into account:
fit is not what men are, but what theyod@ard 1903:15). The following passage dor
shadows Dewdy distinction betweefhabid and action guided biintelligence:

Dynamical actions are distinguished from statical actions in proceeding according to the
indirect, or intellectual, method of conation instead of the direct, or physicalhned . é
In statical actions the movements of the agent are made in straight lines toward the end. In
dynamical actions, they are not so made, but may proceed in any other direction (Ward
1883 1I: 378).

" ward (1883 I: 60); cf. Chugerman (1939: 319ff.).
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Dynamic action was defined by a conscious purposeav, Nbindividuals may define
and pursue a purpose, then societies should be able to do this, too. At least in Europe they
did, by developing social insurances, a welfare state and municipal services, for example.
Experiencing this Europeaiprogreséwas cucial for progressive writers, many of whom
had studied in Germany. Mead, e.g., was deeply imprdteed cities sweep their streets,
manage their gas works and street cars, Tainvereins etc>. Being able to set a purpose
both individually and colleively (ficollective telesig, Ward 1898: 260ff.) distinguished
humans from other natural beings. But then doing this no longer is a mistake. It does not
mean to mess with mother nature if setting collective purdeges very nature.

Saying this withscientific intent, however, leads to the question which the purposes in
question are. Nature can be studied. Even if there is a difference between humans-and (ot
er) animals, we should be able to say more at this crucial step. Indeed, Ward had an idea
here he suggested to use humamotionsas a keyfiwhat function is to biology, feeling is
to sociology (Ward 1883 II: 123). Feelings are particularly human. At the same time they
are natural enough to befforced in human conduct. Hence, Ward called th&social
forces (1883 I: 480ff.) One of theni the notion offisympathy which already appeared in
Adam Smithi made a speciaicareed in later progressive writinggiReform should be
based on SympatbyCooley 1909: 13f}. This sociology believed it cédidefine naturk
istic values in order to direct the social progré8sday men think for a purpose. Therpu
pose is one: the elevation of nte@Ward 1883 II: 123). Or, with Dewey (1920: 141):
fiGrowth itself is the only moraknd®.

This idea of naturalig values defined by social forces was handed on to other gociol
gists. It is still visible in the writings of Albion Sma(lL8541926) progressivist and irist
tutional father of the Chicago School. Small sawfi@mpulse to improve ways of impve
ing theworldoincorporated irsociology (1916: 828). As early as 1893 (according to Barnes
1948: 782) he formulated hisobj¢g i ve | i st o fhealthuweatim sociabilitg r e st s : fi
knowledge, beauty, and rightnésswhich he deduced from basic emotions (Small
1905:196, 687F. Interestingly, Small quoted Dewey for these interests (Small 1905: 433).
And like Ward, Small perceived that there was evolutipr@ogress in society anyway
( Matural life is conflict, but it is conflict converging toward minimum confand mak
mum coeoperation and sociabilily Small 1905: 371). This progress needed conscious
planning and direction, which made it the aim of sociology to provide the proper ends or
values. Considering the methodic question how such naturalistic valgés loei disce-
ered, Small who is often described as a minor theoristas influenced by Peirce, for
shadowing K.O. Apés and Habermds writings of the 1960s:

The most reliable criterion of human values which science can propose would ba-the co

sensuf councils of scientists representing the largest possible variety of human inte

ests, and coperating to reduce their special judgments to a scale which would render

their due to each of the interests in the total calculation. This declaration opprireis €

woul d not be the abdication of science. I't would be
would be science with its decks cleared for action (Small 1910:260).

2 Mead in a letter from 1890, cited in Shalin (2011, 46). As many will remember, Lenin was impressed, too;
especially by the German post ofi

13 cf. Cooley(1902: 136ff.); E. A. Ross (1901: 7ff.), and Kropotkin (1902).

4 See Lewis/Smith (1980, 155ff.); Schubert (2010, 80ff.).

!5 Thefhealth interestis subdivided intdFoodb, iSex> andfwork interesb.
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Even if this sounds like the technocratic elitism later developed by Walter Lippmann
and ohers, this was not the issue for Ward and Small. They rather asked for publ& discu
sion of societal issues, based on the best knowledge available. Hence the needder a fun
tioning media, which was so important to Park and Dewey. Hence, also, the stegbis on
cation. It became an eminent political end\{iaw or not) to provide good education for
everybody. Dewey and Tufts called tlfisquality of opportunity, Ward even more poin
edly fintellectual egalitarianist(MW 5: 490 f.)}°.

The idea of the social forces moved even further, from Ward to Small, and from Small
to W.I. Thomas (1863947). In his terminologyfffour fundamental wish@sremained
(Thomas 1921: 27): the desire for new experiéhder security, for response (or affemti
by members of the igroup) and for recognition (distinction, or a certain status within the
larger group). This anthropological basavhich was later modified, but never given up
completely® i was sometimes criticized as-gnciological. Wrongly, | tmk: Its function
wasnotto put empirical investigations aside @deducingsomething from a fixed concept
of nature adisupreme reality (MW 12: 92). Social sciences do not have to assume that
humans can do without nature (that would be an absurd cl@orthe contrary, an aniw
pological base allowed for better sociology. It served two purposes: First, in order to
compare different cultures or their mutual impact, whatRbéish Peasan{Thomas and
Znaniecki 19180) did masterfully, one has to knomhat is to be compared in the first
place. In order to understand local differences or historical changes, something needs to be
fixed (atertium comparationis Otherwise we wouldnly see drift and fluidity, which
teaches us nothing:

What distinguishesocieties and individuals is the predominance of certain attitudes over

others, and this predominance depends, as we shall see below, on the type of organization

which the group has developed to regulate the exp
Wean, therefore, gain a better understanding of t
by examining briefly the nature of the human wishes and the form of the social arganiz

tion which control the wishes of our immigrants at home (Thomas 1921: 25f.).

res
he

So casidering these fundamental wishes allows for better comparisons. And what is
more, they also carry a (weak) normativity. They oftenfaepressed to a great extent
(Thomas 1951: 117, written 1918), but they should not be repressed altogéfeemay
asume also that an individual life cannot be called normal in which all the four types of
wishes are not satisfied in some measure and in som® {ditmomas 1951: 144, written
1925). Thomas and Znaniecky hadpsagmati® understanding of values which boutwd
gether objective (social) values and subjective valuations (attitudes) in a larger practical
unity. To quote thé&famou®phrase from th€olish PeasantfiThe attitude is thus the iird
vidual counterpart of the social value; activity, in whatever fosnthie bond between
thend (Thomas 1951: 50, written 1918). Those actions are neither embedded irs-a tran
cendent set of objective value, nor in a transcendental set of subjective attitudew{in De
eyan terms, they do not presuppd@fred ends), but in afisituatiorp in which values and
attitudes come togethefiEvery concrete activity is the solution of a situafigithomas
1951: 57). So in order to understand human action, we need to understand the situation.

8 Ward (1918 VI: 337), cf. Chugerman9@9: 439).

Y schubert (2010: 81) sees an influence of Peirce here: creative action is not necessarily a resporse to an e
ternal problem, but may also result from a desire for play or creation.

8 Thomas (1951: 13144) documents versions of this theory from 1917 to 1925. Park and Burgess (1921:
435504) have a long chapter abd@sbcial forces, with many authors.

ISSN: 20364091 2012, 1V, 1
90



CHRISTOPHHENNING NATURALISTIC VALUES AND PROGRESSIVEPOLITICS

And consequently, in order to bring abdprogressd in the course of action, th&tuation
needs to be changédvhich includes the environment as well as attitudes.

Obviously this situationist approach is very close to Déa/¢gke on ethics. This para
lel has three aspects: methodological, concerning the material, and in refamolgtessi-
isto conclusions:

First, in the general understanding of morality Dewey replaced what seemed fia him
single, fixed and final goalin traditional theories witliindividualized goods and entls
which depended on the situation. This wagyery moral situation is a unique situation
(MW 12: 173). In order to understand the moral dimension of an act, we need to understand
the concrete situation first, withholding theclination to subsume it under general prnc
ples to quickly (Dewey and Tuft 1908: 197ff.).

Secondlythis level of concretion did not lead Dewey to give up ethical theory (& poss
ble conclusion if onlyfichanging, moving, individualized goailseemain, 132. Instead, his
ethicsexemplarily analyzed the generslituatiord of the United States in 1908 and again
in 1932. In a good progressivist fashion Dewey and Tufts (MW 5: 457) primarily describe
the flieconomic situatiod Ironically, the most concrete level of analysis Dewey ever got to
in terms of social theory was in ethics.

Thirdly, the normative conclusions drawn do not refer to the morality of individuals (as
in Victorian efforts to legislate morality), but to thecg&l conditions. For example, Dewey
and Tufts (MW 5: 390ff., 470ff.) elaborated the notiorfeffective freedord andfequality
of opportunity which were already common in the progressivist literdfu@omparable to
Thomas® logic of the situation, it ioluded both: working on external (e.g., freedom from
want) as on internal conditions (e.g, freedom from fear).

These two schools of thought, pragmatism and the Chicago School of Sociology, found
a way to escape the accusation of a naturalistic fallacyni@oh 2010). Unfortunately,
though, both poles of thnaturalistic valuesi nature and valué become increasingly
difficult to articulate in the process of professionalization of a social science. Vaues b
come theobjectof social science the more itésnfronted with pluralism (a parallel to Max
Weber in European sociology). To pursue one against the others would be partial and naive.
Hence, Park believed th&h moral man cannot be a sociologiétited in Lindner 2000,
217). However, as long as solcigy claims to be a progressive force in society, it mast e
able others to make better value judgments. And even iBark sociology as ultimately
useful and practical

fiApplied sociology is not concerned with uncovering mechanisms and devices for r
form, but with exposing the broad setting of social organization and human nature which
policy-makers must take into accoaiff urner in Park 1967, xvi).

Sometimes sociology may even articulate new and more reflective values itself- One b
ographer of Parklescribes his ideal, which resembles Simmel and Habérir@sceian
normative social philosophy, the following way:

the task of communi cation é becomes a cultural i de
bonds, in order to arrive at a commoniverse of discase.¢é Communi cati on enabl es
individual experiences to be integrated, but not subteileéddner 1996, 112, cf. Lindner

2000, 225).

Consequently, human nature is not simpRgarend which may be stored in a scientific
box. In the 1920s this was shown thye critique of instinct psychology by Faris (1921), a

19 Green (1881); Ward (1883 II: 233: libertyfithe power to ad); Cooley (1902: 43ff.).
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Chicago scholar, and Bernard (1994Nevertheless, the concepts of nature Bmaman
nature@ remainedcrucial ones, in both pragmatism and Chicago sociology. As Mead had
anchored his symbolic interéa@tism in an organic perspective and Dewey (MW 14) d
veloped an anthropology of habit and impulse, Park (1915: 583) held that the study of the
city would fireveal to us human behavior and human nature generb#iyer studies relied
on afbiotico vocabulary even stronger (Park et al. 1925), laying foundations for the disc
pline of &social ecolog§

Systematically, therefore, these underlying naturalistic values do not mark the diffe
ence between pragmatism and Chicago Sociology. They can beifoboth branches of
the progressive tree. Before | elaborate where a crucial difference between them lies which
is often overlooked in the literature, | would like to elaborate in some detail how Dewey,
the most systematic of the progressive thinkersla@ixgd naturalistic values. He was quite
aware of the criticism of naive conceptions of human nature and values. Nevertheless he
spelled out a normative anthropology himself.

John Dewey on Naturalistic Values

European sociology could not easfyigest the evaluative approach in social theory
(Tenbruck 1985). The reason was epistemological: Thevidae distinction was very ke
evant in a European Kantian framework. However, since American progressivistawere i
fluenced more by Hume and Darwin than bar they were less concerned about rearm
tive dzaluingdin sciencé. This motivates a deeper look into the normative implications of
the naturalism typical for progressive thought from Ward to Dewey and Park. Clearly, their
naturalism was not reductioniddohman 2010, Gale 2010). They did not try to belittle the
impact of culture and history, or even of mind and free viiltélligence®, in Deweys
terms). Rather, they looked at the way their nature allowed human beings to act and interact
in different wgys, creatively changing their natural and social environment where possible.
As we have seen in Ward and others, starting with a natural perspective does not preclude
arriving at social or cultural phenomena. Rather, this avoidgidhalisn® described by
Dewey which would make these theories vulnerable to a criticism from the hegemsnic lai
sezfaire naturalism.

Dewey was highly critical of two different ways of thinking: as we have seen, one was
the ideologicaliberalism which wadased on an abstract individualism. The other one was
traditionalism, based on rgid intersubjectivism. (Both are still with us today.) Both of
them tell stories abodbundations the first one disembedds the atomistic individual from
its social settigs and remodels everything in its image. Even if the maidetto be purely
formal, it is still based on a particular conception of the individual: a méygetconsumer
who &chooseénorms accordingat his interests (MW 5: 77, 478). The second madkh-
quishes individuals to the social powers around them (families, tribes, local customs etc.).
This social constructivism implies an ontological claim about the foundation of norms in
certain social communities. Ironically, today it is particularly gapwith readers of Mead
like Habermas, Joas or Honneth. But if normative claimsoalgquasi)based on local
habits (fifolkwaysd, Sumner 1907), on the waye do it, this has very limited normative

DThisis a parallel to Germdiphilosophical anthropolo@yof the 1920s, which also maintained that theie
human nature, but it neither determines nor predicts human behavior.

1Dewey clearly acknowledged his Darwinian influences several timekelforeword tdHuman Nature and
Conductfrom 1930, he also endorsed Hume (see Bohman 2010: 191).
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power in different contexts with different local hablither is it a promising prospect for
a deeper and neconformist individualism, as it was one of Devigynain aims.

Here is the dilemma Dewey faced: basing norms on an abstracted concepiaf-the
ketindividual(fliberty0) is ideological and oveabstrat; whereas an ethics based on the
selfconception of préndustrial white middleclass Midwest American town-
life(fcommunity) is limited to this particular context. Basing ethics on itidividual or
the social lifemay thereforeboth be dead ends, at least for progressivists. iatbasing
them on anything is not a way out, either, for that would leave it adrift in practice, and prey
to whatever ideology comes around in theory. So where do we go from here?

Deweyd sriticism of both heories is based on human nature. Even though both theories
claim to represent human natureither of them is reachinglown to it. Any particular
community is historically and geographically contingent, and $ouigged individualisra:
it is an abstradication of another section of the same commuihityre role taken in ac
nomic transactions (at least in their textbook representation). Both claims are taken for
granted (as natural) by their followers, yet they only representingentand particular
facts which are opem tchange. Consequently they nahbe legitimized with reference to
human nature. Saying so, however, presupposes thatistermething like human nature
we may refer to. (To see this, note that in order todsay not an & we need to know first
what the characteristics of x are.)

Today many philosophers and social scientistisor naturalist claims (Pink2002), for
all too often they petrify contingent facts and try to end all discussion. However, for Dewey
this was differentIf Deweys main interest, which attracted him to Hegel, was the-ove
coming of dualism, then the dualismshkeddy and mindpr nature and culture, are among
the most important ones. For Dewey being at home in the world also implies to beat home
in on&s rature, both as an individual (Dewey was a nonconformist) and, more generally, as
a natural being. So wehouldexpect a more positive approach towards human nature then
the neepragmatist allows f&f. Indeed, Deweydescribes human nature aw materialé
(MW 14: 78) that can take different shapes. It is cultivated in many different ways, with
habitsas a second nature guiding most of our actions. These habits are contingemt and fo
ever changing. @hsequently this conception can prescribea certain wayof being, like
theories of natural law used to do. Dewey does not even try to define a fixednstinofs
for even they may change (MW 14: 144). This concept of human nature is quite liberal. In
an ingenious reversal, Dewey claims tiigteral conseuences rather have to be feared if
we base our norms amltureand tradition:

As a matter of fact, it is precisely custom which has the greatest inertia, which is least
susceptible of alteration; while instincts are most readily modifiable throughmass,
subjective to educative direction (MW 14: 76 f.).

Even if this is so, taking humaidirst naturé(as | call it, Henning 2009) into account is
not morally empty. The biotic base, which is always present in action, is both an enabling
condition and dimit: AThe natural, or native, powers furnish the initiating and limiting
forces in all education; they do not furnish its ends or aifh8V 9: 121). The short title
for this dimension in Dewdy thought isimpulse. To a certain extent, it reflects Mifa
concept of théilo, which transcends the socialized roles a persorfiedme oveo in so far
as it is the organic source of motivatigil le d6is the response of the organism to the att

Zror Rorty 1977, Deweyds naturalism was a | apse. I'n Ger man
relevant (Honneth 2000).
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tudes of the otheés Mead 1934: 175). As a sourcerabtivation, it is also a source foreer
ativity and values:

fiThe possibilities in our nature ... are possibilities of the self that lie beyond our own
immediate presentation ... It is there that novelty arises and it is there that ounmost i
portant valuesre located (Mead 1934: 204).

Two nonredundant aspects need to be considered Rige; if all the different cultures
emerge from the same human nature, we have something in all plurality and difference that
unitesus. Every human being iqualin this respect. We all share this common organic
nature, this humanity. For Dewey this common nature is best understood as apetman
fectibility: fiNot perfection as a final goal, but the ever enduring process of perfecing, m
turing, refining is the aim in limgd (MW 12: 181; hence the desire for growth without
fifixed end®, MW 14: 159). Everybody can do this aigdoing this in fact (remember
Thoma$fundamental wish for new experienc®yithout this shared human nature, claims
for equal respect, equal dignity etc. would not make much sense. They wautdfdned-
edd

The secondnormative aspect is dignity: Human nature has a certain normative power
because it is sfragile. Cultural formsand types of subjectivity develop from this base, but
they may alssqueezéhis potentiality or pose obstacles to digrowthd. Here this antto-
pology strongly reltes to social theory. If we caat developourselves, both individually
and culturally, hman nature will sooner or later revolt:

At critical moments of unusual stimuli the emotional outbreak and rush of instincts dom
nating all activity show how superficial is the modification which a rigid habit has been
able to effect (MW 14: 72).

Now, if under certain circumstances such outbreaks of emotions have to be considered
natural, but thiginaturad dimension is the source of value, people should be giveght
to behave in this way. Thus, freedom is founded upon our first natuienpulse is a
source, an indispensable source, of liber@tidnw 14: 75).Hence, protecting this unive
sal human nature by moral and legal norms is protecting cultures as well as individuals. It is
well founded, and it also includes both, liberalism as wetlaasmunitarianism. Moreover,
it is even cosmopolitan: Protecting thisature of freedoin (8; vgl. 306) is protecting a
fundamental human potential that can be founeviery cultureln short, this theory is not
redundant because it does not pemnierything as soon as a certain culture (a rigid habit)
starts to curtail the development of its own people, they have a good reason to oppose this
from their owncontext. Thenwe have a reason tsharetheir concerns because oumto
mon nature makes usiural allies in this respeét

Against the strong intersubjectivist who may claim with Mead (1934: 167) thabihe
ly way in which we can react against the disapproval of the entire community is by setting
up a higher sort of communilyit is only partof the story that this would kfighe voice of
reasol (168). It would also be the voice of our nature, which is an even stronger one.
There is not only onéreasod, as Isaiah Berlin has rightly stressed (especially if we bind
reason to situations, as Deyvend Thomas did). But there is only one human nafifa-

Zpyt traditionally:UItra posse nemo obligatur

24 \Whereas Dewey traveled to China, Japan, Turkey, and Russia, members of the Chicago school (Thomas,
Park, and Faris, e.g.) later turned to migration andadledfrace relationgin the USA in order to promote some
progress there.
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ics is a part of our nature and needs no justificat{@ale 2010: 73). This is why the old
Dewey could still say:

naturalism finds the values in question, the worth and dignity of men and wibued;
ed in human nature itself, in the connections, actual and potential, of human beings with
one another in their natural social relationships (LW 15: 54).

So for Dewey, the voices of reason and nature are not so far apart at all: In a dialectical
move almost resembling Schelling, Dewey speaks fidtianulation of reflective imagenr
tion by impulsé& (MW 14: 121). We only get to intelligend¢kroughimpulse: ifhabits face
an finterruptiord or fdisturbancé (MW 14: 125), impulses are set free and call for a new
direction. So reasorfidn effective relationship among desires, rather than a thing opposed
to desir®, MW 14: 135) is firmly based in nature. But thésa nature that is not coerte
sive with whatatural sciencesay about it.

