
    
      [image: Cover]
    

  

Pragmatism, Pluralism, and the Nature of Philosophy

For the past fifteen years, Aikin and Talisse have been working collaboratively on a new vision of American pragmatism, one that sees pragmatism as a living and developing philosophical idiom that originates in the work of the “classical” pragmatisms of Charles Peirce, William James, and John Dewey uninterruptedly develops through the later twentieth-century pragmatists (C. I. Lewis, Wilfrid Sellars, Nelson Goodman, W. V. O. Quine); and continues through the present day. According to Aikin and Talisse, pragmatism is fundamentally a metaphilosophical proposal—a methodological suggestion for carrying inquiry forward amid ongoing deep disagreement over the aims, limitations, and possibilities of philosophy. This conception of pragmatism not only runs contrary to the dominant self-understanding among contemporary philosophers who identify with the classical pragmatists, but it also holds important implications for pragmatist philosophy. In particular, Aikin and Talisse show that their version of pragmatism involves distinctive claims about epistemic justification, moral disagreement, democratic citizenship, and the conduct of inquiry. The chapters combine detailed engagements with the history and development of pragmatism with original argumentation aimed at a philosophical audience beyond pragmatism.

Scott F. Aikin is assistant professor of philosophy and director of undergraduate studies in philosophy at Vanderbilt University. He works primarily on pragmatism, epistemology, and argumentation theory. He has written more than fifty scholarly essays, and he has authored two books: Epistemology and the Regress Problem (2011) and Evidentialism and the Will to Believe (2014).

Robert B. Talisse is W. Alton Jones professor of philosophy, professor of political science, and department chair of the Philosophy Department at Vanderbilt University. His research focuses on pragmatism and contemporary political philosophy. He is the author of more than 100 scholarly articles, and several books, including Democracy and Moral Conflict (2009) and Engaging Political Philosophy (2016).





Routledge Studies in American Philosophy

Edited by:

Willem deVries,

University of New Hampshire, USA

Henry Jackman,

York University, Canada

For a full list of titles in this series, please visit www.routledge.com

3 Pragmatic Encounters

Richard J. Bernstein

4 Toward a Metaphysics of Culture

Joseph Margolis

5 Gewirthian Perspectives on Human Rights

Edited by Per Bauhn

6 Toward a Pragmatist Metaethics

Diana B. Heney

7 Sellars and Contemporary Philosophy

Edited by David Pereplyotchik and Deborah R. Barnbaum

8 Pragmatism and Objectivity

Essays Sparked by the Work of Nicolas Rescher Edited by Sami Pihlström

9 The Quantum of Explanation

Whitehead’s Radical Empiricism

Randall E. Auxier and Gary L. Herstein

10 Peirce on Perception and Reasoning

From Icons to Logic

Edited by Kathleen A. Hull and Richard Kenneth Atkins

11 Pierce’s Speculative Grammar

Logic as Semiotics

Francesco Bellucci

12 Pragmatism, Pluralism, and the Nature of Philosophy

Scott F. Aikin and Robert B. Talisse





Pragmatism, Pluralism, and the Nature of Philosophy

Scott F. Aikin and Robert B. Talisse


[image: Logo]






First published 2018

by Routledge

711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017

and by Routledge

2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business

© 2018 Taylor & Francis

The right of Scott F. Aikin and Robert B. Talisse to be identified as authors of this work has been asserted by them in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Aikin, Scott F., author. | Talisse, Robert B., author.

Title: Pragmatism, pluralism, and the nature of philosophy / by Scott

F. Aikin and Robert B. Talisse.

Description: 1 [edition]. | New York : Routledge, 2017. | Series:

Routledge studies in American philosophy ; 12 | Includes

bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2017036057 | ISBN 9780415793551 (hardback :

alk. paper)

Subjects: LCSH: Pragmatism. | Philosophy, American.

Classification: LCC B944.P72 A35 2017 | DDC 144/.3—dc23

LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2017036057

ISBN: 978-0-415-79355-1 (hbk)

ISBN: 978-1-315-21098-8 (ebk)

Typeset Sabon

by Apex CoVantage, LLC





Contents

Acknowledgments

Abbreviations

Foreword by Cheryl Misak

1 Introduction: The Problems of Pragmatist Philosophers

PART 1

Encounters with the Classical Idiom

2 Peirce’s Mixed Theory of Epistemic Justification

3 Fixing Belief as Epistemic Conduct

4 Clifford’s Pragmatism and the Will to Believe

5 James’s Moral Philosophy

6 What Is Living and What Is Dead in Deweyan Political Theory

PART 2

Pragmatism and Metaphilosophy

7 Against Triumphalism: Defending Analytic Pragmatism

8 Metaphilosophical Creep

9 Pragmatist Metaphilosophy and Skepticism

PART 3

Pragmatist Proposals

10 Can Pragmatists Be Pluralists?

11 The Ethics of Inquiry

12 Global Expressivism: Is It Still Cool?

13 On a Certain Blindness in Pragmatist Political Philosophy

14 Public Argument in a Democratic Society

15 Epilogue: Pragmatism as Minimalist Metaphilosophy

Works Cited

Index






	Cover

	Title

	Copyright

	Contents

	Acknowledgments

	Abbreviations

	Foreword

	1 Introduction: The Problems of Pragmatist Philosophers

	PART 1 Encounters with the Classical Idiom

	2 Peirce’s Mixed Theory of Epistemic Justification

	3 Fixing Belief as Epistemic Conduct

	4 Clifford’s Pragmatism and the Will to Believe

	5 James’s Moral Philosophy

	6 What Is Living and What Is Dead in Deweyan Political Theory




	PART 2 Pragmatism and Metaphilosophy

	7 Against Triumphalism: Defending Analytic Pragmatism

	8 Metaphilosophical Creep

	9 Pragmatist Metaphilosophy and Skepticism




	PART 3 Pragmatist Proposals

	10 Can Pragmatists Be Pluralists?

	11 The Ethics of Inquiry

	12 Global Expressivism: Is It Still Cool?

	13 On a Certain Blindness in Pragmatist Political Philosophy

	14 Public Argument in a Democratic Society

	15 Epilogue: Pragmatism as Minimalist Metaphilosophy




	Works Cited

	Index






	i

	ii

	iii

	iv

	v

	vi

	vii

	viii

	ix

	x

	xi

	xii

	1

	2

	3

	4

	5

	6

	7

	8

	9

	10

	11

	12

	13

	14

	15

	16

	17

	18

	19

	20

	21

	22

	23

	24

	25

	26

	27

	28

	29

	30

	31

	32

	33

	34

	35

	36

	37

	38

	39

	40

	41

	42

	43

	44

	45

	46

	47

	48

	49

	50

	51

	52

	53

	54

	55

	56

	57

	58

	59

	60

	61

	62

	63

	64

	65

	66

	67

	68

	69

	70

	71

	72

	73

	74

	75

	76

	77

	78

	79

	80

	81

	82

	83

	84

	85

	86

	87

	88

	89

	90

	91

	92

	93

	94

	95

	96

	97

	98

	99

	100

	101

	102

	103

	104

	105

	106

	107

	108

	109

	110

	111

	112

	113

	114

	115

	116

	117

	118

	119

	120

	121

	122

	123

	124

	125

	126

	127

	128

	129

	130

	131

	132

	133

	134

	135

	136

	137

	138

	139

	140

	141

	142

	143

	144

	145

	146

	147

	148

	149

	150

	151

	152

	153

	154

	155

	156

	157

	158

	159

	160

	161

	162

	163

	164

	165

	166

	167

	168

	169

	170

	171

	172

	173

	174

	175

	176

	177

	178

	179

	180

	181

	182

	183

	184

	185

	186

	187

	188

	189

	190

	191

	192

	193

	194

	195

	196

	197

	198

	199

	200

	201

	202

	203

	204

	205

	206

	207

	208

	209

	210

	211

	212

	213

	214

	215

	216

	217

	218

	219

	220

	221

	222

	223

	224

	225

	226

	227

	228

	229

	230

	231

	232

	233

	234

	235

	236

	237

	238

	239

	240

	241

	242

	243

	244

	245

	246

	247

	248

	249

	250

	251

	252

	253

	254

	255

	256

	257

	258

	259

	260

	261

	262





Guide


	Cover

	Title

	Copyright

	Contents

	Acknowledgments

	Abbreviations

	Foreword

	Start of Content

	Works Cited

	Index







    
      
      Acknowledgments

    This volume represents a decade and a half of collaborative philosophizing. Although no chapter of the present volume is a simple reproduction of something already in print, much of the material contained within has its origin in previously published work. Our model of collaboration follows a typical path; our articles begin as conversations that get written into conference-length papers. The papers are then presented at a few conferences, reworked, and expanded into journal-length pieces, and then submitted. Accordingly, we have incurred a large number of intellectual debts over the course of producing the jointly authored work that provided the raw material from which is volume has emerged. We thus would like to thank the following people. Of course, we couldn’t possibly explicitly mention every person who has helped us along the way, so we apologize in advance for any glaring omissions.

    First, we thank all of our colleagues and students at Vanderbilt University for their criticisms, questions, comments, and not least of all, forbearance, over the many years we spent trying to figure out exactly what we wanted to say about pragmatism and the other topics discussed herein. Among the extended Vanderbilt crew, the following have been especially helpful to us: Jason Aleksander, James Bednar, W. James Booth, Mary Butterfield, Caleb Clanton, Allen Coates, Josh Crites, Tommy Crocker, Thomas Dabay, Rebecca Davenport, Elizabeth Edenberg, Jeff Edmonds, Andrew Forcehimes, John Goldberg, Lenn Goodman, Tempest Henning, Micah Hester, Michael Hodges, John Lachs, Sebastian Lurie, Katherine Loevy, Chris King, Emily McGill, Amy McKiernan, Lisa Madura, Mason Marshall, José Medina, John Post, Brian Ribeiro, Luke Semrau, Aaron Simmons, Glenn Trujillo, Jeffrey Tlumak, John Weymark, and Julian Wuerth.

    Audiences at conferences where early versions of this material were presented were of course crucial in enabling us to make our ideas clear. Often, those pressing the toughest criticisms were also those most willing to provide assistance in helping us to improve our views long after the conference ended. We thank those who have asked us questions at conferences, commented on our work, or even just engaged us in conversation about our views. The following stand out in memory as especially helpful: Richard Atkins, Guy Axtell, Jody Azzouni, Michael Bacon, Heather Battaly, David Beisecker, Thom Brooks, Otávio Bueno, Tom Burke, Steve Cahn, Gregg Caruso, John Casey, Elizabeth Cooke, Shannon Dea, Ian Dove, Maureen Eckert, Matthew Festenstein, Joshua Forstenzer, Richard Gale, Jerry Gaus, Gabriele Gava, Sandy Goldberg, Dwight Goodyear, David Miguel Gray, Peter Hare, Diana Heney, David Hildebrand, Charlie Hobbs, Brendan Hogan, Christopher Hookway, Andrew Howat, Henry Jackman, Nate Jackson, Ralph Johnson, Angelo Juffras, Klemens Kappel, David Kaspar, Frederic Kellogg, Ian James Kidd, Philip Kitcher, Alexander Klein, Helene Landemore, Cathy Legg, Anabelle Lever, Steven Levine, Michael Lynch, David Macarthur, Joseph Margolis, Lee McBride, Cheryl Misak, Jonathan Neufeld, James O’Shea, Jon Olafsson, Peter Olen, Fabienne Peter, John Peterman, Sami Philström, Huw Price, Bjorn Ramburg, David Rondel, Dan Rosenberg, Henryk Rydenfeldt, Carl Sachs, Andrew Smith, Ronald de Sousa, William Stephens, Bob Stern, Rob Tempio, Lawrence Torcello, David Wiggins, and Brian Zamulinski.

  
    
      Abbreviations

      Citations of John Dewey’s writing are keyed to the thirty-seven volume Collected Works of John Dewey (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1969–1991). The Collected Works is divided into three periods: Early Works, Middle Works, and Later Works, which are abbreviated respectively as EW, MW, and LW. Parenthetical citations follow the standard format: (volume period and number: page number).

      Unless otherwise indicated, citations to William James’s writing are keyed to The Writings of William James, edited by John J. McDermott (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977). Parenthetical citations follow the format: (WWJ: page number).

      Citations of Charles Peirce’s writing are keyed to the eight-volume Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1931–58). Parenthetical citations follow the standard format: (CP volume number: paragraph number).

      Citations of W.K. Clifford’s writings are keyed to the collection Lectures and Essays, edited by Leslie Stevenson and Sir Frederick Pollock (London: MacMillan and Co., 1901). Parenthetical citations will follow the format: (L&E: page number).

    

  
    
      
        Foreword

      Cheryl Misak

      How wonderful to have this collection from Scott Aikin and Robert Talisse. For one thing, it is good to have their body of work on what they nicely call the trajectory of pragmatism, one of the most successful trends in the history of thought, gathered under one cover. This volume is the summation of 15 years of first-rate thinking about what is best about pragmatism. Some of that work was undertaken together, some independently, but in this volume, we have the product of an enduring conversation and collaboration between these two Vanderbilt philosophers. In the process of conducting this conversation, Aikin and Talisse have rethought and updated their views. Their many admirers needn’t worry that their positions have been rethought out of existence. In fact, they are refreshed and renewed. This volume thus contains the most up-to-date word on one of the most compelling versions of pragmatism.

      Aikin and Talisse offer us excellent interpretations and assessments of the great triumvirate of classical pragmatism, Peirce, James, Dewey, linking them to their proximate successors, such as W.V.O. Quine and Wilfrid Sellars, and bringing them into engagement with contemporary pragmatists such as Elizabeth Anderson, Philip Kitcher, and Huw Price. They address a wide range of topics—truth, knowledge, pluralism, democracy, justice, expressivism, scepticism—always in an illuminating and challenging manner.

      As ever, Aikin and Talisse are direct in setting out their worries about where the tradition has tended to take wrong turns. For instance, they continue their dismantling of the eclipse narrative—the idea that pragmatism was pushed out of the philosophical mainstream in the 1950s. They show that, contrary to that story, pragmatism has been a stable part of what gets called “analytic philosophy,” even if the bitterness between various participants in the debate has sometimes obscured that fact. I would put it thus: pragmatism doesn’t need to be “recovered,” as the eclipse narrative would have it. It doesn’t need to be restored to a state of health or retrieved from those who buried it. Rather, it needs to be uncovered as being a major part of philosophical thought all the while.

      The critiques coming from Aikin and Talisse’s keyboard are not reserved for the eclipse narrators, and those of us who come under scrutiny would do well to take their arguments seriously. I certainly do, when they worry that in my own account of the pragmatist trajectory, I have underempha-sized the role played by metaphilosophy, or the conception of philosophical methodology, in the views of the classical pragmatists. They offer really interesting arguments that Peirce thought pragmatism was about clarifying the meaning of our concepts, and James and Dewey, in different ways, took it to be engaged in collapsing dualisms and bringing harmony to apparently disparate positions. For James, that meant figuring out how to make peace between views that seem to be in irreconcilable tension, and for Dewey, that meant reconstructing the whole enterprise of philosophy.

      Here, and everywhere, the arguments of Aikin and Talisse are rigorous and clear, and never mere argument for argument’s sake. They are always grounded in practice—in what is important to human beings and our flourishing. Similarly, their focus is on what is still vital and living in pragmatism, not on setting out every idea that the classical pragmatists might have had. My personal favourites in this collection are the strengthening of the pragmatist argument for democracy that Aikin, Talisse, and I have put forward on behalf of Peirce, and the new and exciting material on the under-discussed topic of Clifford and his pragmatism. But others will take their own gems from this rich collection. This is great history and great philosophy, and as ever, these two things can’t be pulled apart.

    

  
    1
Introduction

    The Problems of Pragmatist Philosophers

    This volume is the culmination of the first fifteen years of a continuing collaboration aimed largely at thinking within—and yet occasionally against—the longstanding philosophical trajectory known as pragmatism. Many of the chapters that follow have their origin in articles that have been previously published. For that reason, the arguments and perspectives on offer will be familiar to some readers. However, no chapter of the present volume is simply a reprint of its ancestor. We have updated our previous work to reflect our current thinking, and we have included a good deal of material that is new to this volume. That is, the essays contained within are the product of our earnest effort not to merely rework but to rethink the views for which we are already known. As it turns out, this volume contains no drastic departure from conclusions reached in our previously published work; however, this is not for lack of trying to argue ourselves out of those conclusions. The chapters present revised versions of the arguments that produced those general results. We believe that the present formulations are clearer, more precise, better motivated, and more compelling. Accordingly, those who have been following the development of our thinking (we suppose there could be a few) should regard the present formulations as the official versions, superseding previous articulations.

    The name of this collection is Pragmatism, Pluralism, and the Nature of Philosophy. It is admittedly ambitious, though also unimaginative. There are at least two reasons for us to have taken this tack. First, although our co-authored work has focused heavily on the three themes identified in the volume’s title, our collaboration is not exclusively devoted to such topics. In addition to our work on the themes of this volume, we have developed a separate research program in argumentation theory and political epistemology; beyond our fourteenth chapter, which ties argumentation theory to pragmatist themes in political philosophy, this work is not represented in this collection. Second, our collaborative work on pragmatism almost always invokes issues regarding pluralism and questions about how philosophy should be done. One might say, then, that this collection gathers our views on pragmatism, and these are largely engaged with themes concerning pluralism and the nature of philosophy. Thus, the trio identified in the book’s title should be understood to identify a crossroads at which we tend to work rather than the list of three discrete topics addressed within.

    Although we see this volume as a unified work presenting our current thinking about pragmatism, we have also written the chapters so that each could be read as a self-contained essay. Hence several themes recur from one chapter to the next. We have sought to minimize redundancy, and in no case do we simply repeat ourselves verbatim. In fact, in every case where we found it necessary to return to a point or argument made previously in the volume, we have tried to add additional nuance or detail appropriate for the context.

    
      Some Background

      The intersection of pragmatism, pluralism, and metaphilosophy has been a central focus of ours from the very start. In our first co-authored publication, “Why Pragmatists Cannot be Pluralists” (Talisse and Aikin 2005a), we argued that on a plausible understanding of classical pragmatism, and on any informed interpretation of what pluralism is, no classical pragmatist view can coherently embrace pluralism. The argument is simple. Pluralism holds that some value conflicts are intrinsically beyond the power of inquiry to ameliorate. In contrast, pragmatism involves the commitment, or at least the hope, that ongoing inquiry, clarification, and experimentation can ameliorate all legitimate conflicts. Hence pragmatists should reject a view that the very fabric of value guarantees irremediable conflicts among goods. At the very least, pragmatists should regard pluralism as premature. They should say that there is still too much inquiring and experiencing that remains to be done to warrant any such sweeping conclusion about the nature of value, especially when the conclusion in question entails that further inquiry would be misplaced. Pragmatists should regard pluralism as at best a hasty generalization that threatens to preempt inquiry. They should thus not be pluralists.

      Yet neoclassical pragmatists say that they embrace pluralism.1 In fact, they frequently tout pluralism as not only a core pragmatist commitment but also as one that is exclusively pragmatist. Their claim is that pragmatists must be pluralists and only pragmatism can fully embrace pluralism.2 The trouble is that neoclassical pragmatists either neglect to say what pluralism comes to, or in saying what pluralism is, they unwittingly affirm the kind of view that we originally identified as pluralism, which is incompatible with central pragmatist commitments. In “Why Pragmatists Cannot be Pluralists,” then, we further argued that the fact that neoclassical pragmatists so often use the term pluralism to describe their view is the product of an unfortunate metaphilosophical tendency among pragmatists to disengage from the larger philosophical world around them. We suggested that the term had come to be deployed among neoclassicalists as a kind of honorific, a self-serving pat on the back, with no discernable content.3 Trade in such terms is unbecoming for a pragmatist.