Even if it may lead us astray, to underpin this point here is another, even more striking
reminiscence to Schelling. It comes up when Dewey describes a feeling of unity between
naure and reason in artistic activity:

I n creative production, the -matdrandsuatdinerand physi cal wo
of conscious activity; and thereby @éexhibits ¢é the fa&
fest quality of existence when natusemost free and most active (LW 1: 293).

This indicates that for Dewey not only moral values are deeply rooted in our (first) n
ture. We touch the same sphere in aesthetic experiences; a trait that connects Dewey with
Adorno. Having mentioned Adorno, lete now come back to the issue of sociology.

Another Gap Between Pragmatism and Sociology

So far | have shown that there are several traits shared by pragmatism and the Chicago
school of sociology, which have a common source in the progressive movéimeno-
gressivist creed was based on notionsyohpathy(as opposed téatomisnd), the common
good (as opposed to individual desires) and fiscial seld (as opposed to egoism). It
strongly linked theory to an ameliorative practice, and reconstructed theory in oréder to r
construct society. Normatively this new theory was founded on naturalistic values. These
points were elaborated by sociologists like Wa&dhall or Park as well as by Pragmatists
such as Mead or Dewey. With the continuous topics came a shared methodology: these
middle range theories no longer searched for general theories or fixed ends. Mhey co
strained themselves to analyze concrete $itnst helping to find means for the erds
view. In thesefisituation® and corresponding activities, objective and subjective factors
were bound together. Therefore, explanations could not be had by a reduction to bither su
jective (psychological) or obptive (structural) factors alone.

In all of this, no cleafigapd has yet appeared between sociology and pragmatism. Does
this mean that Jodsnd Coolegs assumption was wrong? Yes and they wereright in
noting a gapThey differed however, in the wathis gap is described. With J@aggid cri-
terion in mind, hardly any author would count as a sociologist; at least not the authors using
the firenaissanaeof pragmatism for social theory, like Habermas, Honneth, or Joas hi
self: they neither undertake pirical research, nor do they have much to say on issues of
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class conflict or international politits As we have seen, this could even be said about the
Chicago sociologists. So instead of explaining the gap, this criterion only mentions another
commonaltiy.

But there is a gap nevertheless. This gap has to do with two of the common themes: the
social self, and naturalistic values. As will be seen, they are interrelated. Counterintuitively,
the more we allow for nature, the more individualism we allow,reda stress on sogial
ty transports conformist ideas. In terms of nature the difference may be described thus:
There are two ways in which values can be naturalized: either we project mind back into
matter, or we follow nature reaching into the mindsh&i way, we overcome dualism and
get a higherunityd However, these are two differefitholesi in Schellings terms, one is
a subjective subjedaibject, the other one an objective subjelsfect. Likewise, Marxists
distinguished between idealisgntheses and materialist ones. This seems to be philesoph
cal hairsplitting, but following the pragmatic maxim to look for practical consequences, it
makes a tremendous difference in practice. The first is moralizing nature, the secdnd is na
uralizing moals.

This, finally, is a real difference between the two schools: In spite of all its criticism (cf.
LW 1: 295 ff.), pragmatism always remained a philosophy; whereas sociology left behind
its speculative phase and professionalized itself into sciencehifssgphy, pragmatism
was inclined to solve problems on the conceptual level already. However, if a problem di
appears conceptually, we may no longer perceive it in reality (whereas perceiving problems
is the main job of empirical sociology). To us, it wither seem as fmistake or false
consciousness in those who claim thisra problem. Imputing mind into matter, or morals
into nature, is doing just this: once accomplished, there no lasigeconflict, if only we
perceive the world the right waghé only problem left is how to educate the other people,
which was one of Dewdy main aims).

It is not a new approach to interpret Dewey as an idealist who spiritualized nature, so |
can be brief here. Scholars have shown that Dewey kept his spiritegisinings all his
life, transforming it into a language in line with scientific modernism, but maintaining that
fimind is implicitly present in mattér(Gale 2010: 66). As Andrew Feffer has argued, it
survived a reshaping into empirical psychology, agldsin the weltknown essay on the
reflex-arc from 1896:

As in his earlier expositions on the New Psychology, in his reftexarticle Dewey
sought to demonstrate, incontrovertibly and scientifically, the thoroughgoing immanence
of mind in the neuroldgal functioning of the body and the presence of telos in the bi
logical functions of human existence (Feffer 1993: 14%8f.)

But this continuity is not limited to the early Dewey. It was made to last:

When Dewey made the transition from absolute idealism to what he called alternatively
pragmatism, instrumentalism, or experimentalism he merely changed the name of this
background unity fronduniversal consciousngs® experience, this being a case of pou

ing old wine into new bottles (Gale 2010: 60f.).

%5 Apart from commenting on pragmatists, neither are they pragmatistic(whichis not a shame, no one has to
be): their philosophy does not analyze concrete situations, but aims at general theories wrabstigtdt co-
cepts like communicative action, recognition, or value.

0ne thing Dewey accomplished through his reconstruction of psychological terminology was to claim the
mantle of science for a philosophical tradition in danger of being closed dwe ekperimental laborataryFef-
fer 1993: 149f.).
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Richard Gale claims that especially the later terminology of experimentBeapéi-
ence® carried adunitariardand mystical philosoph$/:

The reason why no one ever understood what Dewey meadexpgriencéis not ke-
cause he was a poor writer, as is commonly claimed, but rather because he was-formula
ing a mystical doctrine (Gale 2010: 62).

Now, if nature is tamed conceptually, there is nothing to fear from it. As a force (to cite
Wards) it no lmger iséliend This is certainly a good thing for individudlsn spite of his
reservations to psychoanalysis, Dewey is quite close to positive psychology here. However,
when it comes to social matters, there is a danger of abstracting away the aonfiieis
that arise in and from nature. Yes, the struggle for life Darwin had focusditanof be
eateid) became an ideology when everything social was read in its image. But iealso r
ferred to something quite real in nature itself. For authors fatigwhe other path of ¢o-
bining nature and values, this meant that even in society thereavedoeabconflicts (over
territory, food, mates, access etc.). For example, when Ward (or Marx) pointed to cut
throatcompetition on the market or Park to thetld processes in the city, ideology would
consist innot seeing this.

Read in this way, the accusation cited abowveot to be social enough acquires a
whole different undertone. No longer it means that the criticized author is not sociologist
(that is:empirical) enough. Rather, it is a conceptual accusation, implying that there is too
much of a dualism at work: as long as there is antagonism, or even a duality of nature and
culture, the theory is said to lirot social enough (Remember that this ishat Cooley
said about James, Mead about Cooley, Joas about Mead, and Schubert abiottd bsk
could go on.) But then, beirdggocial enoughonly means to claim that conceptuadlyery-
thingis social through and through (or, in Germanic terémsersubjectively constituted.

This, however, is not a sociological position, it is metaphysics. Pragmatistic philosophers
complain about sociologists who still work with a conflict between nature and culture.
Ward, for example, argued th&tatural forces like competition were still powerful iros

ciety, sofisocial forceé needed to counteract them:

All human institutions religion, government, law, marriage, custéoné ar e, broadly
viewed, only so many ways of meeting and checkmating the princiglengbetition as it
manifests itself in society (Ward 1893: 262).

In a review of Ward, Dewey argued against febarp break between culture arat n
tured which he attributed to a conceptual mistake (Dewey 1894, 201ff., cf. Rafferty 2003,
107). Park, to givanother example, believed that we can not simply assume that people
will cooperate, just becaugeooperation is in some way also natural. As an empirical sc
entist, he had to concede that in real cases competition oftenficstmand very powerfl
ly. It needed a lot of energy in order to (successively) arrive at conflict, accommodation, or
fiassimilatio (acculturation’®. He even spoke of &natural historp here (Coser 1971,
362Y°. However, philosophers of intersubjectivity later complained thatstasconceptual
fidualisnd (Schubert 2010: 91f.; cf. Joas 1992, 47f. Lindner 2000, 223f.). | would like to

2" peirce and James were open to mysticism, too (Prier 2008).
2810 quote the order of chapters in Burgess/Park 1921, cf. Coser 1971, 359f.
o readers of Walter Benjamin this sounds familiar. Probably tkddiiwvilhelm Windelband, with whom
Park wrote his Dissertation in 1905.
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defend the sociological scholars against this Hegelian pressure to achieve reconciliation at a
conceptual level already. If the problem is real, weyoathieve progress if we
acknowledge the problem first, and as clearly as possible. Otherwise, if our theotk is see
ing harmony from the start, we end up criticizing the critics instead of the problem.

This difference in locating nature theoretically als@s an important impact on the
range of individuality a theory can afford. In the secdndociologicali interpretation
where nature extends into society, we have a clear view on the Hobbesian dimension in s
ciety (without necessarily totalizing it, whickould lead to Sumners laissédrism). As
we saw, this creates some philosophical discomfort, since conceptual unity can not be
achieved so easily. However, for the image of the individual this means that he or she is
never fully underfisocial contrad. Apart from all their entanglements with society, they
remain an autonomous actor, a potential troublemialkenonconformist who is able tse
his different roles fimask®) strategically. This qualitative individualism was one of the
main topics of the Abago school: only to mention the unadjusted girl, the Hobo, or the
fimarginal man. For W.l. Thomas, for example, exactly this constant infighting was the
object of sociological investigation:

There is, of course, no pexisting harmony whatsoever between the individual and the
social factors of personal evolution, and the fundamental tendencies of the individual are
always in some disaccordance with the fundamental tendencies of social. deatsohal
evolution is always a struggle between the individual and sotietystruggle for self
expression on the part of the individual, for his subjection on the part of society (Thomas
1951: 164, written 1918).

Now if a theory is overlyntersubjectivist, it looses sight of this very fact; and with this,
it ceases to be a critical theory (Whitebook 2001). This is the second crucial diffeeence b
tween pragmatism and Chicago sociology: for the latter, individuals are social entities who
also have their own, partly arsiocial drives; for pragmatists and neopragmatist social ph
losophers, however, everythingfialways alreadyintersubjectivé or at least it should be.
This makes these theories rather smdd#hereas the sociologist AlbioBmall stated:
fAll social factors are combinations of individual fac{Small 1905: 3), the philosopher
G.H. Mead arguedgainstSmaliis fundamentafinterest®. They werei which comes as
no surprisé not social enough (Small 1905: 472). To Mead, ewelividual desires were
socially constituted. However, this uplifting sociality was a philosophical idea, not social
reality as experienced by normal people and investigated by the social sciences. Where
Mead mentioned society, he talked aboutfi@eab that resembled spiritual community;
and thefiGreat Community Dewey invoked was wishful thinking, at best. Not withoot ir
ny, therefore, could the cultural critic John Patrick Diggins claim that even in modern
Am%rlican literature there was more social krexdge then in thigsociological imagia-
tiond™:

One can read almost the whole corpus of the literature afdkiegeneratiodas a coo-
tercurrent to modern sociolog§Primary groupassociations hardly seemed nurturing to
Sinclair Lewis, Sherwood Anderson, and other novelists in flight from smaf life;
technology and organization, the inventions of the modern industrial age that Cooley
looked to to revitalizeface to facérelaionships, led John Dos Passos to depict in the

%0 Axel Honneths latest book from 2011 is an example for this tendency.
%L For the relationship of literature to sociologge Lepenies 1985.
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very structure of his narration the facelessness and homelessness of the modern condition
(Diggins 1994: 377).

Even conservative Diggins was troubled by the loss of critical perspective that came as
a pricefor Deweys premature conceptual reconciliation:

Dewey used the institution dharriagéas an example of hodniondwith others brings

new levels of awareness and responsibilities. A curious example. Contemporary
playrights like Eugene ®leill saw thefamily as a sick institution of mendaciousadi
logues, repressed thoughts, ironic confrontations, hidden meanings, and neurotid-persona
ities. ... And where Henry Adams had traced the disintegration of unifying principles to
the eclipse of classical valuasthe birth of the republic, Dewey claimed tB&imerican
democratic polity was developed out of genuine community (éggins 1994: 300f,,

citing Dewey LW 2: 304).

The real irony is that while Dewey and Mead saw social interaction as the answier to pr

vate individualism, Scottish philosophers saw the social self as the basis for the rise of

modern capitalism. €é Dewey believed that pragmati sm
dissolved into social relations every absolute, and demonstrated how trubie caade

and values created when desire experiences satisfaction. So did capitalism (Diggins 1994:

379).

Not by chane did Diggins (1994: 381) invoke Lionel Trilling3pposing Selffithat one
may live a real life apart from the group, that one may exiahaactual person not only at
the center of society but on its margiagsrilling 1956: 107)i this was at risk in an ove
inclusive intersubjectivism. So the conceptual strategy proves to have a tremendous impact.
Ironically, besides departing pragmatisram contemporary sociology, it also broke with
the pragmatic creed when it came to politics. As discussed above, the road of reform was a
fithird wayo between revolutionary and conservative strategies. If taken by heart, a pragma
ic politics could only tesby fiexperimend which strategy would work best. Mead and
Dewey, however, stopped short of this when it came to politics:

the limits the Chicago pragmatists put on social reconstruction belied the democnatic pri
ciples they si mul t a CRcago sphilpsoplers padvacatedd self The
expression but believed it should follow a gradually progressive evolution from less to

more rational social organization. If radical impulse played an increasingly important role,

it did so within the confines of consative habit and constructive working hypothesis

(Feffer 1993: 180).

Joas directs a similar criticism at Mead himself: where Mead talks about society and
politics, he ceases to be a pragmatist and comes upfiatidpiard notions how people
should behaveni society, regardless of context (Joas 1980: 207f.). This leaves us with the
irony that even G.H. Mead, the masthinker for thefisociological pragmatiséndeveloped
by Juergen Habermas, Axel Honneth and Hans Joas himself, was neither sociological nor
pragmatisticenough Something similar may be claimed for DeweyEven in Thomaity-
pology of the Bohemian, thhilistine and the creative man it is clear from the sighio
winsd the creative man, role model for the piecerasggiroach of progressiveformism,

%2 Eor Diggins 2005, Dewey ceased to be a pragmatist when itcainetmocr acy : It emdans no | onger an
viewo that could be falsified by future experience; it was as firmly based and deeply rooted in human iife as an
thing has ever been in traditionalilpsophy.
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is of course superior to the blind revolutionary furore and the phlegmatic conservatism
(Thomas 1951: 161, written 1918; cf. MW 14: 156).

The aim of this paper was to show the common ground between pragmatism and social
theory. Hence, | do notamt to overstress these differences. The philosophy of Dewey still
has a lot to offer, especially when it is read in a way that transcends the historical context.
An fiopposing seli which neither finds support in a current culture, nor in given types of
subjectivity, may still find normative resources in referring to its own nature, as described
in Deweys philosophy. This naturalistic naronformism may also be found in Mead,
Thomas, or Park. Therefore, my suggestion is that the next roundeddimg pagmatism
(including the Chicago School) will have to rediscover another dimension beneatp-the to
ics of contingencyandintersubjectivity namely their moral perfectionisihe sophisticated
ethical anthropology Especially normative theories of recognitibave read Dewey too
much as a conformi&t In part, this is a correct representation of what is there in Dewey.
But in part it is also an unnecessarily purificatory reading.

Outlook: Pragmatism and Critical Theory On Politics

Contrary to theneopragmatisticunderstanding, | do not believe that pragmatist ethics
are necessarily pefbundational. It would be a misreading that pragmatisihy has to 6
fer an experimental method and a situationist ethicé (ke what helps best in everg-si
gle case). There is much more to discover. Dewey, in particular, should be reéCritis a
cal theorisbof his own kind. Especially with the stress on habits, already prominent in both
Hume and James (1890), but essentially an Aristotelian ethical tergrepsovist writers
developed an early exponent of modern perfectionism orAistotelianism as later adi
ulated in Martha Nussbaum and others. Following Derek Parfit, today those theories are
calledfiobjective lisb theories of happiness. In the sodmlcesapproach of Ward, Small,
and Thomas we indeed found such objective lists. Consequently, progressivist social theory
needs to be reconstructed neither from a Darwinian nor from a Kantian, but from an Arist
telian perspective (Chugerman 1939; Henr20g0).

However, the link of pragmatism to politics seems to be a complicated issue, so will
touch it one more time. We have seen that Désvend Mead politics were not fully in
line with their philosophy. Joas attributed this to an inconsistent ttamsliato sociob-
gy The social theory of the day itself had, or so | argued, developed a more consistent
way of allowing for naturalistic arguments in social theory. However, due to theirsprofe
sionalization they ceased to forge bridges to politics;itggit to politicians to draw the
conclusions. How to get from naturalistic values to progressive politics remains an open
question. Would they have lead to a different political agenda, with more experimentalism
in politics? Consider Dewéy relation to gcialism. Karl Marx had developed a radical p
litical theory that was based not only on his economic theory, but also on naturalistic values
quite similar to the ones guiding progressivism; only to mention the ethos-oéakfation
by way of creative @ivity or the communal seljovernance, includingindustrial demo-
racyo; a goal Dewey and Mead basically shared (fn. 7). Why, then, did pragmatista-not e
brace Socialism (as one of the mélituropean social theori@smore openly?

¥A wish for recognition was already present in Thomaso fou
is based on social distinction, it has rather-aatiial effects (sometimes bordering on neurosis, see Horney 1937).
So looking back at tlse debates may help contemporary theory to resharpen its critical teeth.
Remember that Karl Marx had claimed philosophy needed to be overturned (into science) and realized (into
practice; the German terms dmufheben andfiverwirklicher).
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Applying pragmatism tahis question gives a surprising answer: it was nottdzedif-
ference in principle, for neither pragmatism nor Marxism dealt with principles that much. In
fact, both schools aimed to think in a more mundane way, analyzing facts and gaiding a
tion withou descending into scholastic debates. The answer rather lies siiuagon In
the late 1930s, the situation of the day, especially within the leftist New York intellectual
scene, was already one of a growingut painfuli disentanglement from Stafin Russia
in the 1930s. Nevertheless, Frankfurt School theorists attacked pragmatiposés-
istico, again implying that it was not political adsbcial enough Either this contextuala
tion had completely escaped the Horkheimer circle (as had théededimut Hegel, Marx,
and Lenin between Eastman and H3gl)r their ownfpolitical alignmend was very qus-
tionable, as Joas (1992: 104) implies. So in retrospective Sidney Hdew¢ys bulldog,
who rushed to defend pragmatism) has clearly won thiswanier. His strong link of $c
ence and practice allowed him a clear stand not only in theory, but also in politice-e.g. t
wards communisri a topic avoided by Critical theory for a long time. Hook was aiming at
a social theory both critical and pragmatite had already lost his Hegelian spillovers due
to an earlier encounter with Max Eastman, another former student of Dewey. For years
Eastman and Hook had quarreled in public about the proper way to apply pragmatism to
Marxism, and both of them to poliic Both had tried to draw Dewey into Marxism, hwit
out much success (at least, he helped defending Trotzky). Ironically, both of them became
decisive Cold Wanticommunists some years later. In any case, this confrontagien b
tween two of the most influerati schools of social theoilypragmatism and Critical Theory
T has certainly not contributed to solving the question how natural values could be applied
to politics®. It could only be answered with respect to a concrete situation.

Therefore, this questiomemains to be asked today. It is no coincidence that many of
the progressive topics resurface todldyuman sympathy in the new moral sentimentalism,
the larger mind in phenomenological theories ofimtentionality, and progress in thé& e
forts to ddirec an unregulated global capitalism. Currently evolutionary psychologists
again arguén favorof empathy and cooperatioagainstideologies trying to naturalize the
market egoism of contemporary capitalism (Tomasello 2009, de Waal 2010). The-sugge
tion | made in this article is that in order to ask these questions anew, it is desiradble to r
consider the theory of naturalistic values implicit in the progressive movement, including
Dewey, but also including American sociologiptecedingthe Chicago schooMany a-
guments pragmatists have made can be found there already, in a way that was less sophist
cated, but more open to real life situations than Dewey and Mead were in some of their
writings.