      “Why Pragmatists Cannot be Pluralists” stirred a great deal of debate, and a lot of antagonism as well. The essay appeared in an issue of Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society along with four critical responses and our rejoinder (Misak 2005; Jackman 2005; Eldridge 2005; Sullivan and Lysaker 2005; Aikin and Talisse 2005b). As half of our critics opted to merely dismiss our arguments rather than address them, that initial exchange was not entirely fruitful. Before long, there had developed a minor industry devoted to disproving our conclusion.4 And we have since qualified our stance. As we argue in Chapter 10, we now think that there is one variety of pluralism that pragmatists could embrace; however, this version of pluralism is neither exclusively available to pragmatists nor are pragmatists required to adopt it.

      The debate over our 2005 essay prompted us to think more deeply about pragmatism, pluralism, and the dominant metaphilosophical ideas that frequently accompany pragmatism, especially in its neoclassical idiom. Subsequent collaboration produced work, both jointly and individually authored, on a range of issues concerning the origins of pragmatism, including Peirce’s view of epistemic justification and his theory of inquiry (Chapters 2 and 3), James’s “will to believe” doctrine and his clumsy engagement with Clifford (Chapter 4), James’s moral philosophy (Chapter 5), and Dewey’s conception of democracy (Chapter 6). Much of what we have written on these additional topics also stirred debate, and again, a degree of antagonism. As with our treatment of the “can pragmatist be pluralists?” question in this volume (Chapter 10), the chapters in Part One are the product of our attempt to rethink our earlier work about classical pragmatism in ways that accommodate the worthy criticisms we have received.

    

    
      Approaching Pragmatism’s Past

      In the course of developing our ideas and addressing the reactions they had prompted from neoclassical pragmatists, we began formulating views about the development and prospects of pragmatism. This occasioned an investigation into the ways in which contemporary pragmatists have understood their history. We were quickly drawn to adopt two general views, both of which again have proved controversial.

      First, we realized that the philosophical disputes among the founding pragmatists (Peirce, James, and Dewey) are carried forward throughout the work of the leading post-Deweyan American philosophers, including C. I. Lewis, Sidney Hook, Nelson Goodman, Ernest Nagel, W. V. O. Quine, Wilfrid Sellars, Hilary Putnam, and Nicholas Rescher. In fact, we came to see that the philosophical distance between, say, Peirce and James was in several respects far greater than that which separates James from Goodman. Similarly, we came to see fundamental continuities between leading theses among the founders and the landmark work in the post-Dewey era of philosophy in America. Consider two examples (there are many others): First, Quine’s central argument in “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” is best read as an application of Peirce’s pragmatic maxim to the various attempts to formulate a conception of analyticity; second, the line of thought presented in Sellars’ “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind” has antecedents in Dewey’s Experience and Nature, which itself owes a significant debt to Peirce’s earliest anti-Cartesian essays.5 As examples of this kind multiplied, it struck us that pragmatism is best understood as a more-or-less continuous philosophical endeavor that begins with Peirce, James, and Dewey, but extends uninterruptedly through mid-century philosophy in America, eventually expands in influence beyond America, and continues to this day.

      We concluded that pragmatism is among the most successful philosophical trends in the history of thought.6 And we came to think that its success owes largely to the fact that pragmatism at its best is neither a doctrine nor method or even a tradition, but rather a still-developing problematic concerning the right way to construe and manage the relation between philosophy and practical affairs. This central problematic forms the thread running throughout the pragmatists from Peirce through Quine and on to the present day. The divisions among pragmatists reflect disputes over what kind of relation is needed and which practical affairs are most important to address philosophically.7 To foreshadow a claim that we discuss explicitly in Part Two, pragmatism emerges centrally as an especially fecund metaphilosophical program.

      We soon discovered that this way of understanding the history of pragmatism was drastically out of step with the dominant self-understanding among neoclassical pragmatists. That self-understanding is shaped by what we call the eclipse narrative. According to this account, in the years leading up to Dewey’s death in 1952, pragmatism was unjustifiably marginalized, abandoned, and shut out of mainstream philosophy. “Analytic” philosophy came to dominate the discipline, at least in America and England, and the analytic philosophers saw pragmatism as immature, naïve, imprecise, and confused. The story continues that analytic philosophy collapsed in the 1980s under the weight of its own impertinence, and pragmatism reemerged in the work of a group of “neo-pragmatist” philosophers, including Richard Rorty, Cornel West, and Hilary Putnam.8 The work of neo-pragmatists revived interest in pragmatism, and by the end of the twentieth century, pragmatism was once again on the agenda of professional philosophy.

      However, as told by neoclassical pragmatists, the eclipse narrative is resentful. The neoclassicalists hold that, as the neo-pragmatists are by and large reformed analytic philosophers, they resuscitated pragmatism in an inferior, diminished form. According to the neoclassicalists, the neo-pragmatists promote a version of pragmatism that understands Peirce, James, and Dewey to have taken the same linguistic turn that gave rise to the analytic philosophy that had marginalized pragmatism. Thus, although the neo-pragmatists had lifted the eclipse of pragmatism, the picture of pragmatism that was projected by the neo-pragmatists was merely an after-image, a blending of classical pragmatism with the toxic residue of the hostile analytic program that had shoved pragmatists aside. According to the neoclassicalists, neo-pragmatism is in the grip of a philosophical Stockholm Syndrome; what is required, therefore, is a recovery of the classical pragmatists, a return to the state of play in philosophy that prevailed in Dewey’s heyday. Thus the genre of neoclassical pragmatism is dominated by commentaries, rehearsals, and reprisals of the founding texts, all under the pretext of—but actually at the expense of—carrying forward the pragmatist project.

      This led to our second general view concerning the history and development of pragmatism: The account of pragmatism’s history that animates the scholarship of those most deeply invested in the classical idiom is severely distorted. More importantly, it is distorted in a way that is philosophically debilitating. The eclipse narrative engenders a recovery effort, which promotes a nostalgic portrait of pragmatism that renders it a backward-looking philosophical relic. In short, the self-appointed contemporary custodians of classical pragmatism embrace a conception of pragmatism’s past that serves only to constrict pragmatism’s horizons and weaken its prospects.

      Hence our two general views about pragmatism and its history: (1) Pragmatism is centrally a highly influential metaphilosophical project that is inaugurated in Peirce, James, and Dewey, and continues undiminished throughout the twentieth century in America and elsewhere. (2) The dominant understanding of pragmatism’s history and development is factually incorrect and philosophically pathological. To be sure, a lot more needs to be said about both of these claims. As for the first, we offer the whole of this collection as a demonstration of its warrant. The essays that follow attempt to reckon with pragmatism’s history (Part I) while pressing forward with the task of forging an articulation of how philosophy can help us to manage our lives (Part II) in light of certain inescapable tensions, ruptures, and conflicts (Part III). Along the way we will engage with the misconceptions and distortions that dominate the self-understandings of neoclassicalists. But it will be helpful, we think, to directly take up our second general view in greater detail, for it provides the backdrop for much of what follows.

    

    
      Against the Dominant Self-Image

      Some philosophical movements are founded, while others are federated. The British Empiricists, for example, were obviously allied on several central philosophical issues. Yet Locke, Berkeley, and Hume did not see themselves as a philosophical school or movement. They came to be seen as such only in the work of subsequent philosophers; the British Empiricists were federated post hoc, as it were. Contrast this with the British Idealists; they regarded themselves as a movement within philosophy, a distinctive school based in a particular inheritance from Hegel and other post-Kantian figures on the Continent. Although it might be difficult to point to a moment where British Idealism was founded, those who worked within that idiom understood themselves to be part of the larger philosophical effort on behalf of idealism.

      Pragmatism was most definitely founded, and moreover, the founding was self-conscious. Despite the fact that pragmatism’s two initiating documents—Peirce’s “The Fixation of Belief” and “How to Make Our Ideas Clear”—make no mention of the term pragmatism (even though Peirce had apparently coined the term years prior to their publication), the earliest writings on pragmatism from Peirce, James, and Dewey reveal that, from the very start, a leading item on their philosophical agenda was establishing what pragmatism is. They each deliberately sought to found a distinctively American philosophical school, and their earliest exchanges with each other are largely devoted to how best to foment the movement. Indeed, much of Peirce’s agitation with James had to do with the fact that James’s articulation of pragmatism, which Peirce regarded as inferior to his own, was quickly becoming the locus of a broader philosophical trend. And in the lectures that would become his Pragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking, James is keen to present pragmatism as a fully formed international and cross-historical philosophical movement.9

      Like other philosophical movements that are the result of a self-conscious founding, pragmatism began not simply as a series of philosophical ideas but also as a self-image. That is, pragmatism’s founding was bound up with a particular understanding of pragmatism’s place in the history of philosophy. This is overt in the writing of Peirce, James, and Dewey; each tells his own story of how pragmatism uniquely succeeds where previous philosophy has failed. Notably, pragmatism originates in a self-ascribed historical triumph. It is no surprise, then, that, perhaps more than any other twentieth-century philosophical movement, the original pragmatists offer detailed narratives about philosophy’s past that assign to pragmatism the culminating role.

      This strategy of building a new philosophy on a sweeping diagnosis of the failures of previous philosophers is itself not original to the pragmatists. At least since Aristotle, philosophies have been born of condemnations of the ideas, methods, aspirations, and problems of one’s predecessors. The trouble with this strategy emerges when it is wielded against competing philosophical programs that are still active. It is one thing to appeal to a defunct idiom in developing one’s own; it is quite another to take one’s philosophical project to trump other philosophies that are still living and developing. Although the evidence with him is mixed, Peirce tended to travel the first path. In formulating his views, he appealed centrally to Descartes, Berkeley, Kant, and Hegel as the foils against which his views were to be understood; he saw these movements as already either defunct or in serious decline, and he figured that a new philosophy would have to cast itself as equipped to improve upon them. But James consistently follows the second tack. He presents pragmatism as the resolution to the ongoing conflicts among extant philosophical perspectives. According to James, pragmatism reveals that, once the philosophical options are properly—according to James, pragmatically—understood, materialism is no match for spiritualism, empiricism easily overcomes rationalism, and freewill triumphs over determinism. The Jamesian claim is that once the traditional philosophical disputes are subjected to the clarification of the pragmatic method, they are easily decided. Dewey deploys an even more radical version of this technique. According to Dewey, pragmatism is not the intellectual perspective under which longstanding conflicts can be resolved; it is rather the perspective from which one sees that the longstanding conflicts are simply misconceived. Dewey held that there’s no value in reconciling standing options in the traditional philosophical debates, because the debates are all organized around the pseudo-problems that emerged from an obsolete pre-Darwinian conceptual vocabulary. Pragmatism shows us that we don’t “solve” the traditional problems; rather, once reconceived, we find that they “no longer press for a solution” (MW10: 3). According to Dewey, pragmatism is the philosophical tool by which the only enduring philosophical problem—namely, that of reconciling progress and tradition—could be addressed.10

      Beginning with James, then, the classical pragmatists placed a triumpha-list narrative at the heart of their doctrine and self-image. But one problem with philosophical triumphalism is that when it is deployed within a broader intellectual environment in which the competing philosophical trends it purports to vanquish are still evolving, the triumphalist storyline stands in need of constant revision. This is a problem because a story of triumph that needs constant updating is not a story of triumph at all, but at best a story of persistence. That is, triumphalist philosophical narratives can succeed only after the enemies have actually been routed. Until that time, triumphalism is little more than propaganda. Hence one finds Dewey’s and James’s non-pragmatist contemporaries pushing back with considerable vehemence, understandably aimed largely at the pragmatists’ triumphalism.

      To be sure, Bertrand Russell, G. E. Moore, the Naïve Realists, the Neo-Hegelians, and others are often overtly harsh in their treatment of pragmatism. But it must not be overlooked that James and Dewey had presented pragmatism as the only clear-headed philosophy there could be; moreover, they had offered to their non-pragmatist interlocutors not arguments to be weighed against their own, but diagnoses of the philosophical pathologies driving non-pragmatist philosophies. According to the original pragmatists, non-pragmatist philosophers, along with the questions they attempt to answer and the methods they employ, are simply to be dismissed for being wrong-headed, silly, and pointless. And unfortunately, these pragmatist diagnoses are so frequently based in shabby and opportunistic presentations of the ideas, arguments, and commitments of non-pragmatist philosophers that it is no wonder that pragmatism’s earliest critics would have entered the arena swinging their brickbats. What’s sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.11

      Still, it cannot be denied that the pragmatist critiques of some of the traditional philosophical problems are forceful. Yes, some of the longstanding problems that philosophers have attended to are, as the founding pragmatists alleged, disposable. And some of the specifics of these pragmatist critical maneuvers are absolutely on target. But the underlying triumphalism embraced by the original pragmatists tempts one into thinking that once the traditional problems have been criticized pragmatically, they are therefore overcome once and for all. This grossly underestimates the resilience of the traditional problems, and then leaves the pragmatist unequipped to address their reformulated versions.

      In addition, the pragmatists’ triumphalism encourages the further error of thinking that once the positive proposal of some non-pragmatist perspective has been effectively rejected, that perspective is also defused as a source of criticism of the pragmatist program. Call this the “clearing the decks” fallacy; it lies in taking the falsity of an interlocutor’s positive thesis to entail that her criticisms of opposing views are without force. Put otherwise, the fallacy of clearing the decks lies in inferring that because the positive views of program X are false, X’s criticisms of other programs are not worth responding to. Consider that even if Plato’s political proposals are wrong, it is still necessary to answer his criticisms of democracy.12 Foundationalism may depend on an untenable view of the nature of thought, but foundationalist-inspired critiques of its alternatives still may undercut its opponents; deontology may be an impossible ethics, but consequentialists must still be able to answer deontologically-informed objections.

      In the pragmatists’ hands, the fallacy of clearing the decks takes the form of mistakenly thinking that once the pragmatist triumphalist narrative has taken effect, there is no longer any argumentative burden the pragmatist must surmount in presenting her positive doctrines. To put the matter colloquially, the triumphalist self-image encourages pragmatists to proceed as if pragmatism is the only philosophical game in town; it thus also encourages the pragmatist to behave as if she makes philosophical progress simply by announcing her views.

      Dewey is a frequent offender. He asserts that his philosophy “provides the way, and the only way” that one “can freely accept the standpoint and conclusions of modern science… and yet maintain cherished values” (LW1: 4). He also claims that while pragmatism is being worked out,


      
        Meantime a chief task of those who call themselves philosophers is to help get rid of all the useless lumber that blocks our highway of thought, and strive to make straight and open the paths that lead to the future.

        (LW5: 160)

      

      
The idea is that all proper philosophers are either pragmatists, or else janitorial underlings who must clean up whatever the pragmatist regards as “useless lumber.” This is to overlook the fact that proponents of what pragmatists consider defunct philosophical perspectives might nonetheless wield devastating objections to rival views, pragmatism included. Furthermore, part of what’s at issue among pragmatists and non-pragmatists is what should be regarded as useless, and which paths lead to the future. And again, the falsity of, say, idealism in no way impugns the criticisms of pragmatism pressed by idealists. The problem is that Dewey is unable to resist the fallacy. He writes as if once his opposition is dismissed on metaphilosophical grounds, there is no philosophical opposition in play; he accordingly simply announces his views as if they were the only option. Critical pushback is diagnosed as being caught in the false consciousness of the “spectator theory of knowledge” or “intellectualism” (LW1: 28), or worse. This is a ridiculous strategy for anyone claiming to be committed to fallibilism.

      None of this is to say that the pragmatist critiques of rival philosophical schools and trends fail. Nor is it to claim that non-pragmatist objections to pragmatism succeed. Our point is that the debates over, say, knowledge, consciousness, meaning, and value, like the debates over pragmatist and non-pragmatist modes of philosophizing, are still developing. These disputes cannot be swept away with a single pragmatist metaphilosophical gesture, as Dewey thought. The prospects for pragmatism, then, lie in the capacity of pragmatist philosophers to continue pressing pragmatist theses in the broader philosophical arena. This requires that they abandon the triumphalism that is characteristic of pragmatism’s founding mythology.

    

    
      Making Metaphilosophy Explicit

      Thus far, we have been suggesting a view of the development of pragmatism and highlighting some of the ways in which our view conflicts with the dominant self-understanding among neoclassicalists. But our discussion up to this point has been largely impressionistic. It is time for more detail. It will help to return to the contrast between the two broad ways of telling pragmatism’s story. We begin with a standard view, and then we examine an alternative account offered recently by Cheryl Misak. Although we are largely sympathetic with Misak’s approach, we will argue that it is insufficiently attuned to the central role of metaphilosophy in pragmatism’s development and self-conception. Once the metaphilosophical dimensions of classical pragmatism are uncovered, it will be easier to see how pragmatism might best move forward.

      To begin, the core of the standard view of pragmatism’s past is well-articulated by H. S. Thayer:


      
        In a word, pragmatism is a method of philosophizing often identified as a theory of meaning first stated by Charles Peirce in the 1870s; revived primarily as a theory of truth in 1898 by William James; and further developed, expanded, and disseminated by John Dewey.

        (1981: 5)13

      

      
This statement embeds three closely related commitments. First, there is the culmination thesis, the idea that Peirce and James are merely precursors to the full-bore pragmatism of Dewey. Second, there is unificationism, which holds that the story of pragmatism’s development is the story of differences withering away, unifying under a Deweyan synthesis. Third, we have doctrinism, the view that pragmatism is a philosophical doctrine (a “theory of meaning” or a “theory of truth”).

      Given these commitments, the standard view identifies the fortunes of pragmatism with those of Dewey’s philosophy, with Peirce and James playing the role of precursors. Hence, when it is adopted by neoclassicalists, the standard view invariably embraces the eclipse narrative regarding pragmatism’s post-Deweyan fate. Recall that the eclipse narrative runs roughly like this: Pragmatism—specifically, Deweyan pragmatism—dominated professional philosophy in America from the early 1900s until the 1940s. Then something happened called the “linguistic turn”; it brought with it a foreign philosophy from the continent and England—“positivism,” “linguistic analysis,” “analytic philosophy”—that invaded America and declared pragmatism imprecise. Pragmatism was eclipsed, driven to the margins, and American philosophers began taking cues from their British counterparts. Eventually that fad dissolved, and in the 1980s pragmatism was resurrected in a linguistified version by Richard Rorty. Others followed, and “neo-pragmatism” came into vogue.

      Recall also that by the classicalists’ lights, neo-pragmatism embraces the “linguistic turn,” and is therefore counterfeit pragmatism.14 Hence in classicalists’ hands, the eclipse narrative identifies a purported historical injustice committed by “analytic philosophy” against pragmatism. Consequently, classicalists see the fate of pragmatism as bound up with the task of settling a score. The eclipse narrative provides the occasion for a movement to recover pragmatism in its authentic “classical” version.

      This partly explains why classicalists evince such unrelenting contempt for analytic philosophy.15 It also partly explains why the classicalist literature often proceeds as if Dewey’s views need only to be articulated rather than argued for, and why the value of non-Deweyan ideas is measured by how well they comport with what Dewey said. In the vast classicalist literature, one looks in vain for an extended engagement with a well-developed critique of pragmatism, and if any errors on Dewey’s part are admitted, they are always strictly omissive, the things Dewey merely neglected to say (but could have).

      In any case, the result is that neoclassicalists tend to adopt a principled philosophical insularity. Moved by an account of their past that fixates on an alleged persecution, they embark on a project of retrieval that instructs them to talk mostly among themselves about their alleged trauma. The irony of such fundamentally backward-looking tendencies flourishing among pragmatists is apparently lost on classicalists, who seem content merely to preach to each other that salvation lies in a philosophical Golden Age that is nearly a century old. Meanwhile, new pragmatist developments and new problems calling for philosophical attention pass them by.

      In contrast, Cheryl Misak rejects the standard view and these accompanying attitudes in her recent study of the development of American pragmatism (2013: 254).16 Hers is not a culminationist narrative, and she overtly rejects unificationism. Moreover, she shows decisively that pragmatism was never really a doctrine, but instead has always been the site of a series of substantive philosophical wrangles over truth, meaning, and value among empiricists in America committed to various versions of the thought that the philosophical story about experience had to be a story largely about human activity. With her contestational view of pragmatism in place, we no longer find anything that could have been “eclipsed.” In fact, many of the debates among the analytic philosophers during the period of the purported eclipse recapitulate and extend the classical debates. Furthermore, with the contestational model, we can no longer take seriously the Dewey-centrism of the classicalists; hence we expose the folly of thinking that the waning of Dewey’s influence marks a marginalization of pragmatism as such.

      Most importantly, Misak’s decentered narrative brings into view the formidable trends within mid-century pragmatism that are rendered invisible by the eclipse narrative. On Misak’s more inclusive account, we see that one falsifies pragmatism’s founding unless one regards the trajectory of mainstream post-war American empiricist naturalism—with all of its disputes, ruptures, and diversity—as continuous with “classical” pragmatism. Thus a pragmatist lineage runs uninterruptedly from Peirce, James, and Dewey through Nagel, Hook, Lewis, White, Goodman, Quine, Sellars, Davidson, Rorty, West, Putnam, and to Nicholas Rescher, Isaac Levi, Susan Haack, Robert Brandom, Huw Price, Elizabeth Anderson, Christopher Hookway, and Misak herself. It would be impossible to craft a more influential list of philosophers from the past 150 years. They all are pragmatists, and their work has shaped mainstream philosophy and significantly influenced life beyond the academy. The eclipse narrative collapses.

      We think this is all patently evident to anyone who has engaged with mainstream post-Deweyan philosophy in America. But the obvious failure of the eclipse narrative poses a puzzle. Why is the eclipse narrative so pervasive among classicalists? Here is where it helps to examine the metaphilosophical elements of pragmatism.

      To repeat, pragmatism always has had a fundamental metaphilosophical bent. Like many empiricists before him, Peirce sought to put philosophy right by identifying its proper method. The Pragmatic Maxim was his central instrument; and it is, importantly, bound up with a conceptual argument that denies that metaphysics or epistemology could be “first philosophy.” Peirce saw pragmatism as challenging the very idea of a “first philosophy,” a natural order in which philosophical questions needed to be addressed. He aspired instead to devise a way to keep the road of inquiry open so that any systematic philosophy that might subsequently emerge would be well-ordered.

      James and Dewey are more ambitious. They identify pragmatism with a view that contends, at least implicitly, that metaphilosophy is first philosophy. This is overt in James’s Pragmatism, which begins with a diagnosis of philosophy’s “present dilemma” (WWJ: 362ff.). As is well known, James contends that the existing philosophies are crafted (usually unwittingly) to suit the needs of specific psychological temperaments (WWJ: 363). He asserts that traditional philosophy has proceeded as if there were but two such types (“tender” and “tough” minded), while in fact most people are psychologically “mixed” (WWJ: 367). Philosophical debates understandably continue interminably because no extant philosophy can produce a view that suits the typical human psyche (WWJ: 368). Hence James’s prescription: Get the metaphilosophy about temperament right, and the philosophy takes care of itself. That is, we must first see that philosophies really are just articulations of psychological needs, and only then can we make progress on inherited philosophical problems (WWJ: 374). Indeed, according to James, metaphilosophy determines what is to count as first-order success. Recall that for James pragmatism’s chief virtue is psychological: pragmatism is a “happy harmonizer” (WWJ: 386), a “reconciler” (WWJ: 389), that brings us “peace” (WWJ: 349).

      As he sees philosophical disputes as clashes between temperaments, James must accept that some people are indeed tough-minded. He must allow that pragmatism has nothing to offer them, and he cannot fault them for rejecting pragmatism. He must say, then, that for tough-minded individuals, pragmatism is simply false. And the same for the tender-minded, too. And so James’s metaphilosophy, despite promising accord and resolution, seems to push those of differing temperaments outside the discussion (we continue this line of argument about the looming insularity of James’s metaphilosophy in Chapter 9).

      Dewey’s metaphilosophy is more extreme, as it derives from socio-political commitments. According to Dewey, we philosophize in order to “escape from peril” (LW4: 3) to manage an “aleatory world” (LW1: 43); but crucially, he also contends that the escape has an ineliminable social and political dimension. Dewey maintains that traditional modes of philosophy covertly have been in the business of protecting the attitudes that sustain inherited social hierarchies (MW12: 90–94). He argues that once distinct “intellectual classes” arise, their intellectual efforts are aimed at “[glorifying] their own office” (LW4: 32). This is metaphilosophy-as-politics, and Dewey explicitly affirms the result: One must adopt his vision of the nature of philosophy, or else be complicit in the projects of non-scientific, reactionary, anti-democratic elites.

      James’s view is somewhat moderated by an overall resistance to systematic philosophy; he realizes that pragmatism is not for everyone. But Dewey’s lingering Hegelianism allows his metaphilosophy to run amok and subsume all.17 Ultimately Dewey’s view appears from the inside as something that can be criticized only from the perspective of an alien metaphilosophy. This obliges Dewey, as Misak notes, to “dismiss objections to his view rather than take them head on, to escape questions rather than an swer them” (2013: 127). Once the Deweyan metaphilosophy is adopted, there could be no first-order objection to any of his views that does not beg the question against his broader metaphilosophical stance. And since, according to Dewey, accepting that metaphilosophy is necessary for being an open-minded inquirer, it is difficult to see how on the Deweyan view there could be philosophical disagreement at all. Everything gets kicked up to the metaphilosophical level; what appear as first-order claims are actually proxies for metaphilosophical agendas, hence all disputes are actually clashes among distinct metaphilosophical visions. And again, metaphilosophical clashes are, on Dewey’s view, intrinsically political battles between democracy and authoritarianism.

      This feature of the Deweyan metaphilosophy has the troubling effect of making a virtue of philosophical insularity. It encourages the thought that one’s critics are not philosophical critics, but rather are political opponents engaged in a struggle of quite another kind. To try to engage with critics is to fail at solidarity with one’s metaphilosophical—thus political—allies.

      Now we see that both the standard view of pragmatism’s history and the eclipse narrative are the products of a Deweyan metaphilosophy. On the Deweyan view, the waning of Dewey’s philosophy must be the waning of his metaphilosophy. And metaphilosophies, like political movements, meet their demise not by philosophical argument, but at the hands of power. The eclipse narrative hence provides the Deweyan the only kind of explanation they can countenance for Dewey’s fate: There was a political battle within philosophy, and the Deweyans were unjustifiably ousted. And so, in the name of pragmatism, they rail against “analytic philosophy” and campaign for philosophy’s back-to-Dewey turn.

      By showing that mid-century American philosophy was driven by attempts to advance pragmatist views, Misak exposes all of this for the bizarre persecution fantasy that it is. But there remains the question of why Deweyan pragmatism so swiftly lost favor among mid-century pragmatists. We think the proper account again is rooted in metaphilosophical issues. To be blunt, Dewey’s metaphilosophical excesses attracted him to simplistic diagnoses of his opponents. The dialectical pattern is ubiquitous: Dewey identifies some alleged philosophical problem; he then pronounces the problem itself illegitimate because founded on a dichotomy that he declares obsolete, the result of an “intellectualist fallacy” (LW4: 175) or “chaff” (LW1: 4); finally, having taken himself to have cleared the decks, he simply reports his view as if it were the only option.

      This is a striking mode of engagement, and it is what still attracts many to Dewey’s writings.18 But again, the trouble with this dialectical strategy is that it encourages one to underestimate the resilience and even the merits of one’s opposition. It is no accident that the demise of Dewey’s influence coincides with the emergence of improved articulations of the positions that Dewey claimed to have decisively undermined. Shortly after Dewey declared the mind/body problem dispensable because it was inevitably wedded to an untenable substance dualism, there emerged a statement of that problem that did not require a dualism of substance, but only of properties; although Dewey had rejected the nativist doctrines underlying standard approaches in the philosophy of language (including traditional empiricist approaches) for being themselves unempirical, mid-century linguistic philosophy began arguing that the best science favors nativism about language. Dewey claimed to have undermined Kantian moral philosophy by exposing the untenable transcendentalist metaphysics upon which it relies; in the ’50s and ’60s there emerged a discernably Kantian view that eschewed transcendental metaphysics.

      There are many more examples of this kind. The point is that, in the light of such developments, subsequent pragmatists could not take seriously Dewey’s triumphal contention that centuries of philosophical thought could be dismissed with a single metaphilosophical assertion. Hence the mid-century is marked not by an eclipse of pragmatism but rather a crisis within pragmatism occasioned by Dewey’s overreaching metaphilosophy. It fell to post-Deweyan pragmatists to engage the new developments, and to reformulate pragmatist commitments, argument by argument, against more formidable alternatives. Unsurprisingly, Dewey’s writings provided meager assistance.

      We hold that this metaphilosophical element of pragmatism’s story remains insufficiently explored and thus unresolved. We do not attempt to examine it fully in this volume. But given what we have said, there are two general lessons to keep in mind when trying to move pragmatism forward. First, pragmatists must make their metaphilosophical commitments explicit so that they may be kept in check, and second, pragmatists must resist the temptation to build systems of philosophy. To employ an ancient image popularized by Isaiah Berlin, pragmatists must be philosophical foxes rather than hedgehogs. Archilochus the poet observed that “the fox knows many tricks, but the hedgehog one good one.” The fox, given its breadth of knowledge and tenacity (a trick in its own right), will eventually find a way past the hedgehog’s one good defense. And so it should be for pragmatists. They should aspire to have their views hang together in a unified vision, yet they must take up their problems piecemeal, and this means that there is no easy synthesis. This is because pragmatism, like any other living philosophical trajectory, advances only by means of dialectical confrontation, engagements with problematic situations that arise unsystematically over the course of an intellectual life. Accordingly, the tendency to see non-pragmatism as corrupt and unworthy of engagement must be rejected; in fact, non-pragmatist views are those with whom the pragmatist must engage so as to ensure that pragmatism is still relevant, still living. It is worth noting that the most promising developments in current pragmatism manifest these foxy attributes.

      Misak identifies “two kinds of pragmatism,” one objectivist (and Peircean) and another subjectivist (and Jamesian-Deweyan) (2013: 246).19 When her account is supplemented with the metaphilosophical details that we have proposed, a slightly different topology emerges. We hold that there are indeed distinctive strands of pragmatism, but they divide metaphilosophically (we explore this theme in Part II). At this point, we can identify two broad strands. One sees pragmatism as an activity-based naturalist empiricism that must hold its own in ongoing philosophical debates with non-pragmatists and non-empiricists and non-naturalists; the other sees pragmatism as an End-Of-Philosophy gesture, one that promises the philosophical vision to put the debates in a light that reveals them as worthless. On the view we favor, pragmatism originates in a metaphilosophical puzzle concerning the proper relation between philosophical reflections and human practices. And within the pragmatist idiom, there has been a conflict between two primary antagonists, Peirce and Dewey. The Peircean turns to metaphilosophy as a means for continuing inquiry among opposing views; the Deweyan appeals to metaphilosophy as a way to dismiss opposition and “get over” their problems (MW4: 14). Adopting the former view brings definite risks, as one could find in the course of inquiry that one’s pragmatist commitments must be abandoned. But the latter view invites the self-imposed isolation that accompanies the insistence that everyone must adopt one’s own philosophical idiom or else be judged irrelevant, irresponsible, or worse. This kind of insularity also ensures that Dewey’s worthwhile insights will be lost. That’s a price too high to pay.

      Every philosophical perspective is a mixed bag. For many, there are salutary reasons that count in their favor; yet no philosophy is without intellectual cost. In philosophy, just as in life, there are no perfect solutions to problems. Moreover, anyone who promises to make all of life’s troubles disappear without the need for sacrifice, risk, or hard work is a deeply suspicious individual; he is peddling either nonsense, snake oil, or both. Any grownup knows this about life, but children’s fantasies still appeal to us in philosophy. This is perhaps because it is easier to swim in philosophical snake oil than it is to live on the kind that one drinks.

      The reality is that our cognitive and practical lives present us with multiple conflicting claims. We want to get along, but also be left alone; we want to get things right, but we don’t want to go overboard on persnickety detail; we want transcendence and perspective, but we want to be present here and now; we want to be open-minded, but we don’t want to be wrong. In practice, philosophy multiplies tensions of this sort, and this is evinced even in the work of pragmatism’s neoclassicalists, as they regularly call for philosophy to get to work and be practical. Yet the plea for “lived experience” and a return to the “problems of men” often comes in work fixated on interpreting books that were written nearly a century ago and written for an audience of fellow neoclassical pragmatists.

      Pragmatists often employ terms like fallibilism, meliorism, and experimentalism to describe a philosophical perspective that promises to synthesize these conflicting impulses. But too regularly these terms are merely new names for the old problems, or titles for the syntheses yet to come, or, worse still, code words that serve to signal the audience for whom the pragmatist is writing. In contrast, when pragmatism is properly practiced, it is self-consciously unstable, the attempt to manage multiple conflicts all at once. Indeed, pragmatism widens the scope of the conflicts that we must confront. The pragmatist sees that we are looking not only to match our multiple theoretical inclinations, but we are also hoping to integrate them with the wide variety of practical claims to which we find ourselves subject. Urgency shifts, facts change, different things become important, and we must reformulate how we balance the goods and costs.

      This volume is testament to the fact that we see philosophy as precarious and unstable, that we have regular and deep conflicting philosophical and practical commitments. Again, pragmatism is a program for developing strategies for managing these cross-purposed commitments. The conflicts are regularly not resolved, nor are the goods in tension synthesized or the tension aufgehoben. Rather, we find ways that are rational, or at least more rational than their contraries, for making trade-offs and maintaining hopes. To repeat, pragmatism is hence a second-order program, a project directed toward establishing and sustaining a picture of how to approach our inherently conflicted circumstance; it is not itself a resolution of anything. This is, perhaps, a dark view of philosophical work, but anyone who has asked why philosophy never seems to make progress will understand why this is the honest option.

    

    Notes

    1 The term “neoclassical pragmatist” is meant to designate those who associate their philosophical views and ambitions with the so-called “classical” pragmatists rather than with the mid-century pragmatisms of, e.g., Lewis, Goodman, Hook, and Quine, the neo-pragmatisms of Rorty, Putnam, West, Fish, and Posner, and the “new” (sometimes called “analytic”) pragmatism of Misak, Haack, Brandom, and Price. We’ll say more about these distinctions throughout this volume.

    2 Ruth-Anna Putnam goes so far as to say that “pluralism is one of pragmatism’s greatest contributions to philosophy” (Putnam and Putnam 2017: 117). For similar sentiments, see Bernstein (2016: 34); Fesmire (2015: 153); McKenna and Pratt (2015: 377); Green (2009: 303); Margolis (2009: 246); Boisvert (2003: 96); Rosenthal (2003: 170); Oliver (2001: 31); Lavine (2000: 390); and Siegfried (1995: 120).

    3 Pluralism is what we have termed a “halo term” (Talisse 2012a: 2; Aikin and Talisse 2014: 25) See also our account of halo terms in Chapter 5.

    4 That industry persists to this day. For example, see J. Anderson (2015) and our response (Aikin and Talisse 2015).

    5 And the line of thought in Sellars’s essay extends well beyond the bounds of the pragmatist tradition. It is clearly at work in the rationalist program seen most prominently in Hegel’s Sense Certainty argument in the Phenomenology and St. Augustine’s argument about indexicals and general terms in The Teacher. We extend this argument in Chapter 7.

    6 We present this general picture of pragmatism in our 2008 book. As we discuss below, a similar picture is proposed in Misak (2013) and Burke (2013). Misak has recently expanded the historical account to include the influence of the founding pragmatists on philosophy in the UK; see Misak (2016).

    7 See our “Introduction” to Talisse and Aikin, eds. (2011).

    8 It is nearly impossible to find a current work on pragmatism that does not present the eclipse narrative in some form. See, for example, (West 1989: 3; Welch-man 1995: 3f.; Festenstein 1997: 2; Boisvert 1998: 3–12; Dickstein 1998: 1; Hickman 1998: xii; Caspary 2000: 1; Margolis 2002a: Ch. 1; Wilshire 2002; Capps 2003: 1; Fesmire 2003: 2; Hildebrand 2003: 1; Siegfried 2003; McDermott 2004; Westbrook 2005: xii; Hickman 2007: Ch. 3; Boersema 2009: ix; Koopman 2009b: Ch. 3; Bernstein 2010a: 11ff.; Kitcher 2012: Ch. 1; Lachs 2012: 61ff.; Margolis 2012: 2ff.; Schwartz 2014: 2f.; McKenna and Pratt 2015: 327ff.)

    9 This led Dewey to attempt to create distance between his own views and those James attributed to him in Pragmatism. See Dewey’s review of James’s Pragmatism, “What Does Pragmatism Mean by Practical?” (MW4).

    10 That this is the unifying theme of all of Dewey’s mature philosophy is most clearly seen in his Reconstruction in Philosophy (MW12).

    11 One of the clearest cases what can only be read as a deliberate misreading is James’s discussion of Clifford in “The Will to Believe.” See Chapter 4 for our discussion.

    12 See our discussion in Chapter 14.

    13 Compare (West 1989: 5; Campbell 1995: 14–22; J. Smith 1999: 3; Menand 2001; Cochran 2010: 3; Ansell 2011: Ch. 1; McGowan 2012: Ch. 1). For opposing views, see I. Scheffler (1974); Margolis (2002a); Brandom (2011: Ch. 1) and Bacon (2012).

    14 Hence Margolis, “if John Dewey… is the paradigmatic specimen of a philosophical pragmatist, then neither Frege nor Sellars (nor indeed Donald Davidson or Richard Rorty or Robert Brandom) can be proper pragmatists” (2002b: 118). See also McKenna and Pratt (2015: 364). We contend that if Margolis’s conditional is correct, one should negate the antecedent rather than accept the consequent.

    15 See Wilshire (2002) for a book-length expression of this contempt. That the book so badly misses its purported target is also typical of the genre.

    16 Burke (2013) also departs from the standard view. He sees the history of pragmatism as bound up with a conflict between two different ways of understanding the pragmatic maxim. Like Misak, he sees the conflict as fundamentally between Peircean and Jamesian stances (2013: 2–3), and he, too, sees the empiricisms of Quine and Carnap as continuous with a broadly pragmatist trajectory (2013: Ch. 5).

    17 This is the crucial lesson of Gale (2010). Dewey concedes that even into his later work, Hegel “left a permanent deposit” in his philosophy (LW5: 154).