% Hooks delates with Eastman are described by Diggins (1975: 51ff.; 1992: 158ff.) and Phelps (1997: 38ff.,
96ff.2é Hooks encounter with Horkheimer by Dahms (1994: 191ff.) and Wheatland (2009: 97ff.).
Despite obvious parallels, especially between Marcuse and D&feeguse had actually read Dewey and
even contributed some reviews (see Dahms 1994).
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American Pragmatism and European Social Theory: Holmes, Durkheim, Scheler, and the
Sociology of Legal Knowledge

Abstract Max Scheler followed American pragmatism in viewing knowledgeeagling

in concrete human acts, and both emphasized the role of social or community inquiry.
How, given this insight, is knowledge to be understood? The answer must be sohght wit
in specific realms of inquiry, like science, where a sociology of sciektifieviedge has
emerged in the wake of Kufs Structure of Scientific Revolutions. What about law, if
seen as another form of community inquiry? We may find a sociology of legal knowledge
implicit in the work of pragmatisfs classical legal theorist, OlivéVendell Holmes
Jr.Unlike Durkheim, Holmes does not hold that categories of thought reflect features of
group organization and social solidarity. The nature and modes of legal classification
emerge against a historical background from resolution of ctmflimong disparat@-i
terests. Holme&s model is more skeptical of progress than Scégléut accepts a role

for meliorative intelligence in revising embedded habits and paradigms.

Kenneth Stikkers has illuminated the convergence between Max Sshdenomen-
logical sociology and a central theme of nineteenth century American pragmatism: their
joint break from both Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy through the insight that
knowledge neither precedes our experience of thiligsé¢ ante rés as inPlatonic idek
ism, nor follows from experience in an empirical correspondence with an objective world,
the Aristotelean modeldeae post rés Scheler followed American pragmati@ninsight
that knowledge resides in concrete human adeaé cum rebgswhere it becomes fun
tionalized. Chicago pragmatists, in turn, recognized the importance of Sstptereering
statement of thésociology of knowledgé,and its commonality with pragmatigmempla-
sis on community inquiry Stikkers 2009: 8@2)

How, given this insight, is knowledge to be understood? Two features stand out in the
functional model that are hidden by the classical Platonic and Aristotelean approaches: the
dynamic and changing nature of knowledge and its products, and their intimate mmnect
with human conduct and experience. Both of these are obscured by synchronic tendencies
of analytical theory, and have been brought to light within specific realms of inquiry, as in
contemporary science studies, where a burgeoning but controvieialogy of scientific
knowledg® has emerged in the wake of KuhrStructure of Scientific Revolutiorfsee
Barnes et al. 1996).

Stikkers recounts the influence of the pragmatist William James on the German scholars
Wilhelm Jerusalem and Max Scheler, arates that Charles Peirce had already suggested,
prior to Dilthey and Durkheim and without any apparent benefit from the insights of Marx,
that the forms of human knowing are fundamentally forms of social life, without reducing
the latter to the forms ofcenomic life. This radically naturalist insight became central to
early writings in the sociology of knowledge, and has influenced-Kalshian science
studies.

* The George Washington Universjtyederickellogg@cd.com].
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What about law, if indeed it can be seen as another form of community inquiry? Given
the conergence of American pragmatism and this strain of European social theory, it
should not be surprising to find something comparable to a socioldggalknowledge in
the work of pragmatisis classical legal theorist, Oliver Wendell HolmesRiagmatism
grew out of the Metaphysical Club, and it is well known that half of the original members
of the Metaphysical Club were lawyers.

Bruce Kuklick and others have recounted the common influences on all the members of
the Club such that we might expect padali@ the conception of law (Kuklick 1977; ke
logg 2007)I will focus here on the early writings of O.W. Holmes Jr. Holmes is cenve
tionally interpreted principally as a forerunner of empirical legal realism. | suggest that his
pre-judicial writings sketbed the outline of a socialized epistemology of law, and aruevol
tionary formation and maintenance of legal rules and concepts.

I. The Unlikely Comparison of Holmes and Durkheim

In 1899, two years before the publication of Emile Durkheim and Marcel Mauss
Primitive ClassificationQOliver Wendell Holmes Jr. made the following comment in@n a
dress later published &saw in Science and Science in Law

It is perfectly proper to regard and study the law simply as a great anthropological document.
It is proper to resort to it to discover what ideals of society have been strong enough to reach
that final form of expression, or what have been the changes in dominant ideals from century
to century. It is proper to study it as an exercise in the morpholayyyramsformation of b

man ideas (1899: 212).

This extraordinary passage, emphasizingorphology over the dominance of fixed
analytical and conceptual theories of law, reflects research tfigatyears earlier, in the
period 18736, when Holmes turneddm an earlier influential version of analytical gi
prudence (thé_ectures in Jurisprudencef John Austin) to writings on legal historyn-a
thropology and primitive culture, to consolidate a theory of legal transformation.

In an 1876 essayiPrimitive Notions in Modern Law (1876), Holmes observed that
many of the rights and duties recognized in Apfgjiaerican law werdisurvival® of fithe
primitive notion, that liability attached directly to the thing doing the dandedereover,
fithe various consideriahs of policy which are not infrequently supposed to havebesta
lished these doctrines, have, in fact, been invented at a later period to account for what was
already theria process familiar to all students of histd(¢876: 423). He would go on to
apply this insight to an account of cabg-casefigrowthd of legal liability, eventually x-
tending it to all areas of law. Thereafter he drew on this transformational scherme for i
sights into developing legal doctrine throughout his influential judicial cafi€eltogg
2007: 11856).

In comparison, Durkheim and Mauss askedRiimitive Classificationthe more ge-
eral questionfiW]hat leads men to classifg?For them it seemed that the answer lay in
the most rudimentary forms of organization in the developragégociety.They concluded
that A[T]he first logical categories were social categories; the first classes of things were
classes of men, into which these things were integriitecs because men were grouped,
and thought of themselves in the form obgps, that in their ideas they grouped other
things, and in the beginning the two modes of grouping were merged to the point of being
indistincd (1963: 823). 6T hus the history of scientific classification is, in the last analysis,
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the history of the stag by which this element of social affectivity has progressivelkwea
ened, leaving more and more room for the reflective thought of individuals. But it is not the
case that these remote influences which we have just studied have ceased to be felt today.
They have left behind them an effect which survives and which is always present; in it is
the very cadre of all classification, it is the ensemble of mental habits by virtue of which we
conceive things and facts in the form of coordinated or hierarchizeg2r(88).

While for the past century the intellectual legacies of Holmes and Durkheim hawe occ
pied separate academic worlds, both drew a similar demarcation between what they saw as
a primitive fiaffectived stage of civilization and a modefnationab stage, while insisting
on the continuing influence of the former upon the latter, itself incrementally transformed
by increasinglyfreflectived intelligence. Thus there are common elements in boths-tran
formational change with surviving vestigial elementsdfusing logical method and unde
mining logical essentialism, the bedrock of analytical thinking. For both, a commonity
societyfocused historical process is at the root of the existence and management of ordered
conceptions. For both also, the ongoiotg of classification in human intelligence is afu
damental concern. The main difference is that Durkheim and Mauss set out to discover the
origins of human classification in general, finding them in social structure and the evolving
nature of solidarit, while Holmess interest was drawn to itgerationin Anglo-American
law.

In that sense Holmes began his study of legal classificatiomedias resfocusing on
his own 19' century contextHaving in 1869 taken over the editorship and revision of the
principal American legal encyclopedid&enfs Commentaries on American Lawe
equipped himself to compare the varieties of developing legal doctrine with the recent and
influential analytical system of John AusfilLectures in Jurisprudenc¢g@ublished in La-
don in 1861. Thé.ecturesfirst came to his attention as he left Harvard College to join the
Union Army at the onset of the American Civil Whlis focus on Austin continuealfter
returning to Cambridge in 1864, where he attended Harvard Law School, engaged-in phil
sophical discussions with his peers, became the editidenfs Commentariesand wrote
critical and formative essays for tAenerican Law Review

By 18767 he ha been drawn into the examination of legal history and early culture
and institutionsfito prove the historical truth of a general result, arrived at analytically . . .
five years ago (1877: 641). That result involved a reconsideration of the Austiniajeqir
of universal classification and it is intimately connected with his famous opening line in
The Common Lawithe life of the law has not been logic, it has been experigites
turning point is fundamental to understanding his thought and career.

From introductory courses on jurisprudence, American law students are still familiar
with Austinds famous command definition of laless familiar is the detailed character of
Austind Lectures embodying an attempt to establish a universal arrangemerawof |
which he outlined as a system of rights (Austin 1861). Holmes first explored this thesis by
advancing an alternative system based on the concept of duty (A87@jensive compa
ison of categories with cases, extending over several years, evelgdalyrejection both
of Austins command definition and his logical arrangement of law as a system of rights,
and indeed of any universal analytical scheme.

This highlighted the questi@nprompted by his observations of the continuingunfl
ence of historical anomali@sof how the ordered hierarchies of legal classification and
their manifestation in a structured system are arrivedoatking at the process of change
within the existing system, and in the context of a course taught to Hamdedgraduates,
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Holmes characterized his own definition of lawfipsedictiord of judicial decisions (1872:
92).

After his general study of classification with Mauss, Durkheim would later move more
specifically to lawln The Division of Labor in Socie{t933) he hypothesized an evolution
of diminishing reliance on criminal in favor of civil forms of legal liability and procedure,
and interpreted this as supporting the thesis of transformationffr@ohanical to fiorgan-
ico social solidarity. Durkheim ne distinguished criminal and civil liability as reflecting
distinct forms of social solidarity. Holmes, immersed in the dawseof his revision of
Kents Commentarieswould instead bring the two forms together in a uniform theory of
criminal and civil Iability.

Holmes would characterize historical change (he avoided thefimrotutiord) as ha-
ing universally transformed standards of legal liability frimoral to fiexternald interd-
ing by these terms to highlight the gradualeshephasis of an element subjective blame
rooted in primitive revengdzqually important, he saw the actual process of transfo
matiord and here lies his insight into the cumulative mechanism of legal classifization
rooted in the response of legal institutions to ongoing soci#lico It would inform both
his thought and later judicial practice.

The legal sociologist Roger Cotterrell has illuminated the continuing influence &f Dur
heim on socidegal studies and social theory in general (20104 . might compare this to
the relaive lack of influence, or even interest, in Holréesransformational theory. Over
the years since his death Holmes has rarely been mentioned among accountslefiabcio
theory or legal sociolog\He is missing from Peter Stémoverview ofTheories ofLegal
Evolution: the Story of an Ide¢l980), as well as from Alan Wats@riThe Evolution of
Law (1985) and Norbert Rouladgl Legal Anthropology1994).While his theory of liabt
ity qualifies as a contribution to legal anthropology, it is not widely recognized as such.

This has obscured the contemporary relevance of H@n#399 comment on the law
asfia great anthropological documeniyorthy of studyfias an exercise in the mdgdogy
and transformation of human idéa$he remark suggests that, with Durkheim (Cotterrell
2010b: 4), he saw the development of law as illuminating basic moral concerns. His reco
nition of a deep influence of conflict, and the survivals of a primjpiast, puts a somewhat
darker cast on the prospects of society than the visions of his contemporaries Peirce and
JamesWhile he is considerably less optimistic than Durkheim about reform, he came to
recognize a place for meliorative intelligence in the omm law that would gain the inte
est of John Dewey.

Nevertheless, Holmes is conventionally interpreted as a legal positivist and &s a for
runner of legal realism. Early twentieth century legal realism was influenced by then co
temporary social and behavidrscience. It emphasized legal reform, motivated by e rea
tion against the false certainty @iformalis and fimechanical jurisprudence (see White
1984, 1986). As noted, Holmes (1872a: 92) had defined law as prediction of what courts
will decide and enface, which was too readily identified with judicial behaviorismror i
strumentalism. In essence, it was entirely different.

Critical evidence is found in two formative papers that Holmes wrote in the 1870s. In
the first (1870), he notes that Anghomericancommon lawfdecides the case first and-d
termines the principle afterwardsn a process of gradual cumulative classification and
generalization that he calldguccessive approximationHe cautions here against judges
giving premature reasons in decidiunfamiliar cases, and advocates highly particularized
decisions in the early stage of inquiry into new classes of dispgejudge should simply
apply a standard of prudence or the foreseeability of harm under novel conditions.
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Citing a comment by Lal Chief Justice Mansfield, Holmes drew on John Stuart@ill
criticism of the syllogism, which Mill (citing the same comment) saw as reasoning not from
general to particular but frorfparticulars to particulaés In his famousSystem of Logic
(1843), whith Holmes read in 1867, Mill declared that the general is simply used as a
guide. But for Holmes in 1870, the relevant general cannot be used as a guide for-new pa
ticulars, becausi doesnot yet existHow does it come to be& new problems arise and
new disputes are decided, gradually a pattern emefifes. only after a series of determ
nations on the same subjenttter, that it becomes necessaryrézoncile the casesas it
is called, that is, by a true induction to state the principle which has until then beereebscur
ly felt. And this statement is often modified more than once by new decisions before the
abstracted general rule takes its final shapeell settled Igal doctrine embodies the work
of many minds, and has been tested in form as well as substance by trained critics whose
practical interest it is to resist it at every st€p370: 1).

This conception is open to the recognition that legal generalizatiorflignced by
feedback from and adjustment within sociétylater essays Holmes makes it plain that he
drew on the reliance of 19th century courts upon jury decisions for deriving, in successive
judgments, the applicable standards of care in a givésdjation for a particular form of
tort liability. (Holmes 1873; Kellogg 2007: 98, 161). These early observétiomsde in
the period during which he was still considering AuStinniversal analytical taxonomigs
already lead away from the path that anabjtiegal theory followed toward conceptua |
risprudence in the twentieth century, and instead toward a focus like that of Julius Stone on
the influence of social factors and the relevance of precedent to a system of incresnental |
gal classification (St 1985). Despite the association of Holmes with legal realism, they
also lead less toward judicial behaviorism and more toward a sociology of legal knowledge,
acknowledging the social context that connects the formation of legal rules and principles
directy with resolution of clashing patterns of conduct. This emphasis on conflict dver so
idarity further distinguishes Holmes from Durkhésrapproach to the source and motpho
ogy of concepts within the legal system, if not within society itself.

The early Hlmes essays suggest a distinctive vision of tHe ckhtury common law
process, whereby normative inquiry, and normative knowledge, begins with disturbances in
the social fabric channeled into systematized and participatory dispute resolution. It was
paticipatory in that Holmes gave the jury a critical role in this picture and recognized the
influence of discrete geographical communities on the formation of variations inrihe ge
eral standards of liability (Holmes 1872: 119). Thus, the repéatries ofdeterminations
was in actual practice an accumulation of judgments in matters to which the courts were
open as a matter of jurisdiction, coming in under categories of liability defined by the
pleadings, which assigned legal claims a preliminary formasfsdfication. Thereafter they
gained further juridical characteristics by reason of successive judgments for or against the
injured parties, which were cumulatively organized as judges and schi@aosiciled the
case

To illustrate, we may take an ewple of liability for damage resulting from a collision
of ships under sailWith the vagaries of wind and tide, repeated collisions brought ship
owners into the courts claiming money for loss of cargo and damégeight envisage a
detailed account unfding in the courtroom of how two ships collided, perhaps at night.
When did one crew see the other ship, what did the crew do then? Sailing is tricky and
complicated, and in the absence of a clear error, we may assume a fair hearing so that the
judgment ges against the vessel that, perhaps on a slight preponderance of the evidence,
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appeared least prudent under the circumstances. Can we fairly say the early casedwas deci
ed by a rule of law?

Over time, similar collisions occur and prudent practices deueldipe point where the
courts can and will say, yes, this ship or that was burdened and failed to display a certain
light or post a lookout or douse a certain sail to avoid the collision. An illustration of this
might be the display of colored lights onighat night, identifying sailing ships, anchored
ships, tugboats, bargegheir first introduction presumably led to cautionary practices and
thence to legal standards and rules. Thus does the cld@ssliigion cased develop into
general standards amdles, over time. We should note the participation of multipl@-co
munities of actors, sailors and ship owners as well as lawyers, judges, juries, scholars, and
legislators.

Under this scenario, legal normativity emerges as a web or network of standards ste
ming from disparate practices and woven together by professionals whose mission it is to
impose coherence, predictability, and consistembys is not, | hasten to say, a precisg-hi
torical account, but rather a rough simulation drawn from the earlys$saHolmes,
which in turn is the product of several influences: a close study of 19th century English and
American cases, broad reading in philosophy as well as law, an attitude toward knowledge
shared with his friends in and around the Metaphysical ,Giad the influences on them
from the Scottish Enlightenment, applied to their readings of Kant, Hegel, and Darwin. This
mix of influences has been said to have led pragmatism toward a radically naturalized rea
ing of Kant and Hegel. (Margolis 2010)

You may see elements of a Darwinized Hegel in Holéaespproach to rulenaking, n-
fluenced perhaps by another member of the Club (and his only admitted mentor) Chauncey
Wright, who in 1873 published an influential esgdye Evolution of SeHConsciousness,
written at the encouragement of no less than Charles Darwin himself. Holmes appears to
have absorbed Wright attitude, and he took it in a different direction, toward the ldeve
opment oflegal intelligence as part of a socialized ordering procéssd now wecan
sense what he implied in defining law as prediction of what courts will do. Law is not an
alreadyset system of rules with a preexisting answer for every new Itase constantly
developing system aflassification,influenced by multiple communés of inquiry.

Three years later Holmes wrote another important essay (1873). Here he addressed the
issue of cases that arise in the context of conflicting authorities. Legal cases reaching the
appellate stage emerge within an elaborate context of ptiegxiaw. The more difficult
cases appear uncertainly placed between two (or more) opposing precedents or general
principles. An example in the 1873 essay is the conflict of nuisance with property rights, as
in disputes between neighboring landowners dlvemplacement and height of a wall. Upon
repeated instances, in the absence of local legislation, the courts eventually workreut a fo
mula for placement and heigfithus are opposing generals reconciled over time, again
through fallibilist inquiry.Holmeshad by now moved a considerable distance froms-Au
tin analytical approach.

Analytical theory in jurisprudence has viewed law as an authoritative and comprehe
sive body of doctrineThe assumption that it is comprehensive is disturbed by the persistent
difficulty of close orfihard casesThus the analytical attitude gives rise to skepticism; the
difficulty is seen as a deficiency residing in the body of doctrine itself, or in this fea-
ture® Many legal realists went to the opposite extreme in seeing uncertain cétegay
indeterminaté. The idea of indeterminacy invites the explanation of judicial behaviorism
or instrumentalis@ law is the sum of subjective influences on judges, or iheinediate
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sense of thébesbd consequences. It also opens the conversation to the presumptiive legit
mate judicial appeal tbmorab or fifundamentad principles.

In the problem of the doubtful or difficult case we find the distinctiveness of Haémes
theow of law. Holmes sees the doubtful case as a stage of inquiry and classification. In his
1873 essay, Holmes elucidated an alternative to the analytical model. In the doubtful case,
opposing generals are not reconciled either by analytical logic or jubieiaviorism or
instrumentalism, but again bysacial process of experimental, successive approximation.
He applied the earlier cumulative model of 1870 to the problem of resolution of conflicts
among rules and precedemgain, his approach wa#gpartiaularize first, generalize latér.

Here is the key passage:

The growth of the law is very apt to take place in this way: Two widely different cases
suggest a general distinction, which is a clear one when stated broadly. But as new cases
cluster around thepposite poles, and begin to approach each other, the distinetion b
comes more difficult to trace; the determinations are made one way or the other on a very
slight preponderance of feeling, rather than on articulate reason; and at last a nrathemat
cal line is arrived at by the contact of contrary decisions, which is so far arbitrary that it
might equally well have been drawn a little further to the one side or the other. (1873:
654)

Holmes suggests here a process whereby new experience falls into a grey area between
existing generals, eventually revealing a new pattern which he describddirasaulti-
mately refining or redefining the generals themselves.