    18 We think the enduring popularity of cowboy movies admits of a similar explanation. The villain always wears a black hat, and so is easily identified. The films are pieces of wish-fulfillment for the desire that questions about good and evil have simple and obvious answers.

    19 See Burke (2013) for an interesting contrast. Burke also sees two forms of pragmatism, one a Peircean “operationalist” view and the other a Jamesian “infer-entialist” view (2013: 43–44). Yet on Burke’s telling, Dewey emerges as the “pragmatist extraordinaire” who perfects the operationalist version of pragmatism inaugurated by Peirce (2013: 57ff.).

  
    Part 1
Encounters with the Classical Idiom

  
    2
Peirce’s Mixed Theory of Epistemic Justification

    In this chapter, we argue that Peirce’s early theory of epistemic justification envisioned a dual role for interpretive inference—both explanatory and justificatory. Consequently, Peirce’s theory of knowledge is tethered to his theory of meaning. We argue that the view presents an early articulation of infinitism regarding epistemic justification. In particular, Peirce adopts a version of mixed or impure epistemic infinitism, one that acknowledges plural sources of epistemic support. However, we will show that Peirce later revised his views about inferences and indexicals in order to save his realism; and so it seems, he no longer had reason to embrace infinitism. The lesson, we take it, is that views about knowledge, truth, meaning, and inquiry are systematically connected for Peirce, and his commitment to realism is the prime mover for the revisions he makes of his views. The meta-epistemological lesson is that it is not clear that anti-foundationalism can be squared with realism.

    
      Peirce as Perhaps an Infinitist

      On the classical conception of knowledge, in order to know, you’ve got not only to believe something, but what you believe also has to be true, and you’ve got to have a good reason for why you believe it. But how do you know that’s a good reason? It itself has not only got to be true, but you’ve got to have another reason for why you hold it is. And then for that reason, another. Then another. And we’re off to the races. Such is the regress problem in epistemology.

      Virtually nobody thinks we should run that very long race. There is a variety of theories of how to shorten the distance. Foundationalism is the thesis that we may stop giving reasons with a special set of beliefs called basic beliefs. Coherentism is the thesis that at a certain level of reason-giving, we may stop when the beliefs in question have a special fit with the rest (or some set) of our beliefs. Contextualism is the thesis that we may stop with beliefs appropriate for the given circumstances. Externalism is a rejection of the requirement that subjects need to give or be aware of further reasons when they obtain.

      Examples of philosophers and whole traditions abound for each of these theories of ways to end the task of giving reasons, and it is easy to find many prime examples of and extended exchanges between these traditions. But it is difficult to find real examples of the tradition that we might call infinitist, those committed to the thesis that reason-support relations may iterate infinitely. The old Pyrrhonian skeptical tradition has a version of accepting infinitism as a requirement on knowledge, but thereby they reject the project of knowing. This seems to be a plausible reading of the Agrippan modes and Sextus Empiricus’s use of them, but many hold that this is not a satisfying epistemological theory, since we are here looking for a theory of justification that dovetails with a theory of actual human knowledge.1 Regularly, Peirce is mentioned in passing as a candidate for holding the infinitist theory, but little more is said.

      Recently, Peter Klein (1999, 2000, 2004, 2014); Jeremy Fantl (2003); Jeanne Peijnenburg and David Atkinson (2007, 2013); and Aikin (2005, 2008a, 2011) have argued for the infinitist view of justification, and they have not only given accounts of the view’s intelligibility but also its resistance to traditional arguments against it. In light of these new developments in articulating and defending infinitism, we will retrieve the question as to whether Peirce was an epistemic infinitist. This is for two reasons. First, it is important that we have an adequate textual backing for these classifications, even if they are tentative and little hangs on them for current epistemological theorizing. We are scholars, and we should try to get things right. Second, in pursuing another example of a philosophical view, we might deepen and broaden our conception of it. Peirce’s work is innovative in a number of areas, and it stands to reason that his views relevant to current issues in metaepistemology will be instructive.

      We will argue for the following: First, Peirce is explicitly infinitist in his early work, namely the 1868 series of articles, “Questions Concerning Certain Faculties Claimed for Man,” “Consequences of Four Incapacities,” and “The Grounds of Validity.” Second, that Peirce’s phenomenology of the relations between firsts, seconds, and thirds favors an interpretation of Peirce’s infinitism as a mixed theory of justification, where infinite series of inferences are also supported and constrained by input from seconds. The conclusion, then, is that Peirce was an infinitist, and particularly, what we will term an impure infinitist, one with a mixed theory of justification.

      However, the prospects for Peirce’s mixed theory infinitism depend entirely on the capacity of his early semiotics to handle indexes and reference beyond the realm of signs; and here his semiotic stumbles. Peirce himself revised the semiotic theory later, and in so doing, it seems also the motives for his epistemic infinitism. The lesson, as we take it, is that Peirce’s revisions to his systematic views are motivated by maintaining his commitment to realism and developing a theory of knowledge and inquiry that is up to the task of realism’s epistemic demands. The meta-epistemological trouble, however, is that it is very hard to square anti-foundationalism with realism. We think this is a regular challenge for many pragmatists, and we close with some observations about how many have handled this balance of reasons.

    

    
      Varieties of Infinitism

      Broadly, epistemic infinitism is the view that infinite series of inferential relations are necessary for epistemic justification. The view may be construed as exceedingly demanding in that it may be an exclusivist thesis regarding sources of justification—namely that only these series are productive of justification. Such would be a pure infinitism, as is found in Klein (1999) and Fantl (2003), where all the standing alternatives are shown to be insufficient against the backdrop of criteria for a sufficient theory of justification.2 The model for successful justification for pure infinitism is that of an infinite chain of justifying relations between commitments.

      However, infinitism may alternately be formulated as a mixed theory of justification, a view that proposes an ecumenical account of sources of justification. Mixed theories of justification are not exclusivist concerning what sources are allowable for epistemic justification. For example, Susan Haack’s (1993) foundherentism makes room for both direct justification and justification from coherence. For impure infinitism, these inferential series produce justification, but they are not the only sources, and they may work in tandem with other sources of justification. The model for infinitism on an impure theory would be an infinitely long chain of reasons supported by direct epistemic support at various nodes. Such support itself need not be infallible, and in fact, precisely because of its fallibility, it must be supplemented by further reasons. There are many alternate styles of impure infintism available.3 However, despite their important differences, the infinitist core remains the same; regardless of whether it is pure or mixed, the infinitist response to the regress problem is that of having reasons on to infinity.

    

    
      Infinitism in the Early Peirce

      Epistemic infinitism of some kind is at work in Peirce’s famous 1868 Journal of Speculative Philosophy series. Peirce’s main purpose in these essays is to rebut “the spirit of Cartesianism,” which has as a core commitment the view that some cognitions are immediately justified—that they are “premises not themselves conclusions” (CP 5.213; CP 5.264). Call such cognitions intuitions. At first, Peirce seems sympathetic to the issues motivating the foundationalist-intuitionist program in the regress problem. Question 7 of the “Questions” essay asks whether there are any cognitions not determined by previous cognitions. In short, Peirce wonders, are there intuitions? Peirce notes that:


      
        It would seem that there is or has been; for since we are in possession of cognitions, which are all determined by previous ones and these by cognitions earlier still, there must have been a first in this series or else our state of cognition at any time is completely determined according to logical laws, by our state at a previous time.

        (CP 5.259)

      

      
But he then notes:


      
        But there are many facts against this last supposition.… [It] is impossible to know intuitively that a given cognition is not determined by a previous one, the only way in which this can be known is by hypothetic inference from observed facts.

        (CP 5.260)

      

      
According to Peirce’s semiotic, intuitions are signs that refer immediately to their objects. The epistemic corollary, again, is that an intuition is a “premise not itself a conclusion.” The question of determination of one thought by another, though, complicates the matter, since these determinations may be semiotic, epistemic, or merely causal in nature. We take it here that so long as Peirce holds that these semiotic determinations are interpretive, they are also jointly causal and epistemic. Call this the dual role of semiotic interpretation: the reasons one has for an interpretation are both explanations for how one arrived at an interpretation and justifications for that interpretation.4

      Peirce further refines his notion of an intuition such that intuitions are (i) first cognitions determinable by logical laws (CP 5.259); (ii) premises not themselves conclusions (CP 5.213); and (iii) something about which it can be a question as to whether they are intuitions, even if one has them (CP 5.260). Peirce synthesized the semiotic features of such judgments (their inferential role as antecedents to chains of further inferences) with their epistemic features (the justification one has in having them and the justification they confer through inference). So the question of the regress problem is whether there can be immediate reference to something that both gives a cognition its content and its epistemic status as an immediately justified belief.

      Peirce’s requirement for immediate reference is that if reference is immediate, it must be immediate that it is immediate. That is, we must intuitively know when we have intuitions. Call this the meta-requirement. So the difference between intuitive and non-intuitive knowledge itself must be intuitive.5 Peirce argues for the requirement like this:


      
        [I]t is plainly one thing to have an intuition and another to know intuitively that it is an intuition, and the question is whether these two things, distinguishable in thought, are, in fact, invariably connected, so that we can always intuitively distinguish between an intuition and a cognition determined by another.

        (CP 5.214)

      

      From this conception of cognition, Peirce derives the argument that intuitions and their immediate knowability as intuitions are connected:


      
        [A]ll the cognitive faculties we know of are relative, and consequently their products are relations. But a cognition of a relation is determined by previous cognitions. No cognition not determined by a previous cognition can be known. It (intuition) does not exist, then, first, because it is absolutely incognizable, and second, because cognition exists so far as it is known.

        (5.262)

      

      
Peirce’s first case is that, given that there has been (up to Peirce’s time and up to now, too) debate about what is intuitive knowledge and not (e.g., the rationalism-empiricism debate, the current arguments against consciousness), it seems clear, on the meta-requirement, that such intuitions do not obtain. Additionally, given the meta-requirement, for the second-order-intuition to be intuitive, we would need a third intuition, and a fourth for that. As a consequence, it would be unclear how intuitions could solve the regress problem at all, since their introduction yields a new meta-regress.6

      Clearly, Peirce’s argument here depends crucially on the meta-requirement for intuitions. We get an extended argument for the meta-requirement and the conception of cognition behind it in the 1868 sequel to the “Questions” paper, “Some Consequences of Four Incapacities.” One of these consequences, Peirce argues, is that all mental events are results of the manipulation of signs. Thoughts are combinational; they, to be thoughts at all, must be well-formed-formulae, and the model for the movements of thought must be that of valid inference (CP 6.338). The components of these formulae are signs—feelings, images, emotions, representations. For these thoughts to have content and for them to be of something, they must not only be well-formed, but they must be meant (CP 5.289). How thoughts have intentionality, on this account, is that the signs comprising thought have objects because they are interpreted as being of something by other signs. Without the interpretant, the original sign loses its meaning. It is therefore essential that signs come not just as sets of well-formed formulae, but as sets that mean by their interrelations. So thoughts, as combinatorial, are like sentences, and sentences do not mean anything unless they are read and interpreted. So it goes for thought. The rationale for the meta-requirement, then, is that the condition for a cognition to exist as a cognition is for it to be known to exist as such (CP 5.262). As long as there is a problem with nailing down whether or not there are intuitions, they are not known to exist. So they don’t.

      Pierce anticipates a familiar regress of analysis problem (an analogue of the epistemic regress) in light of this requirement. If we cannot have thoughts without signs, then it seems for all interpretations, there must be interpretations of them, and then interpretations of them, and we’re off to the races, but this time on a semantic or semiotic level. But Peirce accepts infinitism on this level as well, as he notes that the alternative requires that there be intuitions that play non-derived inferential roles. To hold that there must be such notions “assumes the impossibility of an infinite series. But Achilles, as a fact, will overtake the tortoise. How this happens, is a question not necessary to be answered at present, as long as it certainly does happen” (CP 5.250).7 So Peirce is not only committed to there being a requirement of infinite analysis, but he is also committed to the thesis that these infinite analyses are actual.

      Just as Achilles actually catches the tortoise, and in so doing traverses an infinity of spaces, we mean and reasonably believe, and in so doing, are involved in an infinity of interpretations and justifications. The question, despite the fact that Peirce tables it, is how exactly this is brought to actuality. On Peirce’s theory, it’s the infinitist line about inferential justification that is actually true to practice. The old thought was that the series of inferences had to be finite for justification to be true to experience, but Peirce, with the analogy with Zeno’s paradox of movement, argues that the continuum of movement that makes Achilles’s infinite task possible has an analogous continuity of interpretations for thinkers.

      Let us take Peirce’s analogy with the Achilles case more seriously. One of the principles behind the paradox is that Achilles cannot make an infinite number of journeys in finite time. But the question with this requirement is: why not? As the distances become shorter and shorter between Achilles and the tortoise, the time it takes for Achilles to traverse the distance grows progressively shorter. As such, the times, instead of stretching out to infinite time, contract to the limit of Achilles overtaking the tortoise. As Aristotle observed in his reply to Zeno, time does not start and stop with each journey. And neither does Achilles. And so, the infinity of division does not yield infinity of extension. The question is whether thoughts have the same underlying continuity that time and Achilles’s movements have. On Peirce’s model, they do.

      Peirce’s phenomenology provides an account of the continuity of thought in interpretation. To start, the levels of sign-interpretation are triadic. First, are emotional, atomic, interpretants; second, energetic interpretants; and third, are logical interpretants (CP 5.475). The triadic scheme classifies any object of thought, and presumably, thoughts themselves (as they may be objects of thought, too). For our purposes, the most useful version of the view is rendered in terms of the logic of relations, where the relata stand in one of three kinds of irreducible relations: monadic, dyadic, and triadic. For example, some x’s redness is monadic, some x bumping into some y is dyadic, and some A giving some z to B is triadic.8 Firsts are simple monadic elements, immediate qualities of feeling, non-comparative properties. Seconds are actions and reactions, causes and effects, the brute force of resistance. As Peirce describes secondness it is that “which the rough and tumble of life renders most familiarity prominent. We are continually bumping up against hard fact” (CP 1.324). Thirds are law-like mediated relations. Signs and significant behavior are clearly the best candidates, for their status requires the relations of who-the-sign-is-for, what-the-sign-is-of, and the sign itself. Thoughts themselves, again on the semiotic theory, are thirds, as they have their combinatorial elements, but they are interpretations of other thoughts and experiences, and for them to mean, they must be interpreted.

      Firsts, as feelings, are the primary constituents of consciousness—they are the data that give rise to empirical judgments. They, however, do not function as sense-data or immediate objects of awareness. Rather, they are the raw fluid material of awareness. Because they are prior to interpretations, we are (on Peirce’s theory) not aware of firsts as such. We come to awareness of them as discrete seconds—the fact of some quality bearing on us, the world bumping back, the resistance of things to our will. Facts impose themselves on us in experience, and that pressing is announced with the presence of sensory properties. But for us to recognize those facts as such, to understand and make inferences on the basis of our experiences, they must be taken as being distinct law-like events indicative of their correlate facts (CP 1.420). As such, thirdness of thought is the abduction of understanding of what is happening in the world on the basis of the secondness of experience. Returning to the analogy with Achilles and the tortoise, the distinct movements of thought with thirds depends on the fluid movements of awareness in firsts. The continuity of consciousness in firstness, however, is the ground for the emergence of thirds.

      Most certainly thirdness is our primary object of interest for epistemology, and Peirce’s argument against intuitionism is clearly made on the level of thirds. It is only when thoughts are interpreted on this level that they may bear inferential relations with each other and are candidates for the meta-requirement. However, these relations between thirds are not the only epistemically relevant relations. And though firsts solve the problem of the continuum, there is a final category that plays an epistemic role.

      Secondness has a place in the Peircean epistemic program, especially if we are considering the possible place of non-inferential justification for intuitions. If an intuition is a thought that immediately refers to its object, instead of looking at the mediacy of reference on the theory of signs, the possibility of direct reference may be found in the ontology of the signs themselves.

      The place of seconds in the semiotics is the requirement that for our thou ghts to be determinate in a way that could count as knowledge: something must exist, that existing something must make a difference in our awareness that stands as evidence for us, and therefore there must be something in consciousness that cannot be thought away. So, there must be something that forces our determinate acknowledgment (CP 2.358). The place of secondness in our interpretive triads is that it is a condition not just for the being of the objects of our thought, it is a condition for the existence of the thoughts themselves:


      
        For as long as things do not act upon one another, there is no sense or meaning saying that they have no being, unless it be that they are such in themselves that they may perhaps come into relation with others.

        (CP 1.25)

      

      Guy Debrock (1997: 27) has termed this requirement “the Peircean ontological principle”: If there is no secondness, there is nothing at all. Thirdness, as habits of thought, requires that there be occurrences causally suitable to form those habits.

      Consequently, thoughts about the seconds that give rise to them are themselves referentially direct. A person may say, “I am being appeared to thusly” or “He said that the car wouldn’t look like that,” or “Oh, this is how it feels to win the race.”9 In making such references, the speakers must be both aware of the objects of reference and capable of articulating what such references entail. But the awareness of what they are experiencing is not provided by their awareness of the context or inferential and practical commitments or consequences. They are aware of the causal connection between the experiences and their actions. As a case in point: one takes aspirin because headaches hurt, not vice versa. These seconds, the pressure of the headache, and its correlate effects in our behavior and our beliefs, have a force that we feel and articulate with assent to proper descriptions of them. Most certainly there is another interpretive element to bringing this force to full belief, but the interpretation depends on the material component of the sign for its impetus (CP 5.292).

      So there is a component of thought, on the Peircean theory, wherein there must be non-doxastic support for beliefs. Seconds in experience impel us to formulate commitments. As Peirce puts it, “the perceiver is aware of being compelled to perceive what he perceives” (CP 4.541). These features of experience are not created or eliminated by our thoughts; they impinge on us in ways that show how the world kicks back at our beliefs and theories. Secondness, arises for us as in “the compulsion, the absolute constraint upon us to think otherwise than we have been thinking” (CP 1.336).10 These formulations themselves, on what we’d termed the dual role of semiotic interpretation, with causal and epistemic reasons functioning in tandem, require further inferences, but the impetus itself is not inferential. It is the condition for inference and for inference’s objectivity.11

      Peirce’s argument from “Questions” depends on a robust requirement for intuition: namely, that the intuition provides justification that itself is perspicuous to the subject that has it, and further, that the subject’s justificatory status for her beliefs must not only be available to the subject’s reflection, but it must be a constitutive component of the belief. From this thought, Peirce derives the meta-requirement for intuitions. The mistake interpretively is to take the requirement unqualifiedly to entail the justification assessment must obtain for all intuitive or direct epistemic support. Direct support may come in a variety of forms, and Peirce’s own semiotic is posited on requiring that some non-inferential support function at the heart of the interpretive enterprise. The conception of the progress of inquiry itself requires some feature of non-inferential, defeasible support:


      
        Besides positive science can only rest on experience; and experience can never rest on absolute certainty, exactitude, necessity, or universality.

        (CP 1.55)

      

      
Later, in the 1903 Harvard lectures, Peirce is clearly committed to the thesis that “perceptual judgments are the first premises of all our reasonings” (5.116), and that “all our knowledge rests on perceptual judgments” (5.142). Peirce was (at least by 1903) committed to there being asymmetric and nondoxastic support arising from experience, but he denied that the criteria for such a role was to be the restricted categories arising from the project of refuting skepticism. It does require that if there is knowledge, there is non-inferential support.