Given the historical backgund that drew his attention in 1876, the context within
which new cases arrive is yet more compléglmedss account of the survivals of primitive
vengeance was drawn from contemporary law. InfiRismitive Notions in Modern Law
(1876), AngleAmericanmaritime or admiralty law offered an example of the phenomenon
of fisurvivalsp in particular offithe primitive notion, that liability attached directly to the
thing doing the damageThe aggrieved ship owner whose own ship suffered damage in a
collision could not recover more than the value of the defer@dawn vesseHolmes saw
this as influencing later rationales for the limitation of liability, observing fitie various
considerations of policy which are not infrequently supposed to have estdliligise do-
trines, have, in fact, been invented at a later period to account for what was alreaddy there
process familiar to all students of histar{1876: 423)

Contemporary Law

Do rules of law still emerge from meandering patterns of indivijudgments, as
Holmes suggested 140 years ago, or is everything handled by legislation and administrative
rulemaking? How about a new problem like assisted suicide? This class of dispute started
out as a series of criminal prosecutions of doctors for muroeil the opposing claim of
patient autonomy got some traction, from constitutional language, applied to chanding me
ical circumstances. The problem soon found its way to the appellate courts. In 1989 Profe
sor Cass Sunstein wrote a book calle€Case at Time: Judicial Minimalism on theuS
preme Courtjn which he cautioned the same thing as Holmes did in 1870: decide the cases
one at a time, @ often premature to lay down a sweeping general difienately, we may
need legislation, but even that &oome too soon, before the exploratory stage, whieh i
cludes a process of feedback and adjustment frorlawayers. Legislation is itself a stage
in the process of inquiry.
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An implication of this is to qualify the classical model of democratic sociakehd-
mously criticized by Kenneth Arrov&ocial choice through law is ongoing outside the-ele
toral cycle, for good or ill, in the process of conflict resolution, influenced by feedback
from relevant communitie#\s with assisted suicide, each succesdieision may respond
to feedback from diverse communities of interest, including medical, legal, and academic
professionals, senior citizens, lobbying groups, and s®ecisions are also influenced by
social adjustment and the adoption of new practifresn medical procedures to living
wills.

What are the key elements hefie®e are looking at legal cases not singly, as raising
an isolated question of existing law against a synchronic analytical background, bgt as sta
es of inquiry into socigbroblems and against diachronicbackground. 2. Notwithstanding
the role offigreat judges) the guiding intelligence is not individual but sodidtence it in-
plies asocialized epistemologyf legal rules and concepts. 3. Inquiry itself is generated not
solely bypure dispassionate analysis, but also by the urgency of conflict and the need for
resolution; the legaficonversatiod is messier than any ideal model of dialoglielnquiry
takes place in a context of preexisting generals to which legal institutiokdémi even
while plotting new cases in relation to then.The judicial role of comparing and rco
trasting can be viewed as an incremental and cumulativeltanging, influenced by many
factors over time6. Judges are members of a community of inquiyt, acting within a
network of other communities, both expert and TayThe interaction between disparate
communities operates during the Hdeawing process as fleedback loop from judicial
decisions to their effects, which feeds new experienceetgudicial system.

Contemporary science studies

These elements outline a view of law, albeit one drawn from AAgierican exper
ence, as both a process of social inquiry and a specialized system of classificatiom. A co
parable view of the developmeat natural science has become increasingly evident since
the appearance in 1962 of Thomas Kish8tructure of Scientific Revolutiohsalthough
Ludwik Fleckis Genesis and Development of a Scientific Head already offered such a
view in 1935. In their boolScientific Knowledge: A Sociological Analy$i®996), leading
representatives of thBEdinburgh Schodl of science studies outline an approach to-co
temporary science as another specialized, moving system of classificati8)(4%cia-
tific research rgsonds to social problems; its major figures draw more heavily on research
traditions than on brilliant insights; it often involves conflicts among separate research tr
ditions, and seemingly incommensurable principles, like the notions of particle viessus f
in electricity; experiments can be seen as exercises in classification; and scientific theorists
are members of a professional community of inquiry, acting within a network of other
communities, both expert and lay (See e.g. Kellogg 2010).

Il. Schelerand the Sociology of Knowledge

These observations concerning common law method, comparing early writings- of Ju
tice Holmes with themes of Emile Durkheim, and touching on recent studies of science,
may seem far afield from Max Scheemwideranging intersts and speculations. Nevezth
less | suggest that they may be useful in filling out the notionffofctionalized
knowledged which characterized both classical pragmatism and Séeglbenomenoldg
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cal sociology. It is in the exploration and comparisocaicrete studies in disparate fields
that any promise of a unified sociology of knowledge may lie.

What precisely does it mean to speak of a sociology of knowledge, and henceief a soc
ology of legal knowledgeThe phrase has a different emphasis from the rdistussed
sociology of law or (more generally) é@éociolegab studiesWhereas the latter generally
refer to diverse social science perspectives directed to the subject of law, whethétuas inst
tion, system, practice, or history (Freeman 2006), the former would appear directed more
toward the social component of the knowledge element, cognate with a similar study of
knowledge in generalVhile the literature of socitegal studies is vast amduch of it ree-
vant to this topic, there is surprisingly little specific discussion of a sociolodgga
knowledge.

There is, however, a considerable literature on the general sociology of knowledge.
While its first formulations are Scheéfsr its maininfluence may be owed to Karl Man
heim, in particular hiddeology and Utopig1929), which was translated into English in
1936 and found its way into American university curriclaheleés work on the subject,
in particular his essafiProbleme einer Sazogie des Wissendpor fiProblems of a Socio
ogy of Knowledge) was not translated until 1980, by Manfred A. FrirBsth of these
works in German were pioneering ventures into the subject, and both were highlyaspecul
tive, especially compared to Holmegho of course did not consider his own research to be
within any such field, as it had not yet been defined.

That speculative nature caused problems of understanding on both sides of the Atlantic,
which remain today. Critics have interpreted both Scheidr Mannheim as advancing a
radical form of deflationary anfoundationalism, reducing all thought to its social origins,
regardless of a constraining wordannheim had cautiously defined the field as follows:
fiThe principle thesis of the sociology of d&mledge is that there are modes of thought
which cannot be adequately understood as long as their social origins are obgt9R&].

2). In fairness to him, the relevance of social origins made but a modest demand len the a
ready developing naturalism ofestern philosophy, already begun with Hume, Kant, and
Hegel (Stikkers 2009: 67). But the main currents in western philosophy turned elsewhere.

In the years following World War |, western philosophy sought a renewal of secure
foundations in a turn towardgorous reductive analysis. Analytical philosophy came to
dominate American universities even as strainBpotmodernis seeped in from Cot
nental sources. The late resurgence of pragmatism in this context transformed the enviro
ment. Drawing on W.V.OQuine and Donald Davidson, Richard Rorty made pragmatism
fashionable among analytical philosophers, welcoming rigorous analysis into themes e
plored by James and Dewey, reconciling them with postmoderficamtiiationalism. The
early emphasis on fallib8im, with its tentative, social, and experimental aspects, has been
downplayed.

Pragmatisrés postRorty renewal has scattered it in several directions, such thaséiscu
sion of a historic mission or essential insight may be impossible, nothwithstandiregahe h
ic efforts of pragmatists like Joseph Margolis to establish a contemporary position and chart
a future course (2010). The widest gulf would seem to be that between the anaégical n
opragmatism now carried forward by Robert Brandom and others influéycRdrty, and
the historicist, fallibilist tradition emergent from Peirce, James, and Dewey, the non
analytical strain that influenced Scheler. This essay brings Holmes under the lattdr umbre
la, suggesting a connection with recent empirical and histaiadies in the sociology of
scientific knowledge.
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With this purpose in mind, Kenneth Stikkég€2009) recent account of the earlyaass
ciation of Scheler with American pragmatism, in the published proceedings of a conference
on pragmatism and constructwi, is a welcome contribution. Stikkers had previously-pu
lished an introduction to Fringstranslation in 1980 of SchefefiProbleme einer Soziol
gie des Wisserns(1980). There, Scheler outlines its relation to a range of topics, including
science, rediion, politics, international relations, and other speculative themes of &is ph
nomenological sociology. Writings of the early pragmatists provided Scheler witn-an i
portant resource for his systematic understanding of thewmsosperiod of crisis and its
global relevance. He credited pragmatism with disclosing the fundamental practical basis of
knowledge and offering the first genuinely novel alternative to rationalist and empiricist
epistemologies. Citing James, knowledge for Scheler was a functioa dftlamic human
creative interaction with the world; ideas do not merely report or mirror reality, but emerge
within practical human engagement, and in doing so transform the world (James 1975: 104
6).

In his opening taiProblems of a Sociology dfnowledged Scheler summarized the
overall context:

The following studies have a limited goal. They are an attempt to point oubityef a
sociology of knowledgas apart of the sociology of culturend above all to develop sy
tematically the probims of such a science. . . . They attempt to bring about somensyste
atic unity in the rhapsodic and disordered mass of problems at hand, some of which have
already been taken up in detail by science and others only half met or barely suspected,
problems posd by the fundamental fact of ttsecial natureof knowledge and of its
preservation and transmission, its methodical expansion and progress (Scheler 1980: 33).

He went on to include within thi&he relationship of the sociology of knowledge to the
theoly of the origin and validity of knowledge (epistemology and logic), to the genetic and
psychological studies of knowledge as it evolves from brutes to man, from child to adult,
from primitive to civilized man, from stage to stage within mature cultbitesithe pos
tive history of various kinds of knowledge

Holmes, drawing on a common perspective with the early pragmatists, had already cast
light on the social nature of legal inquiry, the origin of liability in revenge, and its genesis
and transformation in evolving frofiibrutes to maf Schelefs postwaiinterest in the role
of conflict in the emergence of values is shared in Hoim&899 comment, calling law a
resourcefito discover what ideals of society have been strong enough to reach that final
form of expression, or what have been the changes inndamnideals from century to ce
turyd. While Scheler is a more speculative thinker, Holmes, as a veteran of an earlier
bloody conflict, came to share similar concerns from a particularist and historical focus.
Having rejected a strictly analytical approaonaw before writing his major work, which
led directly to his judicial career, he would anticipate Sclelfarcus on transformation in
his 1899 comment that law providé@dn exercise in the morphology and transformation of
human ideas

I1l. Conclusion

In comparing such disparate sources, a purpose of this paper has been to advance an a
proach toward a sociology ¢égal knowledge that brings the subject into a cohereiatrel
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tion with ageneralsociology of knowledge, as well as with recent studiesénstitiology
of scientificknowledge.

In this paper | have compared Holrdegvolutionary theory, set forth ifhe Common
Law, with Durkheim and Scheler. Unlike Durkheim, Holmes does not hold that categories
of thought reflect features of group organizatand social solidarity. The nature and modes
of legal classification primarily emerge against a historical background from resolution of
conflicts among habitualized conduct of groups and interests, eventually giving rise to rules
and principles, embodiedot in pure language but also, necessarily, in general patterns of
conduct. It is more particularist than Scheler, rooted in conflict resolution as informing a
discrete form of dialogue. While deeply skeptical of progress, H@&masdel allows a
role foremergent meliorative intelligence in revising vestigial habits and overcomirg esta
lished paradigms.

Transformation is a key theme to which | have alluded throughout this essay. Transfo
mation is the element in human experience to which both Holmes aktidbm looked in
their studies of law. It is the attribute of human experience which, to sheer analysis of co
cepts and language, however rigorous, remains obscured. It is an aspect of philosophy and
social theory that continues to influence the traditiohpragmatism and the sociology of
knowledge, even while both have made it an essential focus of their own self
understanding; that is, the two traditions have seen their own guiding perspectives refle
ively, as themselves subject to transformative erpes.
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Joel Wolf&

Does Pragmatism Have A TheoryRdwer?

Abstract Asking if pragmatism, and John Dewey in particular, has a theory of power po

es the question about the intellectual resources that pragmatism has to offer theisocial sc
ences. Pragmatism stands accused of being naive about poweesaunting the specter

of an overly soft program for doing social science. Yet, Dévghilosophical method
provides a distinctive transactional theory of power and untapped resources for advancing
social science. Dewéy melioristic philosophical visiodevelops a theory of praxis that is

a tacit theory of power. Explicating his concerns with experience, inquiry, and social life
show how they converge into his theory of praxis and power. Developing this theory,
next, enables distinctions to be outlinedween Dewegs transactional view of power

and the mainstream interactional view seen in the work of Dahl, Lukes, and Mann. Fu
thermore, the theory of praxis establishes analytical categories for deconstructing the
structure of transactional power, the pais or modes of conjoint activity. Dewisy
pragmatist theory of power stands in marked contrast to interactional models and provides
the analytical tools for the critical assessment of power.

Power is one of the key concepts in the social sciences (@kj¢Haugaard 2009: 1;
Stoker 2010: 19). In political science, concepts of power have a long and rich heritage,
from Machiavelli and Hobbes to Robert Dahl, Steven Lukes, Michael Mann, and Michel
Foucault. Usage of the concept indeed pervades politicalcgsighough the scholarship
that explicitly discusses a concept of power is small in comparison to studies of political
phenomena that use implicit and unexamined notions of power.

Attempts to classify these usages into analytical traditions point taripertance of
various metgheoretical traditions in determining the meaning of the concept of power.
Stewart Clegg (1989) highlights the agency, disposition, and facilitative conceptions of
power, linking them to Hobbesian and Machiavellian traditionlitigal thought. In a not
dissimilar vein, Mark Haugaard (2002:42 points to fourflanguage gaméscommonly
used to analyze power: the analytical conceptual type clarifying terms, theonoeptual
type adopting notions that fit research purposes @gdemodern social theory (dispges
tional) and postmodern social theory (facilitative).What is notable about these chaaacteriz
tions is that the different approaches to power reflect the philosophical traditions of empir
cism, realism, and interpretism. \as of power, in short, develop from different thebret
cal starting points.

The absence of recognition of pragmafismmontribution to conceptions of power stands
out.Its contribution to the social sciences was substantial during the first decades of the
twentieth century in America, influencing the progressive movement, debates aboat demo
racy, the sociology of the Chicago school, the symbolic interactionism of Herbert Blumer,
and the institutional economics tradition of TB Veblen, JR Commons, and Jfa@al It
then lost its impetus from WWII until a revival in the 1890Nolfe 1998; Baert 2003;
Manicas 1998). Today pragmatism inspires and animates a growing movement ariong ph
losophers and social scientists.

*Department of Political Science, University of Cincinndtadl.wolfe@uc.edu
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Furthermore, pragmatism is often accusedignoring the analysis of power or even
worse assumes a view of power that is overly idealistic and airy fairy. [@eweyphasis
on consensus, cooperation, and social improvement may at first seem vulnerable to such
interpretations. Critics charge that pmagtism is simply naive about power. Typical is C.
Wright Millséclaim that John Dewéy focus on discussion and consensus ignores thie real
ty of conflict over values and elite domination. Similarly, John Diggins (1994: clk-7) r
bukes Dewey for refusing tastuss power and seeing it as an aberration. Even thd-prom
nent pragmati st soci al fitmaebe trug @ makyantics3dayas wr i t es |
ithat pragmatism is i DJoaxled: 1My a theory of power é

Efforts to challenge this negagiwclaim are fewOne is Roudy Hildre@ (2009) article,
fiReconstructing Dewey on Powein which he presents a walfgued case debunking the
idea that Dewey ignored powekfter thoroughly surveying those denouncing Dewey; Hi
dred elaborates how key Deyan concepts implicitly contain a concept of power. His
careful analysis concludes that Devigyiew of power is a complex version the agency
notion of power as capacity, the probability of an agent imposing her will against r
sistanceenriched by consideration ¢& social customs and habits, and relative to the
transactional fields of experiericéHildred 2009: 782, 799). This interpretation sees Dewey
as consistent with the widely accepted agency conception of power, often identified w
Max Weber (1958: 180) and Robert Dahl (1968).

A second is my own articléiPower: A Pragmatist Viea(Wolfe 2002).This agrees that
Deweyds philosophy implicitly contains a concept of power but argues that [isvpes-
matism offers multiple views of paw. Deweys most basic idea of power, | explain, refers
to making differences through conjoint action within a social med®@nly when suchfe
fective social practices are absent is it possible to identify power as interactional instances
of conflict betwen wills, structures, or expertise. Developing this distinction, | identify two
types of powerpower as indirect or intrinsic to social media and as direct or manifesting
traits of pressure and resistant, facilitation and constraint.

To elaborate the thissthat Dewegs pragmatism implicitly formulates an analysis of
power that centers on an indirect, intrinsic or transactional conception and entails disti
guishing different types of power involves the following steps. First, the discussion shows
how Deweys philosophical perspective provides a theory of praxisishatessence a tacit
theory of power Second, the account shows how Deégetheory of praxis provides for
digtinguishing different modes or types of power. A third section considers how Bewey
approach to power offers tools for determining the distribution of power. A final pdrt hig
lights the implications of Dew&y viewpoint for contemporary analyses of power.

Pragmatism and Praxis

A pragmatist framework of inquiry views human beings as gipgints and experimén
ers in a community of inquiry, breaking with the Cartesian tradition that sees humans as
fispectatorg discovering foundations and then deriving more complex knowledge frem th
se foundationsiMan as agent comes into the foregroundehmcause human agency is the
key for understanding all aspects of human life, including human inquiry and knowledge
(Bernstein 1971: 177). Action and creativity become the central theme, with knowledge
both depending on action and guiding action in dififee making (Joas 1996).

The turn to praxis or human activity follows from Dewggmpirical instrumentalism.
His pragmatist starting point turns foundationalism upside down; it makes ontology result
from inquiry and inquiry follows from concrete problef®eeper 2001: 11921). Instead
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of drawing implications from abstract premises, pragmatism starts with experience and
thereafter moves on with the struggle to interpret and contfetlit.qualities are had as-e
periences from within and do not origiagtom predefined notions (Hildebrand 2003: 188
190). Rather doubts or problems that arise need to be denoted first and examined-for poss
ble solutions and decisions.

The pragmatic starting point rejects philosophical foundationalism, dualism, ard redu
tionism. Tests of knowledge are to be found in the consequences of human activity rather
than predetermined by prior conceptual strategy independent of the actual exercise of po
er. Knowledge cannot be defined or measured by conceptual fiat, determine¢ldeydei
jective or subjective foundations. This, in short, rejects traditional Cartesian epistemology
in which the mind is a spectator, Ggreat mirror, containing various representatidons
some accurate, some rioand capable of being studied by purenempirical methods
(Rorty1979: 12).

Instead, Deweds empirical method holds that knowledge results from actively engaging
an empirical dilemma, through an ongoing prodegsvorking back and forth between the
larger and the narrower fields, transformagery increment upon one side into a method of
work upon the other, and thereby testing(MW 2: 316; cited in Ratner 1939: 56).To have
an experience is to start with a problematic situation, a noncognitive and qualitative issue,
and after that to defenand redefine it until a solution is fourstarting from pure exper
ence is impossible and starting with a theoretical tool restricts the scope of what is found.
The empirical method consequently is a genetic method in which knowledge emerges from
a¥wor king back and forth between the technical s t
philosophy and the common world of experience, the sogituiral conditions and aciiv
ties, including the scientific, which generateave those problems (Ratner 19356, Ra-
nerts italics). In contrast to the givens of the empiricist, pragmatism turns observable sense
data into interpretationgithe products of reflective discrimination, while the situation from
which they are discriminated is m@otHildebrand 2003: 86). As Ira Cohen states (2000;
86), ( D e@®ytheory of praxis is not so much a theory of habit as a theory of cycles of
habit, reflective, rational consciousness, and behavioral change

Deweys philosophic method for accumulating and correcting kadgé, moreover |-a
lows for elucidating praxis in terms of three overlapping spheres of andygimally a-
ticulated in Deweés Studies in Logical TheorfMW 2: 298315) and highlighted byaJ
seph Ratner (1939: 480), these intertwined dimensions witlb@weyan pragmatism are
logic, modes of experience, and the social world giving rise to problems. The contemporary
pragmatist sociologist Hans Joas conceptualizes action similarly, as involving tbree el
ments of analysi$ intentionality, corporeality, andociality (Joas 1996: 14%95; Jung
2010). Such elements hence provide the key dimensions for a pragmatist analysis-of oper
tions for the making of differences, the informed action or praxis of social agents effecting
solutions to problematic situations.

The first sphere is logic or inquiry, referring to processes of thinking through options
aiming to solve a specific problem and a concluding judgment or action that makes-a diffe
ence by reconstructing a qualitative situation. This replaces the tradiioaigém by po-
posing that knowledge results from solving problems through the application of the doubt
inquiry sequence in which agents make inferences and put their judgments to the test. All
knowledge correspondingly is like other types of human aes/itsuch as medicine or
farming, in being practical adaptations to concrete problems. Vieimingry as organic
functioning prevents fixinglistinctions between superior and inferior causes and makes
practical activities of examining inferences througiperimentation the source of pradu
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tive knowledge(Hildebrand 2008: 49)The knower is a participant in the public processes
of inquiry, and human agency takes the leading role in creating knowledge and understan
ing human existence. Darnell Rucker (19%i¥) summarizes Dewdy position:fiKnowing,
whatever its level of abstraction or precision of statement, has its roots in human activity,
and its being as knowledge depends upon the continual renewal of contact with that activ
tyo.