      However, it seems clear that the argument from the meta-requirement in “Questions” and “Consequences” is still in play. Beliefs bearing this indexical relation to the seconds from which they arise must still have further beliefs mediating their inferential relations with other beliefs. Percepts are distinct from the perceptual judgments about and based on them, but our introspective access to percepts is severely limited, because all thought must be in the form of thirds. Consequently, Peirce frames the point about reference to experiences as one of having inferential reasons for acknowledging non-inferential input:


      
        We know nothing about the percept otherwise than by the testimony of the perceptual judgment, excepting that we feel the blow of it, the reaction against it, and we see the contents arranged into an object in its totality.

        (CP 7.643)

      

      
And so, in the synthesis of percepts and perceptual judgment in the percipiuum, we find the “resistance” (CP 1.431) of the world we inquire about and the “outward clash” (CP 8.41) of our beliefs with what is real. Sensations so far as they represent something are determinate according to a logical law by previous cognitions (CP 5.291). That we have such and such an experiential event may be provided by the index, but what the sensation is of must be provided by the event’s relation to other beliefs. We can have direct non-inferential access to our experiences as seconds, but for us to know what those experiences are of as thirds requires a measure of interpretation.

      We now have a model for why Peirce would say that there are no intuitions in the sense of first thoughts, ones that do not depend on others for their content or justificatory status—for the thoughts to be thoughts-of, they must be the consequence of inferences. The requirements for justification, further, are that premises may function as premises only if they themselves are conclusions of further arguments. However, this does not preclude the direct support provided by indexicals in experience. In fact, without the secondness of these indexicals’ objects, the arguments themselves could never be formulated. We make, as Peirce frames the alternative to intuitions, “hypothetic inferences from observed facts” (CP 5.260).

      This is not to say that this support from seconds is indefeasible. In fact, quite to the contrary—the inferences are hypothetic. Peirce is clear on this point of seconds providing fallible points for commitment when he speaks of a subject’s perceptual judgments as “the first judgment as to what is before his senses,” that are beyond his control, but are also fallible (CP 5.116). The support provided by direct justification is foundationalist in one way and non-foundationalist in another. In the way it is foundationalist, the direct support provided by seconds are brute and give rise to the content of interpretants. The support is non-foundationalist (and infinitist) in that these events enter into consciousness and play the roles they do because they are interpreted and the consequences of related inference. Seconds cause us to believe things spontaneously, but we arrive at their content by interpretation—the beliefs and what they are about are direct in one way, but indirect in another.12

      Peirce’s early theory of justification, then, is committed to two seemingly inconsistent theses. On the one hand, there must be an inferential or interpretive feature to all epistemic support.13 This drives Peirce’s epistemology in the direction of infinitism. On the other hand, there can, and it seems must, be a non-doxastic support for premises for them to even exist and be justified at all. This drives Peirce’s epistemology back in an empiricist-foundationalist direction. The result is the seeming contradiction of, on the one hand, requiring that all justificatory support be inferential but, on the other hand, allowing seconds to justify. The contradiction, though, arises only if one takes the theories of sources of epistemic justification in tension here to be exclusivist—namely, that if one allows in foundationalism or infinitism, one cannot allow in the other. But mixed (or impure) theories of epistemic justification are non-exclusivist, and it seems that Peirce is working with a mixed theory of justification. Seconds may play a role in a series of reasons, but on the requirement that they do so in combination of a series of interpretations that give seconds epistemicsemiotic significance. By this, our series of inferences may also be held accountable to our experience, so that there are observational judgments justified by the contents of the experience. One has the experiences, and with them, one is justified in having beliefs depending on those correlate experiences. But these experiential beliefs do not play a singular role in cognitive life, as their relation to other beliefs is mediated by other beliefs. For a subject’s belief that she is being appeared to like this to be relevant to her other beliefs, the appearance must be interpreted as a representation of something, or that it is a symptom of being in some situation that gives rise to certain representations. Given that all inferential justification is mediated by interpretation, no indexical belief about one’s experience (that one is experiencing this) is ever sufficient by itself for the justification of another belief, but it may play a role in the determination of the other belief’s status (especially if that other belief entails that one should instead be experiencing that). However, whether or not one has that experience does not depend on other interpretations or inferences, but only on the brute fact of experience.14

      Peirce explicitly rejects the notion that the regress argument shows that there must be a first cognition. His arguments in the 1868 series are precisely designed to show that there are not first cognitions, because inference is necessary for any cognitive element of life to have semantic or epistemic value. However, Peirce also takes himself to have shown how it is possible for these series to begin, given this requirement. Peirce shows that cognition arises by a process of “unfolding” (CP 5.263) where non-inferential material features of signs are the explanatory, and eventually justificatory, features for cognitions. He notes in the third paper of the 1868 series, “The Ground of Validity”:


      
        [I]t does not follow that because there has been no first in a series (of premises), therefore that series had no beginning… for the series may be continuous, and may have begun gradually.

        (CP 5.327)

      

      
This is to say that the continuity of thought arises less like the beginning of a song with a first note, but more like someone progressively turning up the volume, and the song fades in. If there were a first thought, it could have neither content nor normative status, on the Peircean semiotic. However, thought does arise for individuals, and it seems to come about gradually, as a whole. Again, this is because of the requirements of the semiotic here with the meta-requirement for first thoughts and the ties between a cognition’s content and its epistemic status. What we have called the dual role of semiotic interpretation as both causally determinative and epistemically justificatory is the locus of this connection. For a thought to mean, it must be interpreted. Some interpretations are better than others by their responsiveness to the signs and their syntax (and with perceptual judgments, their percepts), and as such, some are justified or not. Interpretations have both semiotic-semantic and epistemic roles to play.

      One question is which role is conceptually prior. Would Peirce, say, be a semiotic infinitist independently of his epistemic infinitism, or vice versa? One thought regularly expressed among contemporary epistemologists is that epistemological theories cannot be articulated independently of a theory of meaning. If we are interested in inferential justification, then some notion of the meaning of the variables between the logical functions must be implicated. Inference is a semantic notion. A justified inference, then, is a conceptually dependent notion—we’ve got to get our semantics nailed down to do epistemology properly.15

      Peirce’s project is structurally similar. It is Peirce’s semiotic commitment that thought must be understood as inferential that yields (a) the meta-requirement for intuitions, (b) the intelligibility of a regress of interpretations, and (c) the demonstrative relation between thoughts and the seconds that give rise to them. Peircean infinitist epistemology rides piggyback to Peircean infinitist semiotics.

    

    
      Problems for the Early View

      The problem is that Peirce’s 1868 semiotics, by Peirce’s later lights, were flawed on three fronts. First, Peirce’s theory of indexicals was inadequate to the task. Or at least, Peirce later thought so. All the demonstrative indexes are limited to seconds and thirds in consciousness. This leaves Peirce’s semantics incapable of analyzing reference to objects in the world. Peirce’s case for demonstratives in “Consequences” is that they bear a “real physical connection of a sign with its object, either immediately or by its connection with another sign” (CP 5.287).16 The question, then, is how these connections are established. On Peirce’s semantics, it could only occur as a static system of relations between judgments. That is, if intuitions have the meta-requirement, then demonstratives do too. That is, if the reasons why there cannot be direct epistemic relations are semantic, then there won’t be direct referential relations, either. As a consequence, on the 1868 Peircean model, there is no escape from the circle of judgments.17 Peirce realized this problem, as “Fixation” in 1877 has it such that “external objects affect our senses according to regular laws, and that we may, on the basis of this knowledge, come to know them” (CP 5.384). The mediacy of judgments and interpretations of knowledge of things other than judgments had been dropped for a causal theory of reference.18 Given that Peirce embraced infinitism on the basis of the requirement for interpretive mediacy for reference, his later acceptance of such reference seems to withdraw motivation from taking the view on. Peirce still could have been an infinitist in the 1877–8 papers (“Fixation” and “How to Make our Ideas Clear”) and later, but he had no positive reason to be so.

      Second, Peirce would also have had to explain how demonstrative reference to seconds provides epistemic support. Insofar as Peirce’s requirements for support run that only inference can provide support, it seems that Peirce’s theory may suffer from a familiar Sellarsian dilemma: either the demonstrative reference is cognitive or it isn’t. If it is cognitive, then it must be so because it has been interpreted. If so, then it cannot independently provide epistemic justification (since that status is possible only if it is conferred by a further cognitive state). If the reference is not cognitive, then it cannot provide support, because it cannot function in inference.19 So long as Peirce is committed to the requirement that inference is the sole means of support, then it is still unclear how seconds may justify any other state. They may cause them (which is how they arise), but without the inferential-interpretive component, they cannot, on Peirce’s requirements, play an epistemic role. This, again, is a consequence of what we had earlier termed the dual role of semiotic interpretation as both causally determinative of content and epistemically justifying. It seems with seconds, we have a question as to how the epistemic element arises without further inferences. Peirce, it seems, can have infinitism or realism, and he has clearly chosen the latter.

      The third problem is that it is unclear how Peirce’s account of interpretation in the 1868 essays has anything to do with truth. We know that signs, in order to mean, must be interpreted by other signs. But we have no criteria for what a correct or incorrect interpretation is. Peirce must be committed to this difference, as it is crucial to save his theory that all thought is modeled on valid inference (CP 6.338). He explains cases of fallacious reasoning as cases where one misinterprets or confuses a rule of inference, and thereby uses the wrong one (CP 5.282). But what is this notion of misinterpretation? On the semiotic theory, inferences and content of the thoughts they move from are established by other inferences. How, then, could they be distinct from the wrong ones, since ex hypothesi they are both logically determinate enough to be cognitively significant? If it is a brute fact of the matter which is right, then there are components of consciousness that have their cognitive contents independently of their interpretation. The theory of seconds earlier is supposed to explain how interpretations come about, but it is silent on whether those interpretations are correct or incorrect and how they can be.20 Consequently, if the 1868 theory is to be salvable, a more robust theory of seconds is necessary.

    

    
      Another Route to Infinitism?

      A closing question is whether another Peircean epistemic infinitism could be abstracted from the model for inquiry and truth that is implicit in the 1868 articles:


      
        [T]he real… consists of those which, at a time sufficiently future, the community will always continue to re-affirm.

        (CP 5.312)

      

      
And the theory runs through the later work (1901):


      
        Truth is that accordance of the abstract statement with the ideal limit towards which endless investigation would tend to bring scientific beliefs.

        (CP 5.565)

      

      
The problem for such a model for the purposes of epistemic infinitism is that it underdetermines the conception of justification necessary for the task. Our argument will run on a dilemma. There are two going interpretations of Peirce’s end-of-inquiry model for truth: the no defeaters model, and the ideal convergence model. Neither of these interpretations entail infinitism (though both are consistent with it). Consequently, there is no necessary connection between Peirce’s theory of truth and infinitism.

      On the no-defeaters interpretation for Peirce’s theory of truth, we should, as Cheryl Misak puts it, “think of a true belief as a belief that would forever be assertable; a belief which would never lead to disappointment; a belief that would be ‘indefeasible’ or not defeated, were inquiry pursued as far as it could fruitfully go” (2004a: ix). The consequence, then, is that the epistemic notion of truth is one that depends on truths determining inquiry’s products.21 Given this interpretation, nothing follows regarding justification’s structure, except that inquiry will eliminate defeaters (and potential defeaters) for propositions that are true. Unless the number of potential defeaters for any proposition is infinite, there is no reason to be an infinitist on the no-defeaters reading of Peirce’s theory of truth.

      On the convergence interpretation of Peirce’s theory, truth is defined by the products of completed inquiry. As De Waal phrases it, “a proposition P is true, means nothing other than if P were inquired into long enough, this will eventually result in the settled belief that P” (2005: 25). The question is whether epistemic infinitism can be tied to the theory of truth as interpreted as requiring “endless investigation.” If it does, then it doesn’t entail infinitism. This is because endless investigation does not mean infinite series of justifying inferences. Endless investigation of a proposition’s truth, at any time, may change which other propositions are in the series, change their order, or add new inferences. Or it may reveal that the series does not provide the requisite support for p by defeating some branch necessary for p’s justification. Or it may add new nodes to the series infinitely, so that the series may stretch to infinity. But there is nothing to the notion of infinitely extended inquiry that means that the series of justificatory inferences it yields are infinite or otherwise. The expression ‘endless inquiry’ here is reflective more of the fallibilist component of Peirce’s epistemology and its requirement of revisability. The notion of truth at the end of endless inquiry is more a model for an ethic of well-regulated fallibilist inquiry than a model for epistemic justification, infinitist or not. We may be justified now, but that does not make our beliefs immune to correction when new information comes in. We may be open to infinite iterations of correction and revision, but such a structure itself does not require that the supporting reasons be infinite.

      The upshot of the dilemma is that, either way, Peirce’s theory of inquiry and truth may be called epistemically infinitist, because his epistemology does not rule out the possibility of infinitely extended chains of inferences, but such an infinitism (as opposed to his views in 1868) is hardly explicit enough to merit little more than a qualified attribution of the view. The later view is consistent with infinitism, but that’s not an endorsement.

      Peirce was an infinitist in his early work, namely in the 1868 Journal of Speculative Philosophy series. We have argued that the infinitism he embraced is a mixed epistemic theory, what may be understood as an impure infinitism. However, Peirce’s early infinitism was held on the basis of a flawed semiotic theory. Peirce himself later recognized these defects, and in correcting them, it seems he also took leave of the epistemic view. In any case, he no longer felt it necessary to explicitly endorse it.

    

    
      The Lesson for Pragmatists

      The lesson, as we take it, is that Peirce’s prime theoretical mover is saving realism and the epistemic tools that realism demands of us. Idealism is a powerful tool for highlighting the mind’s contribution to understanding and sensibility, but the program does not make room for the world to provide an “outward clash” with our beliefs, for the facts to produce some “resistance” to our theories (CP 8.41; 1.431). Secondness, integrated into an infinitist epistemology, provided an early mixed theory, one that synthesized our spontaneity and receptivity. However, the theory fell to problems familiar with the Sellarsian program of the critique of Givens, and it suffered still from the puzzle of how secondness, as a category of consciousness, had anything to do with the real in a way that did not imply idealism. Peirce’s later theory of truth maintains the realist commitments and inquiry’s hopes, but it seems to have moved on from what had originally motivated the epistemic infinitism. And this is one of the hard lessons in epistemology: it is difficult to see a way to be a realist and not be a foundationalist.22 Anti-foundationalism has an anti-realist trajectory to it, and in many ways, we think Peirce’s anti-foundationalist realist project, as it develops, displays these tensions.

      The general lesson of the difficulty of squaring anti-foundationalism with realism is one that is familiar to most in the pragmatist tradition, since many have taken the difficulty to heart and thereby rejected realism, too. In fact, one of the going strategies of interpreting Peirce on these lines is to take his end of inquiry theory of reality to be an unacknowledged form of idealism, one that takes on, as Rockmore puts it, “an operational view of reality” (2004: 6). In fact, the tight connection between anti-foundationalism and anti-realism in the pragmatist tradition is assumed as a kind of unarguable internal relation—if one is not a realist, there is no motive for foundationalism; if one is not a foundationalist, there are insufficient epistemic resources for realism.23 The tempting diagnostic view that emerges is that the oscillation between foundationalist myths of the given and coherentist frictionless spinning in the void, to use John McDowell’s imagery (1994: 11), is the result of a false notion of what our cognitive lives are about. What follows for many pragmatists is Rortyan “epistemological behaviorism” (1985: 101) and “anti-representationalism” (1989: 5), Brandomian “scorekeeping” models of objectivity (1994: 529), and Price’s “global expressivism” about what purport to be robust truth claims (2013: 53).

      These reactions to the trouble for the anti-foundationalism and realism connection are, we think, hasty. The first reason is the central background assumption is that any pragmatist epistemology must be anti-skeptical. As we saw with Peirce, rethinking his mixed theory and with the thought that only foundationalism provides sufficient epistemic resources for realism, a driving assumption is that skeptical results of an epistemology are compelling evidence that the theory is in error. But if we, still with Peirce, hold that all our beliefs are revisable and that it is only at the limit of complete inquiry that we may know that we know, such robust anti-skepticism is the height of presumption. One may have skeptical attitudes, hold that knowledge is possible, yet also nevertheless hold that knowledge is neither widespread nor manifest. That is, we think, what a consistent fallibilist’s attitude must be when inquiry continues even when one has satisfied one’s own doubts, but one’s peers have questions. And so, we think, there is not only room for skeptical pragmatism, but skeptical attitudes are also quite at home in the pragmatist idiom.

      The second reason why the move to the full anti-representational, social, expressivist theories of epistemic norms is a non sequitur from the anti-foundationalism-meets-realism problem is that what we’d termed the dual role of explaining and justifying that inference must provide for beliefs is diminished on both fronts. If the explanatory story is one of socialized practice and the justificatory story is one of norms of allowable assertion, then it is not clear how knowledge is much of an achievement, how it is different from popular dogma, or why inquiry should be a worthwhile bother. Knowledge should be something that allows us to overcome conventions. It is not a mere product of them. Jettisoning realism, even if it establishes a more consistent epistemology, seems to have sacrificed the kind of explanatory and justificatory accounts that makes knowledge of value.24

      Our account of Peirce’s mixed theory and his mixed feelings about it was designed to show that pragmatist epistemology has been, from the very beginning, pulled in many directions by many agendas. In Peirce’s case, his reply to the foundationalism at the core of what he calls “the spirit of Cartesianism” sets him on a course that conflicts with his realism. Peirce’s view is that we must be committed to the view that only inference confers justification, but without a connection to something outside our beliefs, it is not clear that the justified beliefs are about much of anything. And so Peirce’s epistemology is a working model of the tensions at the heart of the cognitive program. But with the pragmatists afterward, these tensions are worked out more consistently, as we see with many in the anti-realist and anti-foundationalist camps. But we have argued that this consistency in epistemologies is achieved to the detriment of their normative and explanatory purpose—once realism is jettisoned, it is unclear how the epistemic theories have the purchase they purport to have.
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    3
Fixing Belief as Epistemic Conduct

    It is generally agreed that among the founding documents of pragmatism are two essays by Charles Sanders Peirce, his 1877 “The Fixation of Belief” and his 1878 “How to Make our Ideas Clear.” However, it is also generally agreed that the articulations of core pragmatist commitments featured in the two essays are less than optimal. “How to Make our Ideas Clear” contains a series of formulations of the core pragmatist semantic doctrine, the pragmatic maxim, that are so clumsy and varied as to render the pragmatist’s conception of meaning unclear.1 Likewise, in “The Fixation of Belief” Peirce defends a conception of inquiry on grounds that confound even the most sympathetic of Peirce’s commentators.2 Nonetheless, “Fixation” and “Ideas” remain Peirce’s most influential writings, and much of the subsequent history of pragmatism can be understood as the ongoing attempt to work out proper formulations of both the pragmatic maxim and the pragmatist conception of inquiry.3 In any case, all contemporary pragmatisms must grapple with Peirce’s two essays.

    In this chapter, we propose a reading of Peirce’s “The Fixation of Belief” that emphasizes the actional dimension of inquiry. With inquiry seen as a kind of conduct, we are then able to draw out the social epistemic aspects of inquiry, which in turn bring into view the political epistemic character of inquiry. The result will be a Peircean defense of democratic politics.