The centrality ofpraxis recurs in Dewéy discussion of experimental inquiryhe
Quest for Certaintyoints to the historic turn to the practice of experimentation as aisuper
or tool for warranting knowledge. Dewey sees the start of the scientific revolutioniin Gal
leo&s move away from grounding knowledge in contemplative enjoyment of fixed entities
to the conscious and deliberate engagement and control of relations among existences (LW
4:76). According to Dewey, experimental methods are distinguished by three transitive a
tivities.

The first is the obvious one that all experimentation involves overt doing, the making-of def
nite changes in the environment or in our relation t®ht second is the agéptuse of ideas

so that experiment is not a random activity, rathés directed by ideas which have to meet

the condition set by the need of the problem inducing the active inquiry. The third feature, in
which the other two receive their full measure of meaning, is that the outcome of the directed
activity is the constretion of a new empirical situation in which objects are differently related

to one another, and such that the consequences of directed operations form the objects that
have the property of being known (LW 4: 70).

Deweys second key philosophical element &ifference making is experience. In his
fiNeed for the Recovery of PhilosopihyDewey sets out his conception of experience by
pointing to five contrasts with its traditional meaning. Instead of being a knowledge affair,
experience denotes all modes dkemaction between organism and environment; instead of
being primarily subjective, the subject and object relations are functional distinctisns ari
ing from ongoing experience; instead of centering experience on the present or the past, it is
forward looking; instead of consisting of discrete particulars, experience is constructed
through transactions; and instead of being separated from reason, experience entails the f
ture, the reconstitution of the present into a different situation (MW 10; Hildebrdi®i 20
36). Experience denotes the praxis of agihdéngs and undergoings within unsettledisit
ations and in accordance with socially learned responses or habits, impelling proltlem sol
ing and creativity.

The central concepts of inquiry and experience link to the third area situating praxis, the
social and natural world that gives rise to problems. The construction of order, as people
move within and through various frames of discourses and action, retiodvaacertainty
that cannot be appreciated by reducing it to sense data or to dyadic links between such data.
Dewey clarifies that théultimate value of the logic of experiencis resolution of social
problems:

The right relationship and adjustment b&tvarious typical phases of experience to ane a
other is a problem felt in every depaetment of | ife.
come an instrument in the immediate direction of the activities of science or art or industry;
but it is of valuein criticizing and organizing tools for immediate research. It also has direct
significance in the valuation for social or Hfairposes of results achieved in particular
branches (MW 2: 313).
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As a result, the strategies or solutions that yield conteot@be discovered in dealing with
concrete problems, not revealed by analysis of given truths.

Efforts to improve the social medium, to enlarge the commdéméility to control @-
ture activity and results, depend on testing the effect of ideas.Accdadibgwey (1903:
243), iWe must in any case start from acts which are performed, not from hypothetical
causes for those acts, and consider their consequences. We must also introduce intelligence,
or the observation of consequences as consequences, tinatasnection with the acts
from which they proceed Dewey next pointstéé t he obj ective fact

have consequences upon others, that some of these consequences are perceived, and that

their perception leads to subsequent effort to coratetibn so as to secure some @ns
quences and avoid othérd-rom this, Dewey develops a distinction between private and
public acts, between acts with consequences that directly affect those involved and that i
directly affect others who are unaware orameerned at the time. Efforts to regulate these
indirect effects of transactions give rise to the collective function of the state as the agency
determining what is appropriate.

In the search for order, pragmati@&ntransactional emphasis on human actiejecting
the notion of the isolated individual, gives primacy to socially encumbered actorsdespon
ing to and regenerating their social medium. Individuals are not fixed essences but authors
of culturally specific acts learned from and appropriate testioéal context. Social conae
tions among people provide the opportunities and means for carrying out societal purposes,
whereas the self is in fact a social being formed within and through participation in various
social media. Iduman Nature and Condu¢t922), Dewey elaborates on the socialreha
acter of human conduct, drawing on the three overlapping dimensi@ensnedium of
learned practices or habits, the impulse or live energy, and intelligence from ibgagy
judgmenti to conceptualize action @raxis.

In sum, Dewegs philosophical starting point centers on praxis and the ways hurnan a
tion makes differences within and through a social medium, in effect furnishing a taeit the
ry of power. His approacto theorizing action through conceptsexperience, inquiry, and
the environment, with ideas mediating and regulating how and why transactions generating
a cooperative instrumentality occumoves away fromtandard interactive or dyadigpa
proaches to power. In developing the Darwinian modelrgénism and environment into a
theory of intelligent action, he presages a cybernetic vision, by transforming a biological
metaphor into one of modes of communication and social control (Johnson 2010; Burke
1994; Gardner 1985). As Ira Cohen (2000: 84jifitss,¢ i f acti on refers
mean, or intend by what they do, praxis refers to how actors make what they dodhappen
emphasizing the role of habits and inquiry in directing practices within and through-the u
folding of the social medium.Comtting what happens is critical to pragmattsnactive
search for meliorism.Philip Jackson (2006: 65) underscores how central to this i&to De
ey& philosophical achievement, citing Deveyeflection that his ambition was to have
i knowl ed g ecounuin thedndtrudtian arad guidance it may convey in piloting
life through the storms and the shoals that beseelifeerience as well as into such havens
of consummatory experience as enrich our human life from time to fith'é 16: 389).

Praxis and Vpes of Power

Deweyss analysis of praxis in terms of how agents make differences and how they do so
in order to control future events provides the basis for arguing that his pragmatism contains
a theory of power. Accepting this analysis entails a view afing differences or power
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that centers ofipower withird a social medium, while making provision for understanding
other types of power. Showing that the theory of praxis establishes a transactional view of
power will allow for differentiating it from inteactional and seléictional conceptions.

The frameworlof analysis that Dewey and Bentley preseriitowing and the Known
to formulate concepts that advance pragmatism and science also provides an analogy for
assessing the contributions of the debates about power. They nasaetiself interaction
and tranaction as three levels of the organization and presentation of inquiry that denote
e all human behaviors in and with respect
world itself as men reportdt(LW 16: 106101; Lavine 1989: xxxiiixxxv). Selfaction
identifies sefpossessed causal capacity, interaction captures the balancing between forces,
and transaction indicates systems of multiple aspects and phases without any independent
and final causal capacityAssuming that the transactional view pdéwer is central to
pragmatism, there are in addition two other types: iatgion or the balancing and exercise
of pressures via causal relations or structural mechanisms asatetf in which things or
beings act in the own right due to their esgenc

At the heart of the pragmatist view of power is the idea of a transactional organization
in which aspects or phases of an organic whole can be distinguished but not be separated
from an ongoing functioning of a continuous, selfving social medium.Thi self
organizing phenomena consists of elements bound together through meaning, intent, signs,
and other mentally constructed ways of giving significance to the way agents connect
events (Bernstein 1973: 1&). In this perspective, actors respond toaditns and co-
struct their lives in cooperation with others by making their way within transactional,
shared, coactive frames of participation.

In contrast to notions ofipower oved and fipower t®, the pragmatist notion is that
power arises within and opes through modes of joint participation of human activity.lIt
is the unique role of reason, thought, or ideas in constructing patterns of human action and
experience that conceptualizes power as modes through which agents use intellggent jud
ments to geerate substantive consequences. According to Defiféng only power there
ganism possesses to control its own future depends upon the way its present responses
modify changes which are taking place in its mediuiMW 10: 15). Dewey continuesit
is all amatter of the way in which its present reactions to things influence the futere rea
tions of things upon @ Further, he adds that this capacity to increase its control lies in
fiThe extent of an agest capacity for inference, its power to use a given daca sign of
something not yet given, measures the extent of its ability systematically to enlarge its co
trol of the futur®. The use of inference highlights the role of individuals in shaping the
flow of the social dynamic, as mediating agents recaggiand formulating attempting to
improve their situation. Active agents rely on inference, involving ideas which connect
what happens to what may happen and constituting the effort to control events. This use of
inference in the social or political realim the same as science uses in the constituting
knowledge through the discovery and determination of consequences (MW 10: 16). It is
this idea of power agcollective intelligencé shaping associated activity and its a@ns
quences that provides the uniquegpective of pragmatism.

Instead of the press of coercive resources, the constraints and possibilities afforded by
structure, or the direction for behavior provided by narratives, power is intrinsic to human
praxis because all behavior deals with the eqaoences of transactions in progress,pn o

! There are parallels between the Dewey and Bentley categories of description and action Beittd®Ss
categories of Firstness (givenness), Secondness (balance of pressures or forces), and Thirdness (expressions of
meaning and intafon through triadic linkages between agent, sign, situation) (Bernstein 19718TY.7
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eration, partially fulfilled, partially incomplete. For Dewey, praxis emanates from a social
partnership and has moral or prospective significance. Dewey writes (MW 14Ck):
duct is always shared; this is tt#ference between it and a physiological proge€am-
bining personal disposition with environmental inducement, influencing future aetion r
quires regulating factors, individual or social, guiding future results; actiéhati©, such
as malice orcourage, is the way personal attributes operate in combination with enviro
mental elements. In dealing with problems, praxis involves operations, linking processes to
consequences and comparing them to desired ends.The assessment of these operations
yields signs of what is happening and what may happen, which bed@nésdispensable
factor in behavior dealing with changes, the outcome of which is not yet detear(itiddl
10: 15).

Intrinsic participation within trajectories of transactional accomplishirggirdjuishes
the primary mode of making differences.In connecting objective changes and subjective
adaptations, habits constitute praxis and carry forward continuity in the adjustmeet and r
adjustment of conditions and operations. As Dewey states (LW 13iTl& basic chaa
teristic of habit is that every experience enacted and undergone modifies the one who acts
and undergoes, while this modification affects, whether we wish it or not, the quality of
subsequent experiences. téersbnowho eanters intethém s o mewhat
Habits project the organized and functional nature of internal dispositions; they séave as
moving forc® shaping sensibilities, motivations, and interests which engage the objective
and external. Projection, in turn, prages changes in the world, which challenge agents in
new ways. If action sequences make for a different person entering into transactions, the
effects of past actions make for a slightly different world that is being entered. Dewey
writes (LW 13: 22):fiEvery genuine experience has an active side which changes in some
degree the objective conditions under which subsequent experiences take place. iFhe diffe
ence between civilization and savagery ... is found in the degree in which previous exper
enceE;2 have cinged the objective conditions under which subsequent experiences take
placey.

Practical knowledge functions to generate and order social activity. Transactionial activ
ty allows subjecmatters to develop their own forms of control or regulative functimss,
ing actions against desired consequences. The application of intelligence through self
organizing criticism implies the possibility of control of future activity. Indirect control,
that is, the intrinsic, subjective and intellectual participationes§pns in the fabrication of
the social medium, combines the way the situation engenders impulses and the way intell
gent guides habits that sequence of enveloping socialbrdioated actions (MW 10: 44).
Participation within conjoint activities depends individuals adjusting internal and eixte
nal factors. Since ideas realize a capacity for inference by signifying connections between
actions and effects and between present occurrences and future events, ideas enable ind
viduals to adjust to and contrsituations in which they take part. Dewey summarizes:

The net outcome of the discussion is that the fundamental means of control is not personal but
intellectual. It is notfimorab in the sense that a person is moved by direct personal appeal
from othersjmportant as is this method at critical junctures. It consists in the habits of unde
standing, which are set up in using objects in correspondence with others, whether by way of
cooperation and assistance or rivalry and competition. Mind as a concrefestipirecisely

2 Tom Burke (1994: 39) characterizes continuity as linking fimihogonab dimensions: 1) static andyd
namic and 2) internal and the external.
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the power to understand things in terms of the use made of them; a socialized mind is the
power to understand them in terms of the use to which they are turned in joint or shared situ
tions.And mind in this sense is the method of socialrob(MW 9: 38).

The practical character of thought and action, furthermore, function to bring dbout e
fective accomplishments in accord with the paradigm organizing a social medium.Dewey
(LW 13: 22) writesfiThe very existence of the social mediunwihich an individual lives,
moves, and has his being is the standing effective agency of directing his acTilaiyief-
fective agencyis able to control activity because individuals possess understandings about
how to participate in social life, enabliigem to gauge the standpoints and behavior of
other participants involved in social cooperation. Of education Dewey writes (MW 9: 32),
fiThis other method resides in the ways in which persons, with whom the immature being is
associated, use things; the thugnentalities with which they accomplish their own a@nds
He subsequently illustrates his point:

If a chair is drawn up to a table, it is a sign that he is to sit in it; if a person extends his right
hand, he is to extend his; and so on in a never erstliegm of detail. The prevailing habits of
using the products of human art and the raw materials of nature constitute by all odds the
deepest and most pervasive mode of social control (MW 9: 37).

Moreover, reflective monitoring develops into setintrol & the standards by which
individuals regulate their actions direct their participation in the social medium (Campbell
1995: 41). Dewey observes:

The individual is held accountable for what he has done in order that he may be responsive in
what he is goingo do. Gradually persons learn ... to hold themselves accountable, ahd liabi
ity becomes a voluntary deliberate acknowledgment that deeds are our own, that tkeeir cons
guences come from us (MW 14: 217).

The interactional and sedictional types of power ceive more attention because they
are more noticeable than power through social mdelbace, authority, or organization
dominate when the usual processes of associated action are ignored, breakdownwr had ne
er been established. And their descriptionsetielpon philosophical starting points that fix
onto causal givens. Dewgsy philosophical method explains these irgetive types of
power as the result of a breakdown in the functioning of meanings and intentions-contro
ling social mediaExternal factorsare fixed as predominant in determining the balance of
pressure and resistance, when a social system fails to coordinate conjoint accomplishments.

These distinctions are brought out in Dedgegliscussions of the First World Wan. a
1916 article respondinto concerns about American entry into World War |, Dewey d
fended the idea that, contrary to being the equivalent of violence, force was the source of all
effects. He writes (MW 10: 248; Hickman 1992: 187) tfi]jo ends are accomplished
without the usef forced. What is needed to stop war, however, is alternative and effective
social arrangements for preventing conflicts from taking the form of overt hosiiliies
support this argument, he identifies three types of force distinguished by thaeneffic
power or seHdirected participation, coercive force such as the use of law, and violence or
the wasteful application of force. Here identifying power with organized andlisetited
activity, Dewey narrows the use of the term power to instanceparftions within social
media. He maintains (MW 10: 246; see also-2B), fiPower ... denotes effective means of
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operation; ability or capacity to execute, to realize énddat is, power is the effective
functioning of a social medium, the intrinsidfseontrol by agents participating in opera

ing a social apparatus. Coercive force and violence are interactional and rely on external or
objective types of control. Dewey observes (MW 9: 3Wyhen others are not doing what

we would like them to or are ratening disobedience, we are most conscious of the need
of controlling them and of the influences by which they are contralled

Interactive models, nonetheless, dominate the literature on power. For example, political
science has long held the view tipaiwer is a question of who controls in whose interests.
Harold Lasswell (1936) famously formulated this questioi\@to gets what, when and
how?. This conventional view of power, however, presupposes epistemological and obje
tive dualisms, betweeknowledge and action, facts and values, and elites and ledeThe r
sult is to focus attention on interactional types of power, prefiguring conclusionsnconfir
ing domination by the few. Dewégcritical approach to philosophical foundations, further,
contend that much conceptualizing of domination is the outcome of the conceptual fixing
of the key causal elements determining outcomes. For example, empiricist foundations
foreshadow an agency notion of power, realism a dispositional notion, and interpretism a
disciplinary notion of power.Various philosophical perspectives specify primary forces that
prefigure what power is and how it can be organized. They offer distinct and different i
sights by privileging diverse metheoretical foundations or givens. Thieans that diffe
ent metatheoretical starting points interpret phenomena through the lenses of various types
of relational phenomena, phenomena seen to involve conflict between interacting elements
and to have the prerogative of being the decisive fixetfimal factor as the source ofiza
sation.

Finally, the seHacting modes of interpreting reality rely on a béngr a things own
essence as the force propelling changes. This way of thinking can be found i Plato
forms, Hegels Geist, theologicalattrines in which God controls human action.Recently,
this mode of thinking resurfaced in theturn of the statemovement in political science, a
theoretical trend arguing that the institutional essence of the state should be seen to make it
an agent irits own right (Skocpol 1985).

Praxis and the Structure of Power

The pragmatist analysis of the structure of praxis provides insight into the distribution
of power. This focuses on which values control action and how these values shape ways of
operatingm order to control their effects. In tiuest for CertaintyDewey writes:

When theories of values do not afford intellectual assistance in framing ideas and beliefs
about values that are adequate to direct action, the gap must be filled by other rimdans.If
ligent method is lacking, prejudice, the pressure of immediate circumstaneetexa$t and

class interest, traditional customs, institutions of accidental historic originnaréacking,

and they tend to take the place of intelligence. Thus we are led to our main proposition:
Judgments about values are judgments about the conditions and the results of experienced
objects; judgments about that which should regulate the formafi@uindesires, affections

and enjoymentBor whatever decides their formation will determine the main course of our
conduct, personal and social (LW 4: 2212).
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To analyze théwhateveo allocating control of consequences that Dewey alludes to in
the passage above brings out the vatentations implicated in the habits that actors use
within ongoing situations and how these functional processes entail judgments about the
desirable.Thestructure of power, thus, arises from and can be analyzed by examining the
ways actors operate to control events. Examining what values control ways of functioning
exposes what matters most and for what ends.

Though Dewey did not himself discuss the questf the way praxis distributes rco
trol, his conception of the practical character of thought and action offers tools foy-clarif
ing the way the elements of praxis operate to pattern coordinated operations and fzontrol e
fects.Here again the three overlagpcircles of analysi$ inquiry, experience, and social
mediai come into play.

The first element, the social elements of custom and habit, involves analyzingphow s
cial media establish interests and, in turn, how individual motive selects a spewific en
ronment and offers appropriate responses. The practical character of knowledge means that
motives and practices of activity are neither given by external authority nor permanently
fixed (see Dewey 1929). They depend on the inheritance of historicainsitances and
dynamics within which an age®t internal capacities adjust to external circumstances.
Working from a pragmatist tradition, C. Wright Mills expresses this idea in his discussion
of the cultural apparatus. He writg#very man interprets whatte observe$ as well as
much that he has not observed: but his terms of interpretation are not his own; he has not
personally formulated or even tested tlagivills 1967: 406). Dewefs effort to shift anka
ysis away from first principles, foundational cepts, or fixed truths establishes the need to
examine the use and adaptation of the medium.Rather than being subordinated to the purely
subjective or an independent reality, experience is a matter of the transaction of adiving b
ing within its environmentthe ways the objective world affects human action and is in turn
modified by it.

Instead of relying on first principles and reified causal forces such as wealth pr wea
ons, Deweyan analysis suggests that the basis of action be located through enmgirical a
intellectual scrutiny of cultural tools conditioning experience. The use of these cultural
tools or habits operates in the unfolding of trajectories within a medium. For Dewey, habits
@ assimilate objective ener gimesp(MMaldd5 eventuat e i
16). Habits for Dewey reflect prior activity, provide an ordering of elements for action, are
projective and dynamic, and are operative in making activity manifest (MW 14: 31).They
also give form to stages in a sequence of ordering aisitudorough craftsmanship.They
appear analogous to the operative character of the developmental patterns identified by Jean
Piagets concept of schema, the selfjanizing projections which a child uses to assimilate
the world and which undergo reorgariiza or accommodation in response to that world
(Piaget 1963). Tom Burke interestingly offers an innovative suggestion for a way af-analy
ing the operation of the cultural apparatus. He proposes that universal propositions, one of
Deweys logical modes, e¢abe used to analyze ideology or systems of ideas and how they
function in social life (Burke 2004). Applying this insight suggests that Désvegncept of
habit may be characterized in terms of his own conception of the types of logicalipropos
tions and e way they operate to fashion a cultural medium. Such a project may aid in cla
ifying links between operations and effects, even facilitating in formulating the way co
nections between conditions and consequences may Yyield desirable results.In ststrt, a fi
step in unpacking structures of praxis and power must be to examine the logical operations
or habits by which the subjentatter of an existing social medium prescribes and projects
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norms and ends and how these include or exclude, privilege or depavgarticular inte
ests comprising the conditions within which agents operate.