    
      An Alleged Tension in “The Fixation of Belief”

      The most general contours of the argument of “Fixation” are easy to describe. Peirce begins with his doubt-belief model of inquiry. On this model, a belief is a “calm and satisfactory state which we do not wish to avoid” (CP5.372) that “guide[s] our desires and shape[s] our actions” (CP5.371). A doubt, by contrast, is an “uneasy and dissatisfied state from which we struggle to free ourselves” (CP5.372); doubt marks a breakdown in our belief, an interruption in our action (CP5.394), and an irritation that incites “struggle to attain a state of belief” (CP5.374). This struggle to make the transition from a state of doubt to a state of belief is what Peirce calls inquiry (CP5.374). Peirce claims that the sole aim of inquiry is to replace doubt with belief (CP5.375).

      “Fixation” then proceeds to catalogue four distinct ways in which we may attempt to assuage doubt and settle belief; each of these ways is, according to Peirce, a method of inquiry. First is the method of “tenacity” (CP5.378), which is the “simple and direct” (CP5.377) method by which belief is preserved by simply avoiding potential occasions for doubt and ignoring sources of doubt. This method, Peirce argues, is “unable to hold its ground in practice” because “the social impulse is against it” (CP5.378). Second, Peirce identifies the method of “authority” (CP5.380), which posits a social institution that will “keep correct doctrines before the attention of the people,” and keep dissenters “terrified into silence” (CP5.379). Yet Peirce observes that “no institution can undertake to regulate opinions upon every subject,” it can attend to regulating belief only with regard to “the most important” subjects (CP5.381); that is, the Orwellian state required by the method of authority cannot be epistemically omnipotent. Hence individuals will be left to their own cognitive devices in confronting a great many doubts, and this will lead them eventually to reject the method of authority (CP5.382). Third, Peirce examines the a priori method (CP5.383), which advises individuals to “converse together” as a means of “gradually [developing] beliefs” that they find to be “agreeable to reason” (CP5.382). Peirce thinks that the a priori method breaks down because it makes inquiry “more or less a matter of fashion” and therefore “does not differ in a very essential way from the method of authority” (CP5.383); it simply relocates the locus of the ad baculum away from the physical threat of the State and toward the more subtle, but no less coercive, threat of social ostracism.

      Finally, Peirce considers the method of science (CP5.384). This method, he says, is crucially unlike the others in that it is the only one to recognize that our beliefs should “be determined by nothing human, but by some external permanency—by something upon which our thinking has no effect” (CP5.384). That is, the method of science alone has as a “fundamental hypothesis” the claim that,


      
        There are Real things, whose characters are entirely independent of our opinions about them; those Reals affect our senses according to regular laws, and, though our sensations are as different as are our relations to the objects, yet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we can ascertain by reasoning how things really and truly are; and any man, if he have sufficient experience and he reason enough about it, will be lead to the one True conclusion.

        (CP5.384)

      

      
That is, the “hypothesis of reality” upon which the method of science is based enables believers to appeal to something outside of belief when confronting doubt and pursuing inquiry. Accordingly, the method of science, unlike the others, is not a method of belief preservation but a method of belief refinement; whereas the nonscientific methods attempt to fix belief by avoiding doubt or suppressing its sources, the method of science attempts to enlist doubt in the project of correcting belief. If, as Peirce argues in “Ideas,” a true belief is one that would never occasion unresolved doubt, and if inquiry is the struggle to escape doubt, then only the scientific method can succeed as a method of inquiry. The other methods cannot resolve doubt but at best temporarily insulate us from it.

      The difficulty that most commentators see with the argument has to do with the relation between two claims to which Peirce is unquestionably committed in “Fixation”:


      
        The Object Claim

        The settlement of opinion is the sole object of inquiry.

        (CP5.377)

      

      

      
        The Superiority Claim

        The method of science is superior to all other methods of inquiry.

      

      
Israel Scheffler has stated the supposed difficulty most directly. He contends that The Object Claim and The Superiority Claim are inconsistent:


      
        Science does not, like the method of tenacity, yield “great peace of mind” [CP5.377]. In holding all its claims to be provisional and subject to the test of continuing experience, it places them all in jeopardy and makes them all vulnerable to unsettlement.

      

      
Scheffler continues,


      
        Science might thus be persuasively presented as a systematic method for unfixing belief and unsettling opinion, for dissolving the encrusted deposits of doctrine.

        (1974: 71)

      

      
Picking up on these points, Nicholas Rescher writes,


      
        After all, we realize full well that science is constantly changing its mind. We know in our heart of hearts that the world-picture of natural science in the year 3,000 will differ from our present-day science no less radically than this itself differs from the science of Newton’s day. The clearest lesson of the history of science is that science keeps changing its mind in various fundamental ways about the modus operandi of nature. So, why should we actually go ahead and believe what science tells us nowadays?

        (1995: 104)

      

      So it seems that Peirce’s defense of the method of science is inconsistent with his claim that the “sole object” of inquiry is the settlement of belief.

      Notice first that both Scheffler and Rescher understand by the “scientific method” something much more restricted than what Peirce intended. Peirce’s defense of the scientific method is not a defense of the prevailing science of the day. Rather, Peirce understands the scientific method to be that method which “goes out of its way to test hypotheses by experiment” (Misak 2004a: 80). Though important, this clarification does not go all the way toward meeting the objection. Even if we take “the scientific method” in the broad sense that Peirce intends, there seems to be, as Scheffler notes, a deeper inconsistency in “Fixation.” This inconsistency consists in the fact that Peirce’s case for the scientific method makes no reference to The Object Claim. Scheffler writes,


      
        Peirce promises to compare his four methods solely by reference to their relative effectiveness in stabilizing belief, since the settlement of opinion is the sole object of inquiry. Yet, in defending the method of science, he does not even mention its superior effectiveness, but calls in a variety of new considerations, some metaphysical… some methodological… and some even moral.

        (1974: 70)

      

      
The conclusion is that since Peirce is committed to a definition of inquiry that renders science wholly inadequate, he of course cannot mount a defense of science that appeals to the “sole object” of inquiry. Yet it is precisely this conception of inquiry’s “sole object” that drives his criticisms of the three nonscientific methods. Peirce seems to argue that the nonscientific methods fail because they cannot settle opinion. It seems, then, that the argument of “Fixation” is, at the very least, deeply confused.

      However, the Scheffler-Rescher line of criticism is not decisive. The criticism takes Peirce to have proposed a criterion for a good method of inquiry, and then to have attempted to evaluate the four methods according to this criterion. On the Scheffler-Rescher line, Peirce’s argument proceeds roughly in the way that one might expect a judge in contest to proceed. The judge of, say, a singing contest begins with a set of criteria for good singing—accurate pitch, graceful phrasing, proper breathing, or what have you—and then evaluates each singer in the contest according to his or her ability to manifest excellence in each. The objection, you will remember, is that, in evaluating the four methods of inquiry, Peirce holds the first three methods to a standard (viz., the ability to settle opinion) that is conveniently dropped when he evaluates the fourth. To be sure, if this were the structure of Peirce’s argument, it indeed would be an utter failure, an argument that is, as Murray Murphey has said, “barely worthy of the name” (1961: 164). But the description of the form of Peirce’s argument presumed in the Scheffler-Rescher critique is incorrect.

      Peirce’s argument is instead an immanent or internal critique of various popular epistemic practices. That is, Peirce’s critique of the nonscientific methods is not that none of them can satisfy some condition for propriety that Peirce has imposed on inquiry. His conclusion is not that as the nonscientific methods cannot satisfy the condition stated in The Object Claim, we therefore we should not adopt them. Rather, Peirce’s argument is that the nonscientific methods fail to satisfy a condition that is internal to inquiry in the ways the methods themselves require, and therefore we cannot self-consciously adopt them.4 Put in another way, Peirce is not recommending the scientific method but rather showing us that—given what we take inquiry to be, and given what we understand to be inquiry’s point—on reflection, we have no choice but to reject all but the scientific method. In this way, “Fixation” prescribes the method of science, but not in the way that a physician prescribes a drug; Peirce’s contention is that the method of science is implicit in our conception of inquiry, even if we were to begin with our notion of resolving doubts to be sheer tenacity. To put it more strongly, Peirce contends that all directed movement from doubt to belief must present itself as instantiating the method of science. The aim of “Fixation” is to make this fact more present to us so that we may more deliberately and self-consciously undertake inquiry. That is, Peirce’s “Fixation” is an essay not about science per se, but rather about self-controlled inquiry, intellectual autonomy. If this is correct, then the supposed tension in the essay dissolves. We turn now to reason for thinking that this, indeed, is correct.

    

    
      Inquiry and Epistemic Agency

      We have suggested that in “Fixation” Peirce does not argue as follows:


      
        	The settlement of opinion is the sole object of inquiry.

        	The nonscientific methods cannot settle opinion, and the scientific method can settle opinion.

        	Therefore, we should adopt the scientific method.

      

      
The alternative reading we suggest has Peirce deploying an immanent critique according to which the nonscientific methods of inquiry cannot reliably achieve what we, as inquirers, expect inquiry to do. One might say that the nonscientific methods of inquiry are self-defeating; although particular deployments of any of them might lead us to epistemic success in specific cases of doubt, none of them can be adopted self-consciously as one’s epistemic policy for addressing doubt. That is, one cannot, in deploying these methods as a means for resolving a doubt, describe the method as such and consistently have one’s doubts resolved. The conclusion of “Fixation,” then, is not that we should not adopt nonscientific methods of inquiry, but that we cannot deliberately adopt them; that is, the conclusion is that if we are being deliberate about inquiry, we cannot help but follow the method of science. This is because once a believer becomes aware that his belief was generated by a nonscientific method, the belief is ipso facto rendered dubious. Once we see our beliefs as held merely on the basis of stubborn tenacity, dogmatic authority, or the dictates of what is tasteful to one’s reason, doubts are not assuaged. This way of understanding Peirce’s argument obviously requires clarification and defense. And this requires a little backtracking.

      Peirce’s epistemology, as presented in “Fixation” at least, is focused on what can be called epistemic agency. Peirce begins from the observation that we are reasoning creatures. We engage instinctively in acts of inferring, deducing, guessing, hypothesizing, and experimenting with a view toward predicting and preparing ourselves for future happenings. When events surprise us, we are disturbed: belief is interrupted, action is halted, and we experience doubt (CP5.372). When belief is unsettled, we must respond by casting about for a new belief. In this way, Peirce’s epistemology begins not with arm-chair analyses of the familiar concepts of epistemology, but instead with the actual human “struggle to attain a state of belief” (CP5.374). Hence on Peirce’s view, epistemology is something all of us do. Epistemology is behavioral; it belongs to the study of conduct.5

      The behavioral dimension of epistemology is explicit in the doubt-belief model of inquiry from which Peirce begins. Although it is clear the irritation of doubt is possible only against the background of a standing system of beliefs, we respond to doubt only by exerting a kind of effort. As Misak puts it, “Beliefs do not just come upon us—we reach for them” (2004b: 13). This “reaching” for belief is inquiry, and inquiry can be undertaken in different ways. To repeat, the principal aim of “Fixation” is to evaluate some common ways in which individuals set about inquiry, and then to prescribe a method that is suited to our aims as inquirers. It is important to note here that a method of inquiry is not simply an algorithm that an inquirer enacts when confronted with doubt. A method of inquiry is more like a policy one adopts with respect to doubt; hence it entails a wide range of habits and commitments that run beyond the particular beliefs it produces.6

      An analogy with moral theory might prove useful here. As several commentators have emphasized, utilitarianism is not simply a decision rule for moral action, but an entire outlook, a way of living, that determines not only what we should do, but how we understand ourselves and how we relate to others. For example, Peter Singer’s famous 1972 essay, “Famine, Affluence, and Morality,” shows that utilitarianism entails a set of attitudes regarding not only other and even distant human beings, but also a range of social phenomena, including consumerism and the global dimensions of modern economies. In a similar vein, Bernard Williams’s (in Smart and Williams 1973) well-known criticism of utilitarianism objects to the kind of person utilitarianism requires one to be.7 In both cases, the thought is that one’s policy concerning how to decide what to do impacts deeply one’s more general dispositions and attitudes, what we might call one’s moral character.

      Similarly, the different methods of inquiry identified by Peirce do not simply specify how one regains belief when confronted by doubt. Again, the methods are policies with respect to doubt, and as such they largely set the tone for one’s epistemic life. Accordingly, one’s method conditions how one conceives of one’s relation to one’s beliefs: the lengths one will go to protect one’s beliefs from unsettlement; what one will count as appropriate sources of evidence; how, when, and whether one changes belief; to whom one shows epistemic deference; how one views opposing beliefs and those who promote them; when one dismisses criticism or walks away from a debate; and so on. Following Hookway, we say that one’s method of inquiry sets one’s epistemic character (2000: 254f.).

      Now, in light of influential developments in philosophies of language and science in the latter half of the twentieth century, the term method deserves special comment.8 Richard Rorty has charged pragmatists of Peirce’s ilk with “methodolatry,” claiming that it is “difficult” to “take the notion of ‘method’ seriously” (1999: 36; cf. Rorty 1991). So be it. What Peirce identifies as four methods of inquiry are in any case better understood as four epistemic character-types, four kinds of believer. Peirce’s nonscientific believers seek to preserve existing beliefs (Misak 2004a: 64) by contriving ways of avoiding doubt. To repeat: The tenacious believer avoids doubt by ignoring everything that runs counter to his belief; the authoritarian believer avoids doubt by appealing to some supposedly higher authority as the final arbiter of truth; and the a priori believer avoids doubt by surrounding herself with the polite company of like-minded conversationalists. The scientific believer, by contrast, seeks not to preserve existing beliefs, but to devise beliefs that will not occasion doubt. To accomplish this, the scientific believer seeks to form beliefs in ways that are responsive to reasons, evidence, and argument.

      The Peircean epistemologist tightly connects truth to this sort of responsiveness. On the Peircean view, to say that a belief is true is to say that it will forever withstand the challenges of reason, evidence, and argument. Of course, this Peircean thought about truth is famously plagued with difficulties.9 But we need not address such troubles here. Our present point does not require the affirmation of Peirce’s conception of truth, but only the thought (non-controversial, it seems to us) that one pursues truth by pursuing beliefs that are responsive to reasons, evidence, and argument. The claim, then, is that as only the scientific believer acknowledges that her beliefs are answerable to something outside of themselves (CP5.384), only the scientific believer pursues truth.10

      Consequently, the scientific believer need not insulate herself from potentially doubt-occasioning experiences in order to maintain epistemic stability. She forms beliefs on the basis of considerations that enable her to defend against potential sources of doubt, and thus she is able to maintain epistemic stability in the face of new experiences. In this sense, the scientific believer’s opinions are “settled,” not in the sense of being indefeasible as they are, but rather in the sense that they can withstand scrutiny. To put the matter differently, any contrary opinion and any opposing evidence suffices to cast the nonscientific believer’s opinion into doubt. This is precisely why the non-scientific believer’s epistemic policy is aimed so heavily at constraining the believer’s exposure to opinions and experiences. And so, the tenacious believer must adopt a life of hermitage, the authoritarian believer must live in a society with strict social policing, and the a priori believer must associate only with the intellectually respectable. By contrast, the scientific believer’s opinion can be unsettled only by sufficiently strong countervailing evidence, cogent criticism, and defeating considerations. In fact, as we will discuss more fully in the next section of this chapter, the scientific believer’s epistemic policy calls her to expand her exposure to unfamiliar opinion and new experience. According to her epistemic policy, epistemic stability in the face of the challenges of new experience and the scrutiny of others is the only epistemic stability there is.

      This is not enough to establish what we have identified as Peirce’s central thesis in “Fixation,” namely that we cannot self-consciously inquire in any way but the scientific way. We need to show that one cannot self-consciously adopt an epistemic policy that does not pursue truth.

      There are two points to be made. First, it must be noted that nonscientific policies are in practice parasitic on scientific inquiry. The tenacious believer must draw distinctions between friends and foes of his cherished beliefs, and these are distinctions that he must attempt to draw correctly. Similarly, he must be able to identify potentially doubt-occasioning situations in order to succeed in avoiding them; again, it is essential that he identify these situations accurately. In this way, the tenacious believer must see himself as striving to get things right with respect to when and where to stick his head in the sand. The authoritarian believer must see herself as deferring to the correct authority, and she must aspire to interpret the official doctrine correctly. The a priori believer is concerned with beliefs that not only seem to cohere with her general sense of what is “agreeable to reason” (CP5.382), but with beliefs that actually cohere; similarly, she is concerned to keep company with others who not only seem to agree with her, but who actually agree with her. In all of these cases, the nonscientific believer must attend to reasons, argument, and evidence in order to accurately make the discriminations called for by her epistemic policy. If she fails to do so, her way of belief is undermined. Thus, it is not psychologically possible to be a thoroughgoing nonscientific believer; no one can be a tenacious, authoritarian, or a prioristic believer all the way down, because the practice of any nonscientific method presupposes the scientific method at its core.

      Second, note again as a fact about the phenomenology of belief, that the nonscientific policies cannot be reflectively endorsed. No one who practices such methods takes himself to be doing so; as Peirce recognized, belief typically recedes once the believer acknowledges that it was produced by means of a method that has no truth-tracking or reason-responsive propensities (Misak 2004a: 61).11 That is, just as “everybody conceives himself to be proficient enough in the art of reasoning” (CP5.358), nonscientific believers take themselves to be scientific inquirers. The tenacious believer does not take himself to be ignoring counterevidence, avoiding possible sources of dispute, and burying his head in the sand like an ostrich (CP5.377); rather, he says to himself “I hold steadfastly to the truth, for the truth is always wholesome” (CP5.377). The same is true of those who adopt the other non-scientific policies: They can persist in being nonscientific believers only for as long as they are unaware, mistaken, or deluded about their epistemic character. The nonscientific policies hence require for their maintenance epistemic self-delusion; one who practices them in a sustained way must be lacking an important kind of self-knowledge. If one were to completely describe to oneself what one is doing in believing in the nonscientific cases, one’s beliefs would appear no longer as truths but as mere symptoms of one’s intellectual habits—to one’s tenacious hermitage, authoritarian dogmatism, or a priori intellectual tastes. Once one sees oneself, one’s character, and the beliefs reflective of that character, the methods used to ally doubts themselves become doubt-makers. To return to a point made at the beginning of this section, nonscientific ways of belief involve a kind of self-defeat: they both depend upon and encourage epistemic failure.

      Together, these considerations suggest that, in Misak’s words, “the scientific method is more than just a good strategy; we cannot help but generally adopt it” (2004a: 85). Misak develops this point by saying that responsiveness to reasons is a constitutive norm of belief. She writes,


      
        A belief, in order to be a belief, is such that it is responsive to reasons and evidence. That is a very part of what it is to have a belief—a constitutive norm of belief is that a belief is something that one holds for reasons.

        (2004b: 12)

      

      
This is what was meant earlier when we suggested that Peirce’s argument in “Fixation” is an internal criticism of the nonscientific policies. Peirce’s argument is that the nonscientific policies violate a constitutive norm of belief itself; to repeat, they are therefore self-undermining ways of inquiring, and they are self-undermining from the perspective of those practicing them.12 Accordingly, the distinction between scientific and nonscientific believers is the distinction between self-conscious and self-deluded epistemic agents.

      If this is the case, then there is no tension between Peirce’s two commitments in “Fixation.” One can with full consistency uphold (The Object Claim) that we inquire solely for the sake of settling belief, and (The Superiority Claim) contend that the scientific method is superior to all the others. The superiority of the scientific method consists in this: given what it is to have a belief, it is the only method we can self-consciously adopt.