A second element follows from Dewyunderstanding of experience, analyzing the
ways agents respond to and endure their media. This locates agency within cultural toolkits
and appreciates its transactional dynamics, identifying initiative in deciding problems and
possible responses. By implication, this view rejects the dualism of agency and structure
central to current debates about power; instead, it offers the view énatishonly human
praxis and that action generates effects that are often reified and taken as structural forces in
their own right. Dewe§s emphasis on the insurgent and creative character of human action
means that experience involves projection via tsabio circumstances not fully known; it
is experimentation for the purpose of connecting with the future. As human actors undergo
a circumstance, they simultaneously attempt to control it.

Pragmatism further emphasizes the rebellious, projective amdt@dinature of human
experience, while rejecting simple and mechanical causal relations between independent
units. For Dewey, individuals anmdive creature§, never totally passive (LW 10:-25).

Their experience involveBsimultaneous doings and suffeg. As Dewey writes (1917:

8), iThe most patient patient is more than a receptor. He is also an-ageeactor, one
trying experiments, one concerned with undergoing in a way which may influence what is
still to happen. Dewey continues (MW 10: 9fOur undergoings are experiments inysar

ing the course of events; our active tryings are trials and tests of ouéséiges living a-
ganism, individuals strive to turn their circumstances into sustenance aiding theiolife pr
spects. Analyzing the way agsenuse things to operate within the dynamic and ieterd
pendent relations of specific situations, then, reveals the loci of initiative within the media
and the craftsmanship of agents in functioning to sustain complex systems of cydtural o
erations.

A third element in analyzing the distribution of power, the criterion of decision, i
volves the role of inference and judgment in transforming problems into consequences.
Dewey (MW 2: 296) proposes that reality is remade through the -dlogility-judgment
process which functions through experience in accordance with the test of consequences
and for the purpose dfreadjusting and expanding the means and ends of Tifeinking
projects possible consequences or solutions through the interpretation of events (MW 10
15-16). In so doing, thinking concludes with a conjecture which serves as the criterion d
termining conduct transforming a questionable situation.Judgment selects and applies a
standard or rule of operation that terminates a problematic situation atelscam existe
tial unity (Burke 1994: 109). Dewey writes lfow We ThinKLW 8: 215),fThe judgment
when formed is alecision[his emphasis]; it closes, or concludes, the question atdssue
Resolving problematic situations requires action transformitgctitee circumstances, the
application of inquirgs results in devising a more effective link between the difficulty and
the desired effects.

Significantly, acts of judgment producing transforming differences are both instrume
tal and consummatory. Theyeainstrumental because they facilitate the achievemerg-of d
sired ends through coordination and control of collective accomplishment. And they are
consummatory because power relations promote communicatf@magng in the objects
and acts precious toc@mmunity, a sharing whereby meanings are enhanced, deepened and
solidified in the sense of communid(LW 1: 159).

The connection between the instrumental, substantive, and consummatory values and
qualitative situations affects the way judgments opei&teen instrumentalfintelligence
is partial and specialized, because communication and participation are limited, sectarian,
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provincial, confined to class, party, professional go(lpV 1: 159). When bureaucratic
organization, the imperatives of techniagecessity, or the privileging of rational self
interest become uppermost, action is mechanical anéhsieligent. Absolutes or externally
divined duty also denies participation.

In short, the analytical elements of Devigyheory of praxis identify howhe distritu-
tion of social control varies, the way operations affect who decides what and how and so
constitute a medium controlling participation and effects. While the theory of praxis and
power frame a transactional description of activity, it alsoifatéls the analysis of patterns
of control in interactional and sedictional modes of praxis.Whatever the type of social
conjunction, examining how values shape its modes of operating illuminates the substantive
consequences of what gets done.

Consequenres For Conceptualizing Power

The transactional conception contrasts with interactional characterizations of power,
namely, fipower oved and fpower t®, that dominate the current literature.Agency and
structuralist formulations attribute the generation and exercise of power to the balance of
resources, consent, traditions, or institutions. Inffhees of powey debate, power resides
with agents who arequipped with various armaments giving them control of the agenda
and/or decisiormaking.Structuralists locate the control of interests and decisions ic- obje
tive institutional constraints and mechanisms. As Hay (2002: 185) sfiewer then is
about caitextshaping, about the capacity of actors to define the parameters of wbat is s
cially, politically and economically possible for oth@r§oucault locates power in a cultu
al entity he calls disciplinary knowledge, itself an expression of power. Itcalsvasts
with selfactional descriptions of difference making. Each of these identifies power as the
result of external imposition.

Deweyds transactional conception of praxis informs a view of power centering on the
ways agents compose and operate withiolving social media. Power arises from intelle
tual control of participation in conjoint association and it the distribution of control depends
on the purposes animating the flow linking agent and environment into modes of activity.
Dewey would agree ith Hannah Arends assertion in thdPower is never the property of
an individual; it belongs to a group and remains in existence only so long as the group
keeps togethér(Arendt 1969: 137), though he would emphasize that a group is itself a cr
ation ofthe valueladen and knowledgeable praxes of its members.This means that control
inheres in the values directing the flow of actions formingsth@al apparatus.

The transactional focus on recursive operations generating modes of semparaton
emphaizes the crucial role of the agency of human actors and their use of ideas and habits
to control conduct as they construct and reconstruct activities moving them through life. In
patterning interactions actors use ideas and habits as practical guidetdolgr cons-
quences, as the tools for constituting sociabperation.Changing the social expectations
agents use to hold themselves accountable for their behavior redefines the way things get
done. As understandings directing activity, ideas are tipergredispositions. The pract
cal effect is to establish the accountability that controls conduct in particular contexts. Fu
ther, because transactions are dynamic and contingent applications of operations to social
situations, power is created, variabdad tentative as agents conjointly engage in transa
tions arising from changing problems. Not fixed and given, variation in structure occurs as
agents respond to their situations, for example, the fading of a honeymoon phase of a newly
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elected US Presidé Thus, power is intrinsic to human conduct, since inquiry ang-jud
ment afford control of ways of acting on and with things and the differences.made

One consequence is that the praxis theory of power dismisses the concept of structure as
a thing or esance with causal force, challenging the structure versus agency debate so
prominent in the social science literature. The transactional view dispels the philosophical
realist notion that agents are mere bearers of the interests of institutions and #raligmw
in controlling institutional incentives as well as the critical realist contention that structure
is the medium and result of agency. The pragmatist views these notions of structure as e
amples of the interactional modéisliance on reifying anfixing analytic categories.

A second implication is that the centrality of experience to praxis means that individuals
have a degree of autonomy in affecting change. Action that is informed and deliberate is
intelligent, projecting desirable effects arftecking their results. This enables human b
ings to control the quality of their future experience (Thayer 1968: 200). As adaptive b
havior, the intelligent use of ideas through the scrutiny of consequences makes possible
more fruitful and desirable experice (LW 1: 17).Therefore, intelligence, inquiry, ane-id
as enable individuals to make a difference to themselves and to the contexts in which they
operate. About his pragmatism, Dewey writes that it brifigs i nt o pr omi nence the i
portance of the individa | e [for] ¢é It is he who us the carri
thor of action, and of its applicatioiiLW 1: 20). Human beings are participants and expe
imenters in organic processes, including a community of inquiry. According to Dewey (LW
1: 20),AThe individual mind is important because only the individual mind is the organ of
modifications in traditions and institutions, the vehicle of experimental créafalatie-
ly autonomy, then, stems from human praxis and thersfiéfction guiding partipation in
social processes responding to changing environments.

The autonomy afforded by praxis means further that questions of values and justice are
crucial. By turning conditions into consequences, ideas operationalize values; they-give e
pression to \wat is regarded as worthy. Action requires taking the responses of others into
account and having ofgeactions taken into account. Social transactions rely on and pr
duce socially regulated behavior. To make a moral judgment is to d&eideher what is
good in immediate experience has consequences for latter experience that warrant accepting
the immediate good as a true godRockefeller 1991: 407). Inquiry into the desirable or
undesirable influences the character or habits of the inquirer and reitpairagplication of
a standard of judgment that actualizes priorities (Kennedy 1978087

The pursuit of objectives through a social medium means that power, in addition, i
volves efficiency in operating. The organization of energy into social mediaases
working efficiency’. Dewey observesiNevertheless force is efficient socially not when
imposed upon a scene from without, but when it is an organization of the forces ie-the sc
ned (MW 10: 215). The more efficiently power operates the less externodédnt force will
be relied upon. Moreover, the more direct power is, the more it is open to public controve
sy. Since direct control operates in a more exposed arena, it incites further coercion in order
to suppress emerging conflict. Contrary to arpiitist worldview in which agents engage
in overt tests of strength and imposition, the efficient achievement of ends depends on o
ganizing the way individuals coordinate their own actions within the larger project-of co
lective accomplishment. And pragtisané interest in efficiency assumes that consequen

® The view that poweis productive and ubiquitous is also found in the work of Anthony Giddens 1984 and
Michel Foucault 1979.
This pragmatist view shares a concern for efficiency with Machiavelli and Foucault. See Clegg (1989: cha
ters 2, 7), Rabinow 1984, Rouse 1994.
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es regulate power rather than, as with Nietzsche and Foucault, power itself determining fact
and truth (Weberman 1995).

Finally, the transactional conception of praxis and power exemplifies a metleoiti-of
cal analysis for deconstructing power structures. It makes evident that ideologies rely on
political rhetoric or metaphor functioning to blind us to the ways their theoretical starting
points entail power and effects. This critical function is impdrta creative democracy,
based on challenges to and judgment about the use of power for common good and growth
(Hildred 2009: 794796, 799). More generally, pragmati@rempirical method provides a
tool for critically fiseeing the antecedently fixed assptions empowered to produce the
theoretical and empirical outcomes in modern research schools, providing a system for e
amining how their philosophical assumptions prefigure their models of powe&ixpei-
ence and NatureDewey recounts this critical agéital method, namely, the philosophical
fallacy, as a way of unmasking the effects of theoretical starting points (LW-41)1®8y
taking antecedent givens as foundations, Dewey argues, theorists prefigure how and what
they find.This metghilosophical dol calls for the identification of assumptions thag-pr
figure representations of nature and their effects and suggests that their illumination pr
vides for their control. Dewdy empirical method, in particular, asks how ribteory
frames the way actojsstify their activity, gain initiative, and are held accountable towhat
they value, that is, how philosophical givens prescribetheiredperception and interpr
tation. This idea, that what we see is attributable to our own ways of experiencing things
can be used to analyze models of power in political ideologies as well as theotical a
proaches (Wolfe 2011: 138). Further, as articulatedRé@onstruction in Philosophyt
chdlenges social theoéy preoccupation with debating and refining notionsudlits tools
of inquiry instead of solving concrete problems (Ratner 1939: 63). Even more, this critical
capacity to deconstruct power phenomena suggests a way of giving meaning to-the co
cepts of subjective and real interests by the exposure of modestrantlires of power
(Amit 2008). The pragmatist critique thus enables us to get beyond a political &eory
claims to represent reality and instead to examine how its initial conceptual catemeries i
ply consequences for the way relations of control otmbe exercised.

Conclusion

In rejecting the philosophical starting points underlying the empiricist agency, realist
dispositional or structuralist, and interpretist facilitative models of power, Deweygn pra
matism provides a theory of praxis that is dttdeory of power. This offers an indirect or
transactional view of the ways human praxis makes differences within and through a social
medium. A social medium, such as a class or game, carries power in its collectige cons
guences in shaping conditionsacting on agents. It also is a framework of control since
participants require understanding about how it operates ancosetbl in their application
of knowledge in order to bring the social medium into being. This view holds that the social
medium isthe primary mode through which differences are made. Yet, if indirect control
through the social medium breaks down, direct control through various types of relational
enforcement occurs. In other words, Deweyan pragmatism recognizes that power ialso ope
ates through inteactional modes, such as, force, unequal resources, public consent, law, a
generalized capacity, expertise, or a structural property of institutions. Further, different
forms or patterns within social media represent different distributbeentrol. These et
pend on the ways different social paradigms motivate and inform praxis, how different e
periences enable agents to use their range of options to take initiatives within these fram
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works, and what valuerientations control judgmentsh@& resulting variations in the type
and form of conduct, finally, provide a means for improving the quality of future events.
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Pragmatism and International Relations: A Story of Closure and Opkning

Abstract The discipline of International Relations [IR] is experiencing a pragmatist turn.
Here | will argue that this is a criticahoment to take stock and reflect on where it is
heading. First, in order to understand what pragmatism might bring to IR as a secial sc
ence today, it is important to examine the history of IR and explain why pragmatism a
pears not to have registered is ftast. Why have the contributions of Wiliam James and,
especially, John Dewey apparently disappeared from the early history of the field? Se
ondly, having examined what the problem was before, | go on to argue that the dpportun
ty that exists today for pgmatism to influence the field is constructed upon its critique of
empiricist epistemology, its scope for bridging plural methods, and the broadening of our
understanding of what international relations is, opening the range of possible ontological
claimswhich the discipline finds necessary at this time.

Introduction

CharlesPeircedid not write on international relations, but both William James and John
Dewey did. James was a member of the Amiperialist League; he criticised US foreign
policy in editorials and essays concerning Amdsdavolvements in the Philippines, esp
cially its war against Filipinos fighting for independence after the US acquired the-Phili
pines in 1898. James also wrote on the theme of redirecting energies for war thraugh alte
native, peaceful channels. The idea is first broachetha Varieties of Religus Exper
enceand then developed in his ess&yhe Moral Equivalent of Waf. Dewey was even
more prolific on international relations: his writings include reflections on topics such as
coercion and the use of force, war and democracy, the role of éariarthe world, Amer
can entry into the League of Nations, the outlawry of war, and the World Court (see
Cochran 2010).

Yet, neither James nor Dewey features as a significant figure in accounts of the evol
tion of the academic discipline of InternatioriRélations (IR). This absence is especially
remarkable in Dewdy case, in view of the sheer extent of his writing on the subject; the
fact that it appeared in widehgad journals such d8$e New RepubliandForeign Affairs
and his stature as a majoria intellectual during the formative period when the academic
study of IR was being institutionalisedh&@ experience of World War I, and the hope of
avoiding another war like it, generated an interest in the systematic study of war and peace

*Visiting  Fellow, Institute for Ethics, Law and Armed Conflict, University of Oxford
[molly.cochran@inta.gatech.edul]

Y1 would like to acknowledge the assistance, editorial and custodial, of the Keenes: Eddie aAdwsy in
Gillian and David. Thank you.

2John McDermott writes in t BseaysiinnReligiondaniotalityathat ftheo Wi | | i am J a me
ideas put f or waverdtakemup ih thendnied States snstwaoyoccasions. First, during the-depre
sion of the 1930s the Civilian Consereait Corps was modeled after James's plan. (In fact, under the leadership of
a philosopher, Eugene Rosenstotikessy, one such camp in New Hampshire was called Camp William James.)
A second affirmation of James's viewpoint occurred with the founding d?ehee Corps during the presidential
administration of John F. Kennedy. The Peace Corps was structured as an alternative to conscriptiom-and the i
fluence of James's essay was cited on behalf of that bold politicabifiaees 1982: xxvi).
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as a dedided academic discipline: the first Chair in the subject, the Woodrow Wilson
Chair of International Politics at the University of Wales at Aberystwyth, was established in
1919. The zenith of American Pragmatism thus overlapped with the development of IR as
a social science. But a survey of histories of the discipline reveals no reference to the ph
losophy of Pragmatism, despite an early connection in the field with political theory and
classical thought about international politics stretching back to ThigstThrough all of

these histories | have found just one mention of a Pragmatist, and that is a relatively brief
nod to Dewey as an influence on others (Schmidt, 1998: 99).

I am careful to write that there is no mention of the philosophy of Pragméatésrause
@ragmatism (with a small®9 is a word that appears regularly in studies of international
relations, most typically when being distinguished from the application of moral principle
in world affairs. Indeed, it is widely argued that, in a wasfddiverse states, each with its
own interests and often competing with one another to survive, it ihéodly to act in line
with what moral principle demands rather than what prudence dictates. We are told that the
statesman shapes policy in line witle national interest, knows the facts of existing cond
tions, and pays special attention to power and its alignments. This understanding, attributed
to the school ofrealisndin IR, attaches moral value only to responsible action thaf-pra
matically adap policy to circumstances. | will argue later that the potential value gf Pra
matism to normative theorizing in IR is something different from this position; but it should
be acknowledged that, like realists, Pragmatists would be loathe to apply molatezbn
matters of international relations; attention must be given to the particular context of a
problematic situation.

So where are the Pragmatists in [Rife application of American Pragmatlr%m the
social science ofR has suffered in two key resgts, which stem from a central concept
and surrounding discourse that runs through the history of the discipline: the anaizhy pro
lematique. The fact that international politics, unlike domestic politics, lacks an overarching
central authority is a majarganizing element of scholarship within the field. In one of its
most stark formulations, anarchy is taken to imply that there is little scope for political ph
losophy or theory in the international realm, since, as Martin Wight famously wrote, those
areforms of inquiryfiappropriatetoma® contr ol of his social | i feét he
life. International theory is a theory of survigdll966: 33). The thinking goes that neither
American pragmatism, nor any other set of philosophical ideas, canphestease in this
field of material forces. This is the first problem for pragmatism in IR, and it is an oitolog
cal one: if the fact of anarchy structures all that goes on in world affairs, then what scope is
left for Deweys key concerns of theorizing aige and improving societal and inter
societal conditions?

The second difficulty is related to the fact of anarchy as a habit of thinking in the disc
pline, but is epistemological rather than ontological. What do we know, and can we know,
about internatiorlarelations? The discipline experienced a behavioral revolution at a time

® David Daviesthe founder of The Woodrow Wilson Chair, was motivated in this way and the Chain-was i
tended in part as a memorial to students of the university who died in the Great War. See Porter (1989).
* Histories of the discipline surveyed include: Asworth (1983nks (1984); Boucher (1998); Fox (1968);
Hinsley (1963); Hinsley (1963); Kaplan (1961); Keene (2005); Knutsen (1992); Long and Wilson (1995); Olsen
(1972); Olson and Groom (1991); Osiander (1998); Schmidt (1998); Williams (1991). | have excluded §rom thi
survey scholarship in the field of diplomatic history, which is of course related to, but has always been something
apart from IR, given the social scientific aspirations of the latter. Worthy of note within this genre is Crabb (1989),
American Diplomacynd the Pragmatic Traditian
*After making clear the use of pragmati sm, smal | 6po, in ||
now revert to writing of the philosophical tradition in the more typical way, without a capdal
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when the anarchy problematique was being felt acutely: particularly in America, the advent
of the atomic age and the context of the Cold War made the developmentiehaeof
international politics an urgent requirement. Stanley Hoffmann has described IR as an
Americardsocial science defined by its positivist proclivities and its will to make the study
of international politics a policgcience a howtodguide for wielding Ameican power in

its postWorld War 11, global role. Thus, despite the existence of a rich, philosophically
inspired historical tradition of international political thought (see Brown, Nardin and-Ren
ger 2002), IR has not maintained a strong connection valitigal theory or philosophy
since its turn to positivism, but has oriented itself towards a presentist vision of-policy
relevant science.

However, the bedrock of positivism that has dominated the discipline since the latter
half of the 1950s has expemized fissures of late. Confidence in the positivist schools that
came to dominate the field since the 197®gorealis and deoliberalisng was funa-
mentally shaken by the failure of scholars to anticipate the events of 1989 that ended the
Cold War anded to the breakip of the Soviet Unioh What, then, of prediction and o
trol? An opening for interpretive approaches was created, and while many of these adopted
a form officonstructivisnd that aimed largely to fill explanatory gaps with ideational eaus
- a kind of IR positivism 2.0 deeper challenges to positivism emerged. In 1989, Yosef
Lapid declared the advent of a pgsisitivist era. New approaches challenged both the a
archy problematique and the aims of prediction and control that had bdenanter of
the discipline for so long. The 1990s brought developments in normative IR theery, a r
vival of the classical approach of the English School, feminist IR theory, and histoacal m
terialism and IR. It is in this milieu of a new pgxisitivist phase of thinking in IR that
pragmatism has found a point of entry. When Steve Smith wrote the introductiterto
national Theory: Positivism and Beyomd 1996, he posed the questidiif, we wish to
open epistemological space for alternatives to agrnational relations based on enpir
cism, what other epistemologies are availalflE996: 223). His answer was that the-o
tions were two: either a discredited rationalism or pragmatism. However, in his survey of
the emerging pogtositivist approaches tiR at the time, there was little pragmatism in
sight.

Today is a different storydérg Friedrichs and Fredrick Kratochwil recently set out a
program to introduce an alternative methodological approach in IR based on American
pragmatism that could@reconcie scientific inquiry with the requirements of practicare
soro (2009: 703). Special issues on the topic of pragmatism and IR have been published in
Millennium: Journal of Internationabtudies, theJournal of International Relations and
Developmentandthe International Studies Revieim 2002, 2007 and 2009 respectively.
Here | will argue that this is a critical moment to take stock of these developments; and r
flect on where they are heading. First, in order to understand what pragmatism might bring
to IR as a social science today, it is important to examine its history and explain why pra
matism appears not to have registered in its past. Why, as | noted above, have the contrib
tions of James and, especially, Dewey apparently disappeared from thhigany of the
field? Secondly, having examined what the problem was before, | go on to argue that the
opportunity that exists today for pragmatism to influence the field is constructed upon its
critique of empiricist epistemology, its aositivist cre@ntials so to speak; its scope for
bridging plural methods; and the broadening of our understanding of what internagional r

® This point ismade by Peter Katzenstein in the introduction to his voldre,Culture of National Security:
Norms and Identity in World Politiqd996).
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lations is, opening the range of possible ontological claims which the discipline fiads ne
essary at this time.

A Historical Puzzle: Where are the Pragmatists?

Lucian Ashworth writes that the discipline of fis a twentieth century product ofegar
dominantly liberal Enlightenment conceor(4999: 1). This raises a puzzle: why does John
Dewey, an important figure writing on themassliberal internationalism in his day, na-r
ally feature? Ashworth is clear that his account is a revisionist account, challenging-the le
acy of Thucydides, Machiavelli and Hobbes in the field. However, his point is that their
writings are not examplesf IR scholarship. Instead, these writers are primarily interested
in the domestic polity and remark on the international as a side note to the extent that an e
ternal dimension intercedes upon thought about the domestic. Aslisvolidim is that B-
lighterment thinkers Hegel being an important exceptiorinked an international project
of perpetual peace to their plans for the domestic polity. Enlightenment themes of progress,
political emancipation and the development of human freedom were transpdsetheon
international.

Some argue that IR grew into a discipline from thinking of this kind represented in a
tion and popular journalism. W.T.R. Fox (1967: 2) attributed interest in the study ofintern
tional relations to the nineteenth century peace mewesn of which James was a member,
and wrote that this generated an interest in arbitration and international law as a vehicle for
eliminating war, an activism that Dewey took an important position in when he became a
leading proponent of Salmon O. Levimée Outlawry of War movement after WWDewey
wrote on many themes important to liberal internationalists, such contributions making up
almost half of two volumes dfharacters and Events: Popular Essays in Social andiPolit
cal Philosophyin which Joseph &ner collected Dewéy political journalism in 1929.

What unifies these writings is an underlying concern that the moral inclusion of individuals
be made effective in the relations between states, that a new diplomacy should arise out of
the destruction oWWI that would give recognition to the humanity of each individual and
assist in the development of human capacities, making manifest the idea of democracy in
international affairs. Kant and Dewey got there in different ways, but €lddah the early

20" century IR scholars Ashworth discus$emanted to see moral value attributed toiind
viduals in the sphere of international politics.

And yet, if one searches not only histories of the discipline, but the books and articles
written by early contributarto IR, it is clear that Dewey was not regarded by thetraes
of ush He does receive mention as an important figure lending his name and stature to the
cause of liberal internationalism, but he was not seen as a scholar of international relations
assuch. Why? It is striking that the language Ashworth uses when he writes about early IR
scholars, such as Alfred Zimmern, H.N. Brailsford, Norman Angell and David Mitrany, is
that they made international relations the primary focus of their work (1998t 4pme
level this must be right and relevant to our puzzle here. International relations was not the
primary focus of Dewed work. Dewey was a philosopher whose intellectual interests drew
him not only to politics and international relations, but psymip education, religion, art
and aesthetics. Given the breadth of his interests at a time of the narrowing and professio
alization of academic pursuits, it would have been rather remarkable for him to have made a
impact on the new discipline of IR in atldn to the other disciplines he is known to have
influenced: psychology and education studies especially.
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However, thedvhobgenerating IR theory in the early 20th century was reasonably fluid
in the sense that it was not being created by academicg sittiR departments or by @&c
demics alone. As David Long writes, IR wides fledgling social science in 1919; as such,
there were few international theorists in the disciplinary sgresed not even in the 1920s
or 1930s do we see the field professionajZ&@ here was therefore a space for writers and
publicists not located in an academic setiifigong 1995: 303). So, if international zel
tions theory was being created by academics who focused on IR, but did so frotn depar
ments of history, law, and lateolitics and economics, and by nranademic writer$ e.g.
a journalist like Walter Lippmani why not Dewey as an academic philosopher who wrote
about the nature of the international, and not just on external aspects as they related to a
theory of the st&? What is so striking in relation to this question is that themes one finds in
Deweyss writings match up with those Long identifies in the sagademic IR he surveys.
Among the academics writing n@tademic IR he includes Laskparticularly interestig
given what follows below or those outside academe like J.A. Hobson, who were often
writing on topics that preoccupied Dewey too: interdependence, the democratic control of
international relations, nestate actors, and thinking about functionalismhe tontext of
the international realm (Long 1995: 309; Cochran 2010). The volume and quality of his
writing on these themes do not appear to have been sufficient to have made an indelible
mark on the field. It remains a puzzle that will be raised, butanstwered in this article.
Nevertheless, Dewey had an indirect impact upon International Relations, and one that |
will argue grows more important for the trajectory of IR as a discipline into its future.

Dewey and the Theory of State Literature in thelrstory of IR

I mentioned above that the sole, brief, tantalizing, reference to Dewey appears in Brian
Schmidés study,The Political Discourse of Anarchyhere he draws our attention to work
in the early days of Political Science on the theory of the state, and claims that its discussion
was important not only to the development of Political Science, but IR as well.Schmidt
traces the prdistory of IR tothe early 1880s, when the first school of political science
opened at Columbia College. Early on, an influential paradigm emerged that anchored the
discourse of political science in the theory of the state, mimicking the Ge3taatslehre
(1998: 54). Astie theory of the state developed in the lat8 déntury, it became the ne
text in which both political science and the study of international relations took shape. A
cording to Schmidtfitlhe ontology of international relations, the characteintérnational
law, the possibility of a world state, the extent to which there was international organization
and cooperation among states were all determined with respect to the theory of the state
(1998: 76). Its influence was substantial in founding discipline and Dewey made auer
cial intervention on the topic in 1874 in a commentary on the theory of the stats-as di
cussed by John Austin. According to Schmidt, Deiweyiews were picked up andk-e
pounded upon by an important scholar for the new diseipHarold Laski.

In this prehistory, an early orthodoxy emerged in the form of the juridical theory of the
state, the conception of which owed much to Hobbes, Bodin and Austin. Schmidt notes that
W.W. Willoughbyés treatment of the juridical state wamuhdational to the discourse that
developed in the 1900s, and the idea of international relations that he developed borrows
from Austin (1998: 88). Austirts belief that natural law can command no force with-ind
viduals in a state of nature was transpdsgdVilloughby onto international relations when
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he argued that like a person, the state has a will of its own diealy suprem&’ with

natural law having no more command over it than over individuals in a state of nature. This
opened the discoursd anarch%/ that would, as Schmidt argues, feature throughoutethe d
velopment of IR as a disciplineln this formal, juridical notion of the state formulated by
Willoughby and others in the early 2@entury, the core principle of the state was sove
eignty, and sovereignty was if§egitimating willo®. It is Schmidés contention that juristic
conceptions of the state came to be challenged in ways that were deeply influenced by the
philosophy of pragmatism (1998: 99). In his ess@wistinG Theory of Sovergntyo,
Dewey wrote that in Austifithere is a confusion of sovereignty with the organs of its-exe
cise, and that this confusion has for its result a radical error concerning the mode in which
sovereignty is exercisedl an error which, so far as acted up@nlikely to result in harm

(EW4: 73). Why? Dewey argued that:

in every existing civilized state governmental power is in the hands of a certain body of
persons, capable of more or less accurate assignment and thugsAemtiception seems

to agree faly with facts. But that there are suchdeterminate governments, is a matter |

ing quite outside the range of Ausntheory; they exist precisely because large social
forces, working through extensive periods of time, have fixed upon these governments as
organs of expression. It is these forces, gradually crystallizing, which have determined
governments and given them all the specific (determinate) character which theysiow po
sess. Take away the forces which are behind governineviich have made them what

they are, and the existence and character of these governments is an accident, likely to be
changed at any moment. Admit these forces, and, since they determine the government,
theyare sovereign (EW4: 8t)

According to Schmidt, Dewdy argumentesonated with Harold Laski and influenced
Laskiés important pluralist critique of the juridical theory of the state that gained comsider
ble momentum in the 1920s. Schmidt does not provide textual evidence for the claim, ho
ever, Laski certainly read Deweand referred to Dew@y essay on Austin in his bookhe
Foundations of Sovereignty and Other Essgh@21). Laski was working at thidew Re-
publicwhen Dewey was one of its regular contributors.

The emerging pluralist position, as Ellen Deborah Elligrabterized it in 1920, was to
denyfithe essential unity and absoluteness of the state and sovei€ighgwey made his
own contribution in 1920 when he asked whether the state

is not just an instrumentality for promoting andprotecting other and moueteoy forms
of association, rather than a supreme end in itself.
velop in number andimportance, the state tends to become more and more a regulator and

" Willoughby as quoted in Schmidt, 1998: 88.

8 Schmidt writes the idea that the study of IR consists principéliissues arising from the existence of-so
ereign states in the absence of a higher central authgiitgs the discipline itédistinct discursive identity
(1998: 41).

® Willoughby as quoted in Schmidt, 1998 88.

9 Dewey reflects again on the theory of the state, invoking Austin in his 1888 &EkayEthics of Deme
racydo (EW 1: 227249). In making his argument for an organic conception of society in vibatiety exists for
and by individuals, Dewey writesfitlhe English theory, as presented by Hobbes and worked out by Austin, vi
tually makes it [sovereignty] consist in irresponsible power (EW 1: 236). Interestingly, in this same essay, Dewey
al so remarks on J. C. Bl unt s c hlschli a s cootribgtar moithe mheoretical d S c h mi dt re
discourse of the state that influenced IR. Clearly, Dewey was a participant in this scholarly debate within political
science in a way he did not seem to be as IR got underway post WWI.

" Ellis as quoted in Schmid1998: 164.
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adjuster among them; defining the limits of their actions, preveatingsettling conflicts
(MW 12:196).

Dewey likened the state to the conductor of an orchestra, sayifigt#te remains hig
ly importan® but its importance consists more and more in its power to foster and-coord
nate the activities of voluntary groupsg Those groupings, which promote a diversity of
goods, are theireal social unit§ not states for Dewey. Thus, Dewey claims that
fip]luralism is well ordained in present political practice and demands a modification of
hierarchical and monistic thearyMW 12: 196). It is also important to note here thatbe
ey did not fail to comment on pluralism in relation to the international sphere, writing that:
1) thefiabnormally supreme positidrihat states assume in war has led tofihereased
demoralization of the institution of war; and 2) that voluntary associatifiths not con-
cide with political boundari€s but are transnational. In general, there has bégnoavthd
of the international, of which these unbounded voluntary associations are a parthd hus,
concludes thafiinternationalism is not an aspiration but a fact, not a sentimental ideal but a
forced which compromises the traditional dogma of exclusive national sovereignty.lt is the
vogue of this doctrine, or dogma, that presents the strongesérbtr the effective
formation of an international miedMw 12: 1972

Laski similarly believed that the facts just didmatch up with what was being claimed
in the juridical theory of the state. His aim was to reconstruct political theory such that i
reflectedfinstitutions more fitted to the needs we conftptihat is, a pluralistic state that
substitutesicoordination for a hierarchical structoraski 1921: vii). Like Dewey, Laski
argues that human association manifests itself in many waybeddiedes these voluntary
associations to be important, possessing a kind of sovereignty in themselves which runs
counter to the moni& assertion that the sovereignty of the state is indivisible or @amnip
tent. However, as Schmidt points out, L&skempiical assertion is followed by a noam
tive one, and we find the same in Dewey too: the claim that the sovereign state is not an end
in itself, deserving of the moral rights conferred on it by a now compromised juridical the
ry of the state. As Laski writeSadvocates of pluralism are convinced that this is bdth a
ministratively incomplete and ethically inadequé]t%FinaIIy, there are international impl
cations of the pluralist critique for Laski as well. The juridical theory of the state was ge
ting in theway of thinking about the international realm properly, and that itiwak/ by
the abrogation of the idea of sovereignty in international affairs that is there anyaeal pr
spect of the working of international ideas being placed upon a basis at ooess$uicand
sound (Laski 1927: 290).

IR was starting to come into its own at this point, amounting to more than side cemme
tary on the external features of sovereignty as it pertained to a political theory of the state.
And Dewey played, at the very leaan indirect part in this transformation, shaping the
pluralism that directed the study of IR towards ways of thinking about the facts ofaintern
tional interdependence, and about how to manage it better than the juridical sovereign state
concept had madeossible. Along with the pluralism that impacted and influenced interwar
IR came a will to mitigate the effects of anarchy and reform international relations, placing
the study of international organization at the center of what IR does. And it is imtporta

The use of the term, 6internati on &manopatoddthdny Dewey
ternational Spiriy, LW 3: 349) demonstrates his emersion in the scholarship of the liberal internationalists who
were building IR, sincéhe concept features in important works by two early notables in IR, Alfred Zimmern and
Nicholas Murray Butler (also the President of Columbia University who hired Dewey and brought him to New
York in February of 1905).

3as quoted in Schmidt, 1998: 165.
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underscore now, because of the direction the study of IR took after WWII, and the tar of
fiutopianisnd that E.H. Caris bookThe Twenty Yeai<risis: 19191939brushed over the
work of liberal internationalists, that it did so not out of wishful, idealistic thinking, but out
of keen attention to reality: their world was strikingly global and a new interstate aganiz
tion for managing the growth of internatioriatces that were reaching beyond the control

of sovereign states The League of Nations had emerged. These phenomena required
careful, dedicated study Dewey agreed. Rebuilding after WWI required an acknow
edgement that the Westphalian model of statei®ignty was an anachronism; that a new
diplomacy was needed to coordinate cooperation in directing the forces of interdependence
so as to improve the life chances of all, rather than the interests of states narrowlytinterpre
ed; and that traAsoundaryvoluntary associations should unite as international publics to
assist in shaping a more inclusive world politics, not leaving it to states alone (Cochran
2010).

The scholarly concerns of Dewey and the liberal internationalists were bracketed in the
discipline for a good fifty or more years. The naiveté associated with liberal interrdationa
ism has been so great as to hide from view the connection of their pluralism with forms of
pluralist critique that were to follow later in the discipline that shone lighcooperation
and actors other than states in world affairs, e.g. transnationalism, functionalismpand co
plex interdependence (Schmidt 1998: 237). Additionally, their marginalization would not
only narrow what was seen in the world as worthy of engdiiitvestigation, but it would
put a brake on normative inquiry almost altogether. Remember, the challenge of pluralism
was an empirical as well as a normative challenge to the prevailing theory of the state. After
WWII, the anarchy problematique submerdled interest that pluralists such as Dewey and
Laski had demonstrated in questions of justice and the moral inclusion of individuals in
world politics. It would not be until the rekindling of normative theory in IR in the late
1980s and early 1990s thapassage such as La&kivould resonate again:

[p]olitically, in its judgment of what it is entitled to do, a state considers not the interest of
humanity as a whole, not the obvious precepts of judgment and right, but the basest co
siderations of expedncy, as it chooses to interpret them. A state becomes, in short, the
judge of its own cause, and it is elementary that that is a denial of justice. (Laski 1927:
290).

As we shall now see, that would be an important opening for Dewey too, in which he
would feature not only in the normative IR literature, but irf' 2&ntury calls for re
examining methodologies in IR.

Emerging from a Deep Winter: Pragmatism and Contemporary IR

The IR discipline may have grown out of liberal Enlightenment concerns, buteach
cerns experienced a deep winter. As | indicated in the introduction, this was not only due to
the ontological implications of the anarchy problematique. The winter was made harsher by
methodological preoccupations of molding IR into a proper sciencechBlarship during

% Indeed, Carr is credited with framing the first great debate in IR between idealism and realism, the effects
of which have been so lasting that articles and books are still being written today challenging its thesis that the
idealists or utopians as theliberal internationalists were label&dwere out of touch with the realities of world
politics. Schmi dt 6s attent i on-histayoplR doesdhle disciplineghedreat t s si gni fi ca
favor of reminding it that the liberal internatialists built their contribution to the discipline challenging what was
perceived to be reality then. In addition to Schmidt, see Wilson 1998 and Osiander 1998.
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the interwar years was not without aims to science, but these aims were not as yet backed
by the fulkblown positivism that was to develop after IR experienced its behavioralrevol
tion in the mid1950s.

The influence of pragmatism hilosophy had long since waned as well, overtaken by
analytical philosophy. However, before the aim of replacidgographic statements with
empirical generalisatioagWilson 1998: 10) won the day, realist scholars such as Reinhold
Neibuhr and Hans Mosmthau who formulated their thought more traditionally in terms of
organizing ideas and concepts, did engage with pragmatism, and @eptélpsophy in
particular (Bauer and Brigi 2009: 165). This engagement does not register in the discipline
either, everthough realisrés own brand of traditionalism held sway for some time beyond
the mid1950s in the work of not just Morgenthau and Neibuhr, but Henry Kissinger,
George Kennan, Raymond Aron, John Herz, and Martin WigBtience was not their
plea, but rathethe need to shift the focus of IR onto power and politics, over cooperation
and international law and organization. Attention was thrown back onto sovereign states
and their rational will as unitary actors to seek power and calculate interest in terms of
power. The Hobbegustinian theory of the state that Dewey had criticised was back with a
vengeance.

Positivism settled upon the discipline in waves that grew more forceful over time. Pos
tivism in IR is unified by four basic propositions: 1) belief ie timity of science; 2) ¢o-
mitment to a strict fact/value separation; 3) belief in the existence of regularities i+ the s
cial as well as the natural world that licenses deductoraological and inductive
statistical forms of covering law explanation; atjdempirical validation, falsification,ds
ing viewed as proper inquiry (Smith 1996: 16). Positivism hit IR as behaviorism in the way
it did across the social sciences in the 2@ century. The behavioralists looked for rete
nal laws of international pdics left uninvestigated within the classical foundations of rea
ism. The avowedscientist§began to take a grip on the IR discipline beginning in the late
1950s. Morton Kaplais book,System and Process in International Polit{d®57) is an
exemplar and demonstratés firm commitment to the noncircular objectivity of sciedice
(Kaplan 2000: 696). However, at the same time, a traditional realism of the kind found in
the English School, registered a challenge: Hedley@Baulitique of the American science
of IR from the vantage point of his particufaassical approaéh(Bull 1966). More the-
retical challenges were to follow, what Michael Banks lalfiptsstbehavioralism in IR,
exemplified by John Burtds cobweb model of inteational relations as opposed to the
classic billiard ball model of realism that was carried forward by the sci¢htiStsese
challenges of the late 60s were followed by the rise of theories of transnationalism and i
terdependence that were a reactionht® weakness of states in the face of challenges like
the oil crisis of the early 1970s.

15| have found one other reference to pragmatism from this period in a 1955 review article on methodology
for political science which argues in a sectionfidbhe Problem of Knowledgethat a grounding in the philosop
ic aspects of method (rationalism, enpam, positivism, logical positivism) is important. It refers readers to
Dewey and -Buwhoredbeokkdawingand the Knowo| ar gely because of Bentleyods ear |
processes of government being of interest to political scientist), bes tegders to dig deeper and look at almost
anything within pragmatism to gain a background in what been so influential in the philosophy of science and
social scieno@(Driscoll and Hyneman, 1955: 14). In America at this time and still today, IRsibfeld taught
within political science departments at most universities.