    

    
      Social-Epistemic Responsibility

      Thus far we have dispelled the concern that “Fixation” is hopelessly confused and internally incoherent. On the reading we have proposed, Peirce’s argument is focused not on “method” as we construe it today, but rather on epistemic character-types. And though his writing requires careful unpacking, once Peirce’s views are laid bare, one finds that his insights are characteristically astute. We have emphasized throughout that Peirce takes epistemology as actional. Hence it is no surprise that his criticism of the nonscientific epistemic character types involves the diagnosis that their epistemic conduct is self-undermining. To repeat, according to our understanding of Peirce, the nonscientific believer sets about inquiry in a way that is both self-deluded and self-defeating. Her policy for epistemic conduct is parasitic on a failure of self-knowledge (the nonscientific believer must be mistaken about her policy) and is in any case incapable of achieving that for the sake of which she inquires at all.

      We expressed this thought earlier by saying that the nonscientific policies are best understood as ways of avoiding doubt. The nonscientific believer adopts a policy for keeping in place whatever beliefs she happens currently to hold, and her policy attempts to achieve this by means of a strategy for constraining her exposure to potential sources of unsettlement. The scientific believer, by contrast, adopts a policy of achieving epistemic stability by way of confronting doubt. As she practices a way of belief production and maintenance that is responsive to reasons, arguments, and evidence, her beliefs bring with them a command of the considerations that count in their favor. The scientific believer, then, is not cast into doubt simply by the realization that others hold beliefs that are different from her own, as the others do. The tenacious believer must “go through life, systematically keeping out of view all that might cause a change in his opinions” (CP5.377). The authoritarian relies on an institution “to keep correct doctrines before the attention of the people” (CP5.379), and the apriorist must admit that they have little to say to those beyond their realm of “taste” (CP5.384). Epistemic stability is bought at the cost of simply having to ignore (or suppress) those who are sources of doubt.

      However, the epistemic stability for the practitioner of the scientific method lies in the capacity of her doxastic policy to outfit her with (i) evidential defenses against certain sources of doubt and (ii) resources for managing doubt when it legitimately arises. That is, unlike her nonscientific counterpart, the scientific believer is able to distinguish between the expression of contrary opinion and the presentation of defeating or countervailing considerations. And in further contrast with the nonscientific believer, the scientific believer has, in virtue of her epistemic policy, resources to adequately revise, reformulate, and correct her belief in the face of doubt.

      We can capture these points by saying that the scientific believer manifests a kind of other-regarding epistemic responsibility that is not available to the nonscientific believer. The scientific believer’s epistemic behavior—her acts of belief acquisition, belief revision, and belief maintenance amid conditions of disagreement—is guided by reasons, argument, and evidence. Moreover, her epistemic policy puts her in command of her beliefs; she grasps the bases for her beliefs, and hence she can rationally respond to questions, criticisms, and challenges to them. Consequently, the scientific believer is also able to rely in an appropriate way on her current beliefs when formulating new beliefs; her grasp of the reasons that favor her beliefs enable her to more cogently draw inferences from them.

      The distinction between the doubt avoidance of the nonscientific policies and the doubt confrontation of the scientific policy is, we think, a crucial epistemic insight whose importance extends far beyond Peirce’s interpretation or even pragmatism. But we also think that a reading of “Fixation” that emphasizes this distinction also enables one to untangle a further puzzle in Peirce. To explain, the doubt-belief model underlying Peirce’s epistemology, along with the resulting picture of epistemically responsible inquiry, are decidedly individualistic, focused on cognitive states and acts of individuals. This individualism may look out of place with Peirce’s eagerness to affirm the intrinsically communal nature of the epistemic enterprise. Peirce famously contends that in order to be a proper inquirer, one must operate within a “community of inquiry” (CP5.356). Moreover, in “Fixation,” Peirce claims that the failure of tenacity as an epistemic policy shows that epistemic stability can be achieved only socially—that the method of tenacity is opposed by “the social impulse” (CP5.378). How are the individualistic and communitarian elements of Peirce’s epistemology related?

      The reading of Peirce’s “Fixation” that we have proposed suggests an attractive social epistemology, and an accompanying conception of social epistemic responsibility. As we noted above, the scientific believer’s epistemic policy calls her to seek to expand her exposure to possible sources of doubt; her epistemic stability lies in the capacity of her beliefs to withstand the challenges posed by contrary opinion, confounding experiences, new evidence, and unfamiliar considerations. Her individual epistemic success, then, is bound up with the project of expanding her epistemological horizons.

      Crucially, however, this expansion involves not only the seeking out of new evidence and data; the scientific believer must also expand her exposure to the views, reasons, criticisms, and questions of other inquirers. More importantly, the scientific believer must regard the deliverances of the other inquirers as more than sources of new data points; she must see her fellow believers as fellow inquirers—other epistemic agents who are engaged in the same enterprise as she is. Put otherwise, the scientific believer must be able to see her beliefs as able to surmount the challenges of others’ scrutiny, and in order to do that, she must see those around her as scrutinizers rather than simply sites of contrary opinion.

      Thinking one’s way into this is not terribly difficult if one takes Peirce’s view of the relation between belief, doubt, and inquiry to heart. Anyone with beliefs, given the realities of human life, will need, then, to inquire, because human life provides many occasions for doubt. All believers, in the end, must be inquirers.

      This is to say that membership in a community demands that each recognize the others in the community as inquirers, companions on the road of inquiry. This mutual acknowledgment of each other’s standing as an inquirer is necessary for our individual epistemic integrity. Accordingly, our epistemic responsibilities as individual epistemic agents call us to take up a kind of social epistemic responsibility. To be more specific, members of the community of inquiry must take steps to create and preserve the social conditions under which we can regard each other as inquirers, invite each other’s scrutiny, and play an appropriate role in helping to expand each other’s epistemic horizons. In particular, our epistemic success as individual inquirers depends upon there being a well-ordered social epistemic environment that enables us to access reasons, evidence, data, arguments, challenges, and criticisms. But a well-ordered social epistemic system needs to be maintained by the epistemic agents who depend upon it. We must each do our part in sustaining such an environment.

      Again, notice that this assumption of social norms is in the background for all the non-scientific models for inquiry, too. The tenacious method sets us on a trajectory to a set of hermits (hardly a community), the authoritarian model requires a strict set of social rules and institutions for policing heresies, and the aprioristic model requires that there be informal ways the tastes and sentiments are cultivated so that there is little controversy.

      The scientific model for inquiry, in contrast, is devoted to the encouragement of an environment that does not shrink from controversy. In fact, controversial opinions are occasion for focused interest. It is with the controversial issues that we truly put our means of fixing belief to the test—are we really using methods that put us into contact with something other than ourselves, the truth, or are our beliefs merely results of our deference to authorities or what seems agreeable to our intellectual tastes? Consequently, social norms in communities practicing the scientific method of inquiry will prohibit suppressing controversial speech, ensure that members are free to challenge any belief, and guarantee that lines of reasoning and argument are open to any who have the evidence and reasons to pursue them. Moreover, those who hold the beliefs under scrutiny are responsible for replying on their behalf. Not only are people free to question, but those who purport to have the answers are obliged not only to give those answers but their backing reasons too. Call this confluence of rights and responsibilities responsible social epistemic conduct.

    

    
      The Politics of Inquiry

      The Peircean lesson thus far has been that proper inquiry is a matter of practicing responsible epistemic conduct, and this in turn demands that we take up certain forms of social epistemic responsibility. Surely the character of the social epistemic system upon which we depend as individual epistemic agents is determined not only by the conduct of the inquirers who dwell within it; whether a social epistemic system is well-ordered depends also on political conditions. To see this, consider that proper inquiry into any matter is nearly impossible under political conditions that tightly regulate speech and the exchange of information.

      Now, the very idea of a Peircean political philosophy may seem more than a little strained. That Peirce wrote nothing in political theory is well known, and given what we know about his political opinions, the omission is probably not lamentable. Moreover, Peirce’s various projections for a mammoth articulation of his grand philosophical system never featured a major statement on political philosophy. Nonetheless, in “Fixation,” Peirce explicitly links each of the four methods of inquiry to political contexts. That is, Peirce appears prepared to acknowledge the role that the prevailing political order plays in conditioning, obstructing, and facilitating proper inquiry. We now will make this acknowledgment explicit.

      As is well-known, “Fixation” progresses through four different “methods” of inquiry, evaluating all but the scientific method as flawed. Crucially, the flaws Peirce identifies are correlated by him with features of the political order within which the flawed methods can be practiced. What emerges is the view that proper inquiry—i.e., inquiry that follows the method of science—can be practiced only under a certain kind of political order. It is our contention that the requisite politics for proper inquiry is democratic.

      Let’s begin where Peirce begins, with the method of tenacity. The method of tenacity, which Peirce describes as consisting in “taking as answer to a question any we may fancy, and constantly reiterating it to ourselves, dwelling on all which may conduce to that belief, and learning to turn with contempt from anything that might disturb it” (CP5.377), must ultimately fail, Peirce claims, because, again, the “social impulse is against it” (CP5.378). Peirce recognizes that the believing agent does not exist in a vacuum; belief and doubt are influenced by social relations: “unless we make ourselves hermits, we shall necessarily influence each other’s opinions” (CP5.378). Tenacity will eventually break down under the pressure of social intercourse. No matter how tenaciously we may cling to a belief, we shall find that “other men think differently” and that “their opinions are quite as good” as our own; this will shake our confidence in our belief and evoke doubt (CP5.378).

      Tenacity can successfully stabilize belief only in an asocial and apolitical context. Hence we may think of the tenacious believer as the epistemic analogue of the anarchist. The anarchist’s beliefs answer to nothing, not even to the dictates of her method—the method obeys her commands (CP5.385).

      Yet Peirce understands that we are not “hermits,” the social context of inquiry cannot be effaced entirely. Any method of inquiry that does not aim to settle belief in the community cannot successfully avoid doubt. Hence Peirce turns from tenacity to the most overtly political method of inquiry, the method of authority. Peirce tells us that when inquiry is directed by this method, the state is enlisted in the service of keeping “the correct doctrines before the attention of the people” by removing “all possible causes of a change of mind” (CP5.379). Citizens shall be trained to regard all unusual opinions “with hatred and horror” while those who entertain such beliefs shall be “terrified into silence” or otherwise “subjected to some signal punishment” such as the “general massacre” of all dissenters (CP5.379). Peirce contends that “Cruelties always accompany” the method, and “when it is consistently carried out, they become atrocities of the most horrible kind” (CP5.379). Nonetheless, Peirce admits that the method of authority has “worked the most majestic results” since for the “mass of mankind” it is their “highest impulse to be intellectual slaves” (CP5.380; CP5.386).

      Thus one might say that the method of authority is simply the method of tenacity writ large; rather than the individual regulating the influence of doubt by resolving to ignore it, the “organized force of the state” (CP5.386) is employed in the project of suppressing possible sources of doubt. It does this through the familiar tyrannical means: “men are kept ignorant” (CP5.379), education of the young is strictly controlled (CP5.379), information is withheld, social interactions are regulated, and “liberty of speech” is disallowed (CP5.386); in short, under the method of authority, citizens are kept in a condition in which they “cannot put two and two together” (CP5.381). The method of authority, then, presupposes a totalitarian or theocratic political order.

      Peirce holds that, like the method of tenacity, the method of authority cannot hold up in practice; he claims that “no institution can undertake to regulate opinions upon every subject,” only “the most important ones can be attended to” (CP5.381). Moreover, even among the masses “in the most priest-ridden states” there will be some who “possess a wider sort of social feeling” which leads them to consider that “men in other countries and in other ages have held to very different doctrines from those which they have been brought up to believe” (CP5.381). Such an observation will further cause them to reflect that “it is the mere accident of their having been taught as they have, and of their having been surrounded with the manners and association they have, that has caused them to believe as they do” (CP5.381). This realization will generate doubts with regard to “every belief which seems to be determined by the caprice either of themselves or of those who originated the popular opinions” (CP5.382). The method of authority hence will be abandoned, at least by dissenters who aspire to something greater than intellectual slavery; the method will thus be unable to settle belief in the community.

      Yet Peirce sees that where the physical threats of state coercion might fail, the social pressures of fashion and taste might succeed (CP5.383). We thus relinquish the brooding Orwellian state and let “men, conversing together and regarding matters in different lights, gradually develop beliefs in harmony with natural causes” that are “agreeable to reason” (CP5.382). As it is based upon open discourse and the free exchange of ideas, this method, the “a priori method,” is “far more intellectual and respectable from the point of view of reason” than tenacity and authority, and should be followed “as long as no better method can be applied” (CP5.383).

      The a priori method instructs one to believe that which is “agreeable to reason”; however, as it is clear that Peirce intends to distinguish the a priori method from tenacity, the phrase “agreeable to reason” must be interpreted to denote that opinion that is generally believed, that which has won the general consensus, that which is conventional. In this sense, then, that which is “agreeable to reason” will simply be that which a certain class within society, typically a privileged class, finds intuitive and appealing. The a priori method hence empowers the privileged classes and elevates their prejudices to the status of truth. The a priori method, then, is epistemic aristocracy, and well suited to an aristocratic political order.

      Thus the a priori method is in no essential respect different from the method of authority (CP5.383), and for that reason, it ultimately fails. Despite its advantages, the a priori method is ultimately unsatisfactory since it simply replaces the ad baculum of state coercion with the “moral terrorism” of society (CP5.386). Yet that which is “agreeable to reason” is as much the product of “accidental and capricious” elements as the traditions and doctrines of any state; “though governments do not interfere, sentiments in the development will be very greatly determined by accidental causes” (CP5.383).

      Before moving on, let’s summarize. Peirce’s characterizations of the three nonscientific methods make explicit reference to political dimensions of those methods. Each of these methods of inquiry comports with a specific political order: tenacity with anarchism; authority with totalitarianism; and a priority with aristocracy. Our suggestion has been that each of these modes of political organization is incompatible with properly conducted inquiry. As such it is impossible to be a responsible epistemic agent under such political and social conditions.

      We return now to the argument. Peirce finally considers the method of science, and as we shall argue, to a democratic political context. As we have already noted, what distinguishes the method of science from the others is that it enables beliefs to be “determined by nothing human, but by some external permanency—something upon which our thinking has no effect” (CP5.384). This external permanency is not “restricted in its influence to one individual,” but is something which “affects, or might affect, every man” (CP5.384). Whereas the other methods make truth depend upon something human and private, such as my or some group’s “feelings and purposes” (CP5.385), the method of science recognizes that the truth is “public” and available to all who inquire properly (CP5.384).

      If inquiry is to settle belief not simply in the individual but in the community, the method of inquiry must, at least potentially, involve the participation of the entire community. Hence, according to Peirce, the scientific method of inquiry requires and presupposes a community; however, unlike the methods of authority and a priority, which depend upon a community of doctrine, the method of science depends upon a community of inquiry. A community of inquiry is committed not to any particular set of beliefs, but rather to continuing inquiry; that is, the community of scientific inquiry recognizes Peirce’s distinction between belief and the integrity of belief (CP5.387), and prizes the latter above the former. That is, whereas the nonscientific methods are aimed at preserving some particular set of beliefs, the community of inquiry is committed to preserving the worthiness of its beliefs by practicing a method of inquiry that can produce beliefs that “coincide with the fact” (CP5.387). Hence the method of science aims not at belief preservation but at belief correction, and thus self-correction. The beliefs of the community of inquiry are always subject to revision, yet the method of constantly testing beliefs against Reality with the aim of attaining truth (CP5.384) is, Peirce says, “loved and reverenced” in the way a groom is committed to his bride (CP5.387).

      This Peircean image of a community of inquiry is inherently democratic. Proper inquiry requires that believers be continually open to revising their beliefs in light of new reasons, arguments, and evidence. And this requires that believers exhibit a perpetual readiness to engage in the process of reason-exchanging and argument. In turn, this readiness requires a thoroughgoing openness to disagreement, an eagerness to listen carefully to opposing views and dissenting arguments, and a preparedness to revise one’s view in light of such arguments. Further, proper epistemic practice requires us to regard others as fellow inquirers and equal participants in the processes of reason-exchange, for if inquirers do not take seriously the perspectives and arguments of others, “reaching for the best or the true belief is not on the cards” (Misak 2000: 94). Moreover, recent work in social epistemology and the group dynamics of belief show that there are epistemic perils for believers who surround themselves with only those who are like-minded; these results show that proper inquiry places upon believers something like an epistemic obligation to expose oneself dissenting and unfamiliar views. Accordingly, there are social and political requirements for proper inquiry: Inquirers need access to forums in which inquiry can be engaged; they need to be able to appeal to reliable sources of information and news; they need the freedom to engage controversial ideas and to speak, write, and express themselves freely; and they need access to processes by which they can hold their representatives, and their government more generally, accountable.

    

    
      Conclusion

      We have reached the surprising conclusion that Peirce’s “Fixation” provides the core of a powerful social-epistemic defense of democracy. To put the argument very roughly: In order to practice proper inquiry, we need to operate within a particular kind of social-epistemic environment, and the requisite kind of environment is best secured, maintained, and protected under democratic political conditions. If we aspire to form beliefs properly, we should embrace a democratic political order.

      Note that the Peircean defense of democracy, like Peirce’s defense of scientific method, proceeds on an immanent or internal criticism of the alternatives. The claim is that, just as we are all at least implicitly scientific inquirers, we are all at least implicitly democrats simply in virtue of the epistemic commitments that follow from the very phenomenon of belief. Importantly, this argument applies also to anti-democrats. The Peircean claim is that, insofar as the aspiring tyrant, or any kind of anti-democrat, is committed, as he must be, to the truth of his beliefs, he is committed, at least implicitly, to the processes and institutions that would enable those beliefs to be tested against the full range of reasons, arguments, and evidence. But those processes and institutions can be manifest only in a democratic political order. That is to say, if the tyrant has beliefs at all, he is implicitly a democrat.13

      This is, to be sure, a striking result. By way of conclusion, it will help to raise and address a few common misunderstandings. Note that the Peircean view does not involve the claim that individuals do not in fact practice non-scientific methods of inquiry. Nor does the view contend that people generally weigh their beliefs against reasons, arguments, and evidence. Nor does it deny that there are in fact tyrants and other kinds of enemies of democracy at work in the world. Rather, the Peircean view involves the claim that no nonscientific believer takes herself to believe on the basis of something other than reasons, argument, and evidence. Even the most close-minded fundamentalist who bases her beliefs solely on the dictates of some allegedly holy book or person or institution takes herself to be epistemically deferring to epistemically appropriate and reliable sources of belief. That is, no zealot of this sort takes the holy book, person, or institution to which she appeals for her beliefs to be wrong or misguided. Similarly, the Peircean view can of course recognize that there are brutal tyrants in the world and that there are devoted enemies of democracy. But the Peircean view also recognizes that when a tyrant sets about terrorizing or propagandizing or oppressing his people, he seeks after the best or most effective means to his tyrannical ends; he wants the truth about potential conspiracies against him, the truth about how best to eliminate opposition, and the truth about how best to keep people in line. The Peircean point is that even the tyrant must rely upon and engage in processes of proper inquiry in order to get these truths. If he is to succeed, the tyrant cannot be a tyrant all the way down; he must, even in only in these limited cases, recognize that reasons, evidence, and argument matter, and brute force, will, and terror do not.