16 John Burton, an Australian diplomat who became alUks ed academi ¢, devpl oped a O6world
proach that was inspired by behavioralism, but he employed it for purposesrdittean those found in the US.
Where behavioralism served to provide a more scientific basi

behavioralism to challenge the statntric assumptions of realists, including those of the English schioey
also employed it differently in the sense that they were less zealous in regard to quantification (Banks 1984).
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The next significant positivist wave hit détentegave way to a second Cold War, and
realism resurged in the form of a structural explanation for the logic of pgmoliics, pio-
vided by Kenneth Waltz in his bookheory of International Politic§1979). Walt#s stric-
tural realism, or neorealism as work of this genre also came to be known, represented the
high tide of positivism that took hold of the discipline fopegximately ten years. While
the neoliberal critique continued to flourish, growing out of work on transnationalism,
complex interdependence and later regime theory, it was only a mild ontological tweaking
of the anarchy problematique; it held that stagssained the most significant actors and
that power and politics should continue to be the focus of attention in IR, but stressed that a
realm of cooperation in the rules, norms, principles and institutions of international politics
existed. But, while iechoed the earlier liberal belief in the possibility of internatiomal o
ganization,finecliberalisnd did not share their normative concerns, and it cannot he co
strued as an epistemological challenge to neorealism. Indeed, neoliberal critics applauded
strudural realism for having put the discipline as a whole on a secure scientific footing,
which is a powerful reason why this contemporary expression of pluralism was so out of
touch with the interwar pluralists, and did not acknowledge its connection te litea
those of Dewey.

This degree of epistemological dominance, such that even the challengers of the leading
paradigm accepted its epistemological and methodological priorities with only a sntall qua
ification of what was to be the subject matter of €] to two reactions. First, some got
busy generating the empirical data, either to substantiate the generalizable, structural theory
of international competition set in motion by Waltz, or to round out that theory, examining
how structural competition witn anarchy impacted cooperation demonstrated in the sy
tem. Second, some desperately sought ways of thinking outside of the prevailingrand po
erful status quo, often by getting back to political theory and philosophy. Thus, gragm
tismés first significantpoint of entry into contemporary IR was through Réstgritique of
the correspondence theory of trutbhich was used in attempts to carve out a positen b
yond positivism in IR (Smith 1996, Cochran 1996, and Puchala 1995)p&sitivism has
since gaind a foothold, and new methodological avenues are being explored, as are the
subjects fit for examination within the discipline. It is in this context that pragmatism is
gaining significance for contemporary IR.

Themes of Pragmatism in Contemporary IR

fiReaders of the contemporary literature in international relations [IR] increasingly find
calls for a pragmatic reorientation in theorizing the figldratochwil 2011: 200). Where a
survey of the early period of IR yields little mention of American pragmatsuch a su
vey today produces rather different results. The majority of interventions on pragmatic
themes, and the ones that resonate most in the discipline today, are those that aim to shed
new light on the epistemological and methodological debategich IR has been caught
up since the 1970s. For example, Friedrich and Kratochwil write that they do not turn to
pragmatism to be freed of such considerations; in the faceteffiture to secure foumd
tions of knowledge, to safanything goedis notan option. Instead, they use pragmatism
fias an instrument to go about research with an appropriate degree of epistemological and
methodological awarenas§2009: 707). What they value in pragmatism is its recognition
that knowledge generation is a soc@ifcursive activity, and that the aim of pragmatist i
quiry is to produceausefulknowledge. In particular, they believe abduction figaod bed
as a Pragmatist research methodology for IR, not the only possible one, but the one they
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choose to develop. Wd they are not alone. Others invoke Peirce and abductionas a r
search methodology with benefits for IR (RytovaApunen: 2009; Finnemore 2003: 13,
Ruggie 1998a: 94), however, Friedrichs, Kratochwil and Rytov@iptinen are the first to
have provided ahbrough engagement with what abduction represents methodologically;
that is, the pragmatist philosophy that animat¥s it

Sil and Katzenstein are also of the view that the paradigmatic debates of IR could do
with pragmatic interrogation. They advocate geming out, a breaking of the constraints
placed on social scientific inquiry in IR lparadigm boundlscholarship, and propose that
fianalytic eclecticism, inspired by pragmatism, could prove to be fruitful in this respect.
They describe a&clectic

any approach that seeks to extricate, translate, and selectively integrate analytic elements
T concepts, logics, mechanisms, and interpretationstheories or narrative that have

been developed within separate paradigms but that address related @ispebstantive
problems that have both scholarly and practical significance (Sil and Katzenstein 2010:
10).

Analytic eclecticism draws on pragmatism in three ways. First, it finds the success of a
knowledge claim is in its practical consequences: whgtiseDewey writes, it helps sdho
ars and citizens integratknowingdandfidoingd Secondly, it takes from Rorty the idea that
fithere are no constraints on inquiry save conversationaboses prioritizes inclusive di
logue with all who could béterlocutors. And thirdly, it draws on Me@&dsymbolic inte-
actionism for its pragmatist understanding of agency, structure and identity (Sil 2009: 561).
Sil and Katzenstein acknowledge that their appropriations may seem crude to those who
know the philosphy of pragmatism well, but that the dialogue needs to get started, and
once it has, what remains awkward in its appropriations from pragmatism and theiaimplic
tions for IR can be worked out along the way (2010*%7)

A survey of pragmatist influences the contemporary IR field yields much more b
sides. There are claims to pragmafisienefit, and in some cases fagmatisni (Ra-
tyGs), for the discipline in the following: bridgauilding, synthesis and dialogue creation
across IR paradigms (Sil anthtzenstein 2010, Hellmann 2003, Checkel 2005, Cochran
2000); in theory cumulation or progress (Isacoff 2005, Chernoff 2004); as an alternative
idea of what it means to be a social science (Jackson 2011 and 2010; Cochran 2002b); as a
praxisbased philosdpy (Friedrich and Kratochwil 2009; Owen 2002 Bohman 2002); as a
multiperspectival theory (Bohman 2002); for its invocation of language, metaphor, rhetoric
(Sil and Katzenstein 2010; Kornprobst 2009 Cochran 2001b); on ontology (Kurki 2008); on
debates aboudtatepersonhood (Franke and Roos 2010); and for thinking about #eund
tions for judgment, ethical or otherwise, in areas such as foreign policy making (Aalto
2011; Cochran 2001a), universal human rights (Wheeler and Dunne 1998; Brown 1997),
intervention Bellamy 2002; Wheeler 1997), migrants (Parker and Brassatt 2005); on
boundaries (Festenstein 2002); public spheres, global and regional governance (Bray 2010;

Ypeirceis also invoked in another context by Fred Chernoff (2004), who drawsRgim® s accdunt of sc
entific progress to demonstrdteh at t he | i terature on the democratic peace t hect
found in the natural sciences.
In Sil and Katzenstein (2010: 4&), the authors offer four broad pragmatist ideas about social inquiry that
have influenced their work-he first principle is by and large the same as above. The second, principle is the third
in the 2010 version. Mead and symbolic interactionism remain, but another pragmatist principle is added: that
knowledge must adapt to novel experiences and chaogmgnstances.
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Wood 2011; Cochran 2010, 2008, 2002a; Bohman 2005; Brunkhorst 2002; Albert and
Kopp-Malek 2002).

To what do we owe this rich state of affairs? Pragmatism experienced a revival begi
ning in the 1980s in the form of the npragmatisms of Richard Bernstein, Richard Rorty,
and Hilary Putnam. Ror€g antirepresentational epistemology and idea of cultariéiue
was an important source of @Rreengagement with pragmatism just at the time it was
looking for sources of philosophical inspiration, and it stimulated curiosity in the work of
the classical pragmatists, especially Dewey, the writer to whorty Bave the most credit
for influencing his approach to philosophy. This is significant, but so too is the constructi
ist turn in IR that is often credited for the blossoming of pragmatism in the field
(Kratochwil 2011; Widmaier 2004).

Constructivism bro& through to become thithird partyd in what looked to be only a
two-party, positivist system of IR scholarship; a breakthrough confirmed by the inclusion of
constructivist thinkers in the SCanniversary issue dhternational Organizatioron the
topic of &Exploration and Contestation in the Study of World Politig&nnemore and &
kink 1998). According to Alexander Wendt, a key constructivist innovator, there are two
basic insights behind the constructivist challenge tditlee-nea orthodoxy: first,fithat the
structures of human association are determined primarily by shared ideas rather &an mat
rial force®; and secondlyfthat the identities and interests of purposive actors ame co
structed by these shared ideas rather than given by 0419@9: 1). Thus, the causalyo
ers attributed to the structure of the international system are not given, as assumed by neo
realists and nebberals, but instead, are shaped by the way anarchy is constructed in the
social practices that exist betweentetathe way anarchy constrains is down to how-ana
chy is construed by state actors within the system. From this beginning, the reconnection
with political theory, philosophy and social theory in American IR begins anew. As Wendt
writes, the effects of anehy could be something quite apart from what the anarchy- pro
lematique suggests; and manifest as Hobbesian, Lockean or even Kantian cultures (1999:
246-:312). In view of our interest in the links between pragmatism and IR, it is significant
that Wendt desibes his own, highly influential, positidnfirst presented in his oftecited
1992 article,iAnarchy is What States Make of It: the Social Construction of Powér Pol
ticso, but significantly elaborated in his bodkocial Theory of International Politidgsas a
synthesis of structuration theory and symbolic interactionism, modeled in large part upon
the work of George Herbert Mead (Wendt 1999: 143).

It is therefore no surprise that one finds calls for a fie@nstructive pragmatisin or
fipragmatic constrtivismo, to take the discipline beyond its paradigm debates and-on t
wards dialogue, synthesis and progress in our knowledge (Kratochwil 2011; Hellmann
2003; Haas and Haas 2002; Widmaier 2004). However, | would argue that these are unne
essarily conservate estimations of the benefit pragmatism can bring to the discipline. |
agree with Rupra Sil, who writes

[c]lonstructivism may be marginally more receptive to aspects of pragmatist thought (for
example, Gould and Onuf 2008; Haas and Haas 2008), but@aostructivists in the
United States remai@onventionad(Checkel 2007) in the sense that their rejection of the
ontologies underlying realism and liberalism has not been accompanied by a fundamental
challenge to epistemological and methodological petsms derived from analytic jph
losophy (2009: 648).

This might find agreement from IR constructivists of a different stripe, such as those
whom John Ruggie describes as aimiitg resist the influence of American social seie
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tific modes of analysts (1998: 862). There is diversity apparent within constructivism.
First, there are those who would be labelled along with Wendt and Ruggie as the mai
stream within constructivism and who are interested in causation, albeit of a different, more
ideational, kind fom what positivists in IR had previously realised. Second, there are those
who take interpretation further down and do finesisting that Ruggie suggests, who are

not interested in a strict idea of social science, whether it be what constructivistsdike Ru
gie, Finnemore, Katzenstein, or Klotz have endorsed as-alagsical variant; or the nat
ralistic idea put forward by Wendt andeExler.

Constructivism has played an important role in providing a point of entry for pragm
tism by the simple fact that it stresses the role social interaction plays in making our world,
and opens opportunities for seeing differ@thingsd in that worldas well as the possibility
for changing what we see for the better. However, what it has not gone on to do id-the ana
ysis ofsocial valuesattached to social interaction. For all the interest constructivists have
shown in identifying and examining theténnational norms that impact the social beha
iors of states, and more recently the behaviors of a range of other kinds of actdrdeeo
governmental and negovernmental actors the positivist bias of the discipline that has
bifurcated empirical fronmormative lines of inquiry has not been broken, not even within
constructivism. And this is another area in which constructivism, and IR more generally,
needs pragmatism too.

Evaluating Social Facts in IR

Normative IR theory is largely a product of Brti#R, and this can in part be attributed
to the fact that thébehavioural revolutiofithat had lasting repercussions for American IR,
did not take a solid hold of the British IR community. Where normative and empirical
forms of political inquiry had com® be viewed in American IR as separate and markedly
different enterprises, with the latter emerging as overwhelmingly dominant, there was no
similar decoupling in British IR. The empirical work conducted by writers who established
what is known as théEnglish Schod) or the international society perspective, wam<o
parativehistorical and its interpretive methods were less at variance with normatiye anal
sis than American proclivities towards scientific hypothésgting. Those associated with
the Englsh school, recognizing the mark scientific theories were making upon the disc
pline, laboured to demonstrate the paucity of empirical work pursued independently of
thought about standards for evaluating international political action. Theirs kssial
approacbas Hedley Bull called it and he distinguished it from the new orthodoxy of the
scientific approach in American IR, which held:

assumptions, in particular about the moral simplicity of problems of foreign policy, the
existence ofsolution®to these problems, the receptivity of polimakers to the fruits of
research, and the degree of control and manipulation that can be exerted over the whole
diplomatic field by any one country. (Bull 1966: 376)

By the late 1970s, British IR scholar JanMayall was writing thafiwe have seen the
collapse of thislvaluefreed social science and now accept that values have to be brought
into IR theory, the question is haWl1978: 122).

One answer to thihowd question was the development of normative IBotly in the
UK, in part as a response to perceived deficiencies within English School itself. §he En
lish school did not eschew ethical judgement altogether, but it often allowed its historical
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analysis of the actualgxisting pattern of international edto dominate its views on the
reasonableness of different ethical choices, particularly between the intersocietal values of
order and justice and often prioritized order in the context of the Cold War. While they saw
normative analysis as necessary tquiny into the nature of international society, thegEn

lish schoofs capacity for normative theorizing was limited by their unwillingness to make
judgements when values conflicted, either across moral traditions in Western thought or
across plural culturatraditions in diverse political societies. Theirs was a propensity for
@letachmer@and the less controversial task of laying out a rich panoply of patterns in
which humans have reflected on the world and its organization (Wight 1991). The school
did nothave an answer to tidhowd question and avoided mosphilosophical reasoning,
prompting the growth of normative IR in the UK. The critique that emerged of the School
from normative IR was for its presumption of the good of the society of states befause o
the order it creates (Frost 1996: 115). Normative IR challenged the School to defend what
normative value there is in international society and to think about an alternative organizing
concept for the study of IR: what if we put justice rather than atlére centre of ount

quiries into world affairs. The difficulty is that the English school lacked a methodbfor d

ing this kind of inquiry, and constructivists have the same problem today.

Even though Ruggie had the English school in mind when helsatithé would notni-
clude under his umbrella di€onstructivisnd those whose analysis failed to fall in line with
the aims of American social science, many comparisons have been drawn betweep the En
lish School and constructivisth| am going to offer ano#r, a suggestion that has yet to be
made: neither of these approaches isaatisciously pragmatist in a methodological sense,
but both encounter the same obstacle in their efforts to theorize change in international s
ciety, and the impact of change dwtinternational norms which are the bread and butter of
what each does. How is change to be directed? What is the moral or social value of norms,
and what is lost, what is gained in the course of change? English school and constructivist
scholars who argenuinely interested in such questions will have to study norms in ke co
text of their normativity; that is, the processewaluationthat go on in the practices of-i
ternational society. Both the English school and constructivists should be morstéuéne
how valuation is done. Here is where pragmatism has more to offer than has hitherto been
appreciated.

As noted above, one of the lessons that IR scholars have taken from pragmatism is to let
methodological pluralism thrive; but this should extemal to the pragmatist research stra
egies from which we draw. Dewey offers a method of normative social inquiry that brings
together empirical and normative lines of inquiry backed by a philosophy of valuatien. A
duction is one method to be drawn from pragjsm, and | do not doubt that Friedrichs and
Kratochwil are right that it is Bgood bed. Yet, if social scientific knowledge is purposeful,
and the value of such knowledge is determinediioyv it enables orientation in the social
world, including thetractability of relevant social problemgFriedrichs and Kratochwil
2009: 706), then consideration is essential of the role moral judgment plays not only in the
act of seeking knowledge for purposes of orientation, but in thinking about the tractable in
world politics and what action might be taken in relation to it. This suggests that valuation

¥sScholars in the UK who have written about the English Sch
1995, 1998; and Buzan 2001. American constructivists who acknowledge early constructivist insights in the work
of the English School mude: Klotz 1995; Finnemore 1996; Ruggie 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998. For a view
from an Australian who has spent time in both contexts and thought about the synergies of each appraach, see R
usSmit, C. 2002. This engagement has done much to revitakz&mglish school since the passing of its key
members; in fact, a new English School section of the International Studies Association was created in 2003.
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too could be an important pragmatist research tool in assisting orientation in the social
world. We should not let the idea drop, perhaps out of residues of alicbos fact/value,
empirical/normative thinking, that other avenues of pragmatist research may be worthy of
our interest and Dewéy valuation is one such method. As Peter Manicas wrote in the first
volume of the symposia:

Dewey believed, rightly, thatuman sciences could help us to understand ourselves: how
we think and inquire and why, when thinking and inquiry is successful, it is successful.
They would give us insight into what were our genuine interests and purposes and their
relations, and most emusly, they would give us an understanding of the obstacles in
present arrangements that keep us from realizing our genuine interests and purposes
(Manicas 2011: 16).

For their different reasons, when scholars of the English School, constructivism or an
other, even pragmatigtspired, approach to IR conclude that there is little point in mqui
ing into the nature of values in international relations, what is good or what is bad, they are
missing a key point of Dewéy philosophy. There is no problem kafowledge in relation
to the truth of a value; there is instead, warranted assertability to be found in the alues pr
vided in the particular social values of the communities sharing in a problem, clues which
are rendered through a working method of inguithe aim of Deweds method is form-
lated simply too: to illuminate what our actually existing purposes are and the obstacles in
their way as we work to adapt better to our changing world. As Dewey writes, otinénds
view are but hypotheses to be testegresent conditions and can alter our ways of dealing
with social issues for the better or not (LW 12: 491). The proof, or warranted assertablility,
is in the doing and in the outcomes of their application helpfully working for thase co
cerned.

Thus, wha distinguishes the philosophy of valuation and the method of Deweyan i
quiry in IR is its scrutiny of: 1) social values and the reasoning associated with those va
ues; 2) the interrelation of social values with the facts of problems found in international
society; and 3) a critical method of intelligence with a view towards uncoveringner co
structing where needed, an integrative value for improved prebddving in the managy
ment of international society. Efforts at valuation in future research couléthsigyht into
what social values are at play in contemporary international affairs, and how an expansion
of value horizons might facilitate the creation of a coherent conceptual frameworkder arti
ulating common goals within the international practice sfueé domains, like nuclear
weapons or climate change, where there is clearly an acute problematic situation, but no
agreement on what exactly the problem is among the parties who share in the problem.

Conclusion

Since the positivist grip on the disciplioéIR has loosened, numerous approaches have
found space within which to develop: constructivism, a revitalized English school, and
normative approaches drawing upon a range of thinking from classical international polit
cal thought to Frankfurt Schoolitical theory, French poststructuralism, feminism, and
American pragmatism too. Each of these new approaches shares@®emmyiction that
social learning can and does take place at the international level in response to afranged i
ternational conditiondnternational institutions and international norms have grown more
extensive and encompassing in the years since the classical pragmatists were writing. Do
international social conditions today reflect what the liberal internationalists aimes to d
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scribe ad understand, the possibility of making social institutions better with the ends of
individuals in view? Is there scope for thinking about justice as well as anarchy in the study
of international relations? On the long view, writers like Osiander (1B8Bve the so
called ddealist® performed better at seeing the future of IR than the realists of that first
great debate in IR.

It has been the claim of this article, that in the early days of the discipline pragmatism
did not really feature, but fdbeweys indirect contribution to the theory of the statew-o
ever, this contribution was not insignificant. It holds many lessons for the pluralisms that
were to follow® in the ontological sense of what counts for study in the discipline. The
shame is thelisconnect created by the epistemological proclivities of IR when those new
pluralisms were flourishing; there was no hook up to those lessons and so pra@natism
relevance only really surged when the discipline began to break free from the dominance of
positivism. The discipline first turned to pragmatism as a critique of the assumptions of
positivism, and to shape its calls for methodological pluralism. A further shame would be to
leave it there. There is more that pragmatism has to offer: Osvpdylos@hy of valuation
and method of normative social inquiry was the one highlighted here. There may be others.
But note that when we look back to the key formative moment of the IR discipline after
WWI, and we cannot seem to find pragmatism there, even ateavthen its philosophy
was ascendant, a new, still plastic discipline was on the rise, and that philosophy was
spe&ing to it, one can only call it a missed opportunity. Now, here comes anothar oppo
tunity. IR is calling you, the philosophers of pragmatis®ii and Katzenstein admit that
their borrowings from pragmatism are crude and that they will need assistance iniits appl
cation to analytic eclecticism along the waye substantive concerns of James and Dewey
at least stand as evidence that there iseason why philosophers should turn away from
international problemsWill philosophical pragmatists demonstrate an interest in iatern
tional relations once again?
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