      Further, the Peircean view does not involve the unduly optimistic view that argument or reason alone can cure the world of tyranny and other forms of anti-democracy. The argument thus far has been aimed strictly at the issue of justification. The thought is simply that there are certain identifiable epistemic commitments—particularly, commitment to the truth of what one believes—that are philosophically thin enough not to beg important philosophical, moral, and religious questions over which we are deeply divided, but nonetheless substantive enough to bear the burden of providing a compelling reason to endorse a democratic political order.

      Oddly, the denial that there could be a defense of democracy is common among contemporary pragmatists. Richard Rorty, for example, rejects the idea that “political institutions are no better than their philosophical foundation” (1991: 178); he holds that the very idea of a “philosophical foundation” is an artifact of “Enlightenment rationalism” (1989: 44), and therefore must be jettisoned. According to Rorty, “attempts to ground a practice on something outside the practice will always be more or less disingenuous” (1996: 333), so the very idea of giving a defense of democracy, an argument that aims at showing why nondemocrats should embrace democracy, is a nonstarter. Any such attempt will simply beg the question.

      Now, to be sure, it is easy to find among political theorists’ proposed defenses of democracy that are question-begging precisely in the way Rorty identifies. Views that attempt to justify democracy by way of an appeal to characteristically democratic values, such as liberty, or equality, or autonomy, or reciprocity, can be rejected by the antidemocrat on the grounds that he simply rejects those values, or democrat’s understanding of them, or the democrat’s prioritization of them above other values. Any defense of democracy that proceeds in this way is certainly question begging, and therefore fails.

      However, the Peircean defense does not proceed in this way. The Peircean view begins from the very norms governing inquiry itself; it attempts to show that the norms and practices that are in play in our everyday striving to form proper beliefs themselves provide sufficient reason to embrace a democratic political order. As such, the line of argument is an internal form of criticism. Again, the view holds that insofar as we seek to hold beliefs that we could regard as properly formed, we need to be able to see our beliefs as the products of proper inquiry; but we can see inquiry as proper only when we can see it as being responsive to reasons, evidence, and argument. The Peircean thought is that only a democratic political order makes available and sustains the social conditions under which inquiry of that kind could be widely practiced.

    

    Notes

    1 Peirce recognized his failure to clearly articulate the pragmatic maxim, and devoted many subsequent essays to clarifying it. See Hookway (2000, 2012); Misak (2013); Atkin (2015: 42ff.); and Misak (2016: Ch. 1) for discussion.

    2 To cite a few examples, Israel Scheffler finds the essay “very puzzling” (1974: 70); Murray Murphy claims “Fixation” it is “one of the most curious and least satisfactory” of Peirce’s papers (1961: 164); Christopher Hookway holds that “many of the details of the argument… obscure, hurried, or unsatisfactory” (1985: 49); Peter Skagestad contends that “Peirce is less than clear as to what sort of argument he wishes to propose” (1981: 39); and Douglas Anderson maintains that “the tension and unclarity… cannot be eliminated from the essay” (1995: 84).

    3 Misak (2013, 2016) and Burke (2013) have argued, compelling in our view, that the different strands of pragmatism have their roots in different interpretations of the core Peircean semantic and epistemic proposals.

    4 This self-reflexive reading is also found in (Hookway 1985: 51; Cf. Hookway 2000: 34).

    5 Hence Hookway, “cognition is itself an activity, the attempt to solve problems and discover truths effectively and responsibly” (2000: 246).

    6 Peirce claims that the choice of a method of inquiry is “a choice which is far more than the adoption of any intellectual opinion” it is “one of the ruling decisions” of life; once we choose, we are “bound to adhere” to it (CP5.387). He says: “The genius of a man’s logical method should be loved and reverenced as his bride, whom he has chosen from all the world.… She is the one he has chosen, and he knows that he was right in making that choice. And having made it, he will work and fight for her… and will strive to be the worthy knight and champion of her” (CP5.387).

    7 See Wolf (1982) for a version of this kind of argument that applies to Kantian ethics as well.

    8 See Haack (2003) for discussion.

    9 We hold that Misak (2004a, 2013) has given the best rendering of Peirce’s conception of truth.

    10 Again, the term ‘scientific’ is in this context used by Peirce to refer to any way of belief that is truth-aiming. Hence, as Misak has convincingly argued (2004b, 2004a: Ch. 5), ethical and political beliefs can be scientific in Peirce’s sense.

    11 “Now there are some people, among whom I suppose my reader is to be found, who, when they see that any belief of theirs is determined by any circumstances extraneous to the facts, will from that moment not merely admit in words that the belief is doubtful, but will experience a real doubt of it, so that it ceases to be a belief” (CP5.383).

    12 Hence Peirce says of the scientific method, “No doubts of the method… necessarily arise from its practice, as is the case with all the others” (CP5. 384).

    13 See Misak (2000) for an extended version of this argument aimed particularly at Carl Schmitt’s sophisticated arguments against democracy.

  
    4
Clifford’s Pragmatism and the Will to Believe

    A common strategy for articulating the cognitive norms at work in pragmatism is to contrast William James’s doctrine of the will to believe with W. K. Clifford’s evidentialism. Though popular, this strategy is misleading for at least two reasons. First, it casts the James-Clifford debate as a dispute between pragmatist and non-pragmatist cognitive norms. As we will argue here, Clifford’s evidentialism is rooted in characteristically pragmatist concerns; consequently, the debate between James and Clifford is in fact internal to pragmatism. The second defect in the common strategy is that it presents the contrast as a way of favoring the Jamesian norms. However, when properly cast, evidentialism comes out the better pragmatist view.

    We begin by outlining the core of Cliffordian pragmatism about belief. Then we’ll explain why Clifford adopts his famously demanding version of the evidentialist’s norm. With Cliffordian pragmatism in place, we will turn to three arguments against James’s will-to-believe doctrine. The first extends Clifford’s argument that credulous belief endangers others. The second contends that James’s practical cases of willing-to-believe are all morally abhorrent. The third demonstrates that James’s religious application of the will-to-believe doctrine yields intellectually insular faith communities and invites what we call the problem of deepening dogmatism. The result is not only that Clifford was a pragmatist, but he was the better pragmatist.

    
      Clifford’s Pragmatism

      Although Clifford’s “The Ethics of Belief” is widely known among pragmatist philosophers, we suspect it is not commonly read by them. This is because Clifford’s essay enters the pragmatist discourse as James’s foil in “The Will to Believe.” In that essay, James portrays Clifford as an anti-pragmatist par excellence. And subsequent discussions of James among pragmatists have tended simply to accept James’s depiction. However, Clifford’s view is far more subtle than James allows; in fact, Clifford upholds a recognizably pragmatist view concerning beliefs and their governing norms.

      To see this, it is crucial to keep in mind that Clifford is proposing an ethics of belief. Clifford holds that the proper management of belief is a matter of practical import. Thus Clifford embraces one hallmark of pragmatism; he holds that theoretical norms are grounded in norms of practice, and so theory must answer to practice. Clifford is committed to this view because he holds another core pragmatist tenant, namely that beliefs, no matter how seemingly insignificant, affect our behavior. They either directly influence how we respond in a particular situation, or they indirectly impact how we evaluate other information that then yields action. Clifford holds that every belief has a behavioral effect; like the pragmatist, he contends that that is what beliefs are.

      Clifford first shows this with his famous shipowner case. A shipowner gives in to wishful thinking and believes, contrary to his evidence, that his old ship is seaworthy, even though it has regularly needed work. He sends the ship out. Then the ship sinks, drowning its passengers and crew. Importantly, it is not in this consequences that Clifford sees the wrong; he holds that even were the ship to have safely made the trip, the shipowner would have been just as blameworthy. He writes,


      
        Will this [the fact that the boat makes the journey] diminish the guilt of her owner? Not one jot.

        (LE: 164)1

      

      
Clifford holds that there is wrongdoing in the way the owner formed his be liefs. He not only did not have sufficient evidence for his belief, but he also believed contrary to his evidence. It is in following this policy of negligent belief-formation that Clifford sees as blameworthy. Following this policy puts others in harm’s way.

      There is a question, though, regarding how this negligence-to-endangerment connection is established. Clifford thinks that because beliefs guide actions, we can evaluate belief-policies according to the kind of actions they give rise to. Hence Clifford,


      
        [I]t is not possible to sever belief from the action it suggests as to condemn the one without condemning the other.

        (LE: 168)

      

      
To repeat, Clifford’s view embraces a core pragmatist commitment, namely, that the primary way to distinguish and clarify our ideas is to articulate the practical differences they make, what practical differences they would lead us to. Moreover, Clifford also holds that a belief shut off from action, one that a subject could never act on, does not count as a belief per se:


      
        Nor is it truly belief at all which has not some influence upon the action of him who holds it.

        (LE: 168)

      

      
On Clifford’s view, the moral evaluation of action runs upstream as a moral evaluation of the policies of belief-management. Thus, Clifford proposes an ethics of belief.

      We can now see that Clifford’s ethics of belief proceeds from three commitments. First, one should not endanger oneself or others. Second, beliefs formed negligently—that is, not in proportion to one’s evidence—lead to actions that endanger oneself and others.2 And third, no belief is exempt from the second commitment, no matter how fleeting, insignificant, or well-sequestered they may seem. The first two seem well-motivated and largely uncontroversial. However, the third, no exceptions commitment requires clarification and support.

      Clifford adopts the no exceptions view because he thinks that evidence-assessment is broadly holistic. Consequently, he holds that when we unjudiciously add beliefs to our set of commitments, we make our more judicious assessments later less reliable. Clifford frames this thought as follows:


      
        [The belief] goes to make a part of the aggregate of belief which is the link between sensation and action at every moment of all our lives, and which is so organized and compacted together that no part of it can be isolated from the rest, but every new addition modifies the structure of the whole.

        (LE: 168)

      

      
Once our beliefs are set, it takes a good deal of effort to revise them, because they quickly become integrated not only with the beliefs that came before, but with those that have come since. As a consequence, negligent belief-acceptance even in apparently limited and insignificant instances can yield larger and larger effects. Clifford writes:


      
        No real belief, however trifling and fragmentary it may seem, is ever truly insignificant; it prepares us to receive more of its like, confirms those which resembled it before, and weakens others.

        (LE: 169)

      

      
It is because of the holistic way we process information, make inferences, assess evidence, test for problems, and then act that we must be epistemically vigilant. And letting this vigilance slip is itself a kind of error, one of giving in to a particular temptation, that of easy belief. These kinds of errors build habits, noxious ones at that. Hence Clifford warns:


      
        Every time we let ourselves believe for unworthy reasons, we weaken our powers of self-control, of doubting, of judicially and fairly weighing evidence.

        (LE: 173)

      

      
Ask anyone on a diet, or a person who is trying to quit drinking or eating meat, someone who is trying to stop giving in to a temptation of any sort, whether the statement “just this once” ever holds. It doesn’t. Instead, it sets in motion the weakening of one’s resolve. “Just this once” pragmatically means that the person is developing the habit of abandoning her abstemiousness, cultivating weakness of will.

      Once the practical reasons for Clifford’s norm of belief management are in view, we see (a) why only evidence can determine what to believe; (b) why the norm is an ethical norm; and (c) why there are no exceptions. We also see why the upshot can be formulated in Clifford’s notoriously uncompromising encapsulation:


      
        [I]t is wrong, always, everywhere and for anyone to believe anything on insufficient evidence.

        (LE: 175)

      

      
Clifford’s evidentialism is cognitively demanding, but his case for the evide ntialist norm is thoroughly practical. Hence we see that Cliffordian evidentialism is a pragmatist view, arising from the view that because (i) beliefs are guides to action, (ii) moral categories can be used to evaluate our belief-policies and how well we follow them. Because it is always wrong to endanger others and the belief policy of believing on insufficient evidence endangers others (directly or indirectly), it is always wrong for anyone to follow a belief-forming policy that is insufficiently responsive to evidence. Both (i) and (ii) are standard pragmatist commitments. And moreover, Clifford’s deployment of them is itself also pragmatist. His evidentialism is rooted in the broadly pragmatist line that our theoretical commitments are to be evaluated according to their practical results. As we see it, then, Clifford’s view is an attractive form of pragmatism.

      Elsewhere, we have defended a version of evidentialism that is much like Clifford’s, and we have offered reasons that are similar to those he presents in “The Ethics of Belief.”3 In particular, we have argued that the nature of belief as truth-oriented requires that we cannot view our beliefs as commitments to which we assent unless we take them to be reflective of and based on evidence. After all, these are pragmatic reasons, too. But importantly, they arise in the act of avowing a commitment or in attributing a belief to oneself. The pragmatic force of assessing a belief of one’s own as not reflecting one’s evidence is the same as in the shipowner case; a belief assessed first-personally as inadequately tied to one’s evidence will be seen as negligent, defective, and not worthy of assent. These first-personal doxastic norms, in the first instance, function as categorical requirements on belief, but there are practical reasons why categorical norms are the way they are.

    

    
      Against the “Will to Believe”

      It is impossible to glean the pragmatist elements of Clifford’s view from James’s portrayal in “The Will to Believe.” Yet with a clear view of Clifford’s essay in hand, one sees that James’s depictions of Clifford and evidentialism are strikingly distorted. We will not set this particular record straight here.4 Our aim, rather, is to present three arguments against James’s will-to-believe doctrine.

      To preview: First, we press an external criticism of James’s view that there are “lawful” exceptions to Clifford’s evidentialist norm. We argue that insofar as James’s cases are indeed lawful, they are not exceptions to evidentialism (but rather involve a pragmatist expansion of the concept of evidence), and insofar as they are exceptions to evidentialism, they are immoral for precisely the reasons Clifford suggests. Second, we deploy an internal criticism; we argue that James’s examples of willing-to-believe are morally objectionable independently of their violation of the evidentialist norm. Third, we contend that the will-to-believe has the untoward consequences of deepening dogmatism. In essence, the more resolutely one deploys the will-to-believe, the more dogmatic one becomes. Our conclusion, then, is that the will-to-believe doctrine fails for a variety of converging reasons.

      We assume that our readers are already familiar with James’s essay; hence we need not rehearse its argument beyond the following brief overview. The central argument consists in what we call James’s ascending case.

      
        	Cliffordian evidentialism (CE) is prima facie acceptable.

        	Religious faith seems to be ruled out by CE.

        	Friendship, romantic conquest, and social coordination cases are lawful exceptions to CE.

        	That the cases in 3 consist of genuine options with morally preferable outcomes and are doxastically efficacious explains why they are lawful exceptions to CE.

        	Religious faith is a genuine, moral, and doxastically efficacious option.

        	Therefore, religious faith (despite appearances) is also a lawful exception to CE.

      

      James’s ascending case argument dovetails with what we take to be the core of the will-to-believe doctrine:


      
        WTB: If S faces an option that is genuine, rationally undecidable, and has a morally preferable outcome that is doxastically efficacious, then S may (perhaps must) decide on the basis of S’s passional nature for the morally preferable and efficacious hypothesis.

      

      
Call cases that satisfy the conditions specified with the WTB principle above WTB-cases. The crucial element in WTB-cases is doxastic efficacy. These are cases where, as James puts it, “faith in a fact can help create the fact” (WWJ: 731).5

      Now, James’s standard example for doxastic efficacy is not found in “The Will to Believe,” but in an earlier essay on “The Sentiment of Rationality.” It is James’s Alpine Climber case: A climber, high on a mountain, must jump a crevasse. If the climber believes he can make the jump, a successful jump is more likely, since he will jump confidently. By contrast, a climber with doubts that he can make the jump will leap tentatively, and thereby fall to his doom. According to James, the philosophical lesson is clear,


      
        In this case… the part of wisdom clearly is to believe what one desires; for the belief is one of the clearly indispensable preliminary conditions of the realization of the object. There are then cases where faith creates its own verification.

        (WWJ: 337)

      

      
In “The Will to Believe,” James offers examples of a different sort—romantic conquest, friend making, social coordination, and practical advancement are proposed by James as cases where one’s resolute belief in one’s success contributes to it coming to be.

      There is of course much more to say about the details of James’s argument. For our purposes, it suffices to emphasize that, according to James, there are two important components of WTB-cases that make them “lawful”: (a) their doxastic efficacy, and (b) their being genuine options.

    

    
      The External Critique

      James identifies two norms that animate cognitive life, “our first and great commandments as would-be knowers” (WWJ: 727). They are:


      
        
          We must know the truth
        

      

      
and


      
        We must avoid error.

      

      
Following James, call the first the “Believe Truth” norm, and the second the “Avoid Error” norm (WWJ: 727). Although they may seem two faces of a single norm, they are importantly different in that often the latter can be met by suspending belief, but obviously the former requires belief and therefore never can be satisfied in this way (WWJ: 727).

      Hence a dilemma. The two norms seem suitable for governing our cognitive lives. Yet they can come apart, and even conflict. When they do, how should we decide which to honor? Which should take priority? James notes that “by choosing between them we may end by colouring differently our whole intellectual life” (WWJ: 724). According to James, how we choose is a function of what kind of thinkers we aspire to be.

      James turns to Cliffordian evidentialism as a view that prioritizes the Avoid Error norm. James diagnoses the evidentialist prioritization response to a kind of fear. “Believe nothing, [Clifford] tells us, keep your mind in suspense forever, rather than by closing it on insufficient evidence incur the awful risk of believing lies” (WWJ: 727). The inclination to forego belief forever, rather than to believe a falsehood, is the product of what James sees as a pathological “preponderant horror of becoming a dupe” (WWJ: 727).

      That is what James takes to be the root of the Cliffordian evidentialist program, the thought that error is in itself horrible. This leads James to an analogy between marshaling one’s beliefs and a general preparing of his soldiers for battle. James likens the evidentialist to “a general informing his soldiers it is better to keep out of battle forever than to risk a single wound,” adding that “Not so are victories over enemies or nature gained” (WWJ: 727). On James’s analogy, those who are epistemically risk-averse are cowards. Not only will the risk-averse fail to get the good things (victories over enemies and the truth) but moreover, doing without these things yields a serious defect in character: “excessive nervousness” (WWJ: 727) and a kind of “sickliness” (WWJ: 717). By contrast, James contends that one who prioritizes the Believe Truth norm expresses vitality, bravery, and vigorousness in the face of risk (WWJ: 731).

      The question concerning the priority of the two norms, then, is a matter of comparing the costs and benefits of each. And James thinks the calculation easily cuts against Avoid Error. He contends that, in the case of certain beliefs, the losses one might incur by adopting certain insufficiently evidenced beliefs are worth the risk, given what one stands to gain should one’s belief turn out true. The Jamesian verdict is that “the risk of being in error is a very small matter when compared with the blessings of real knowledge” (WWJ: 727).

      Comparative judgments must proceed on the basis of a proper calculation of the merits and costs on both sides. By portraying the Avoid Error norm as an expression of nervousness, cowardice, and sickliness, James has only begun to make the case for the prioritization of Believe Truth. Hence James proceeds to argue that errors aren’t really that costly, and that a kind of light-heartedness with falsity is necessary for thinking creatures. James holds that error is a “very small matter”; we must approach risks with our chins up, not with paralyzing fear. We must see that “Our errors are surely not such awful things.… [A] certain lightness of heart seems healthier than this excessive nervousness on their behalf” (WWJ: 727).

      Hence James takes himself to have completed the comparison: The Avoid Error norm is an expression of excessive nervousness and the horror at being a dupe. And, according to James, this is a fear that evidentialist “slav-ishly obeys” (WWJ: 727). Further, James contends that the evidentialist’s suspension of judgment yields inaction. The Believe Truth norm, by contrast, expresses light-heartedness and healthy-mindedness, thus encouraging a willingness to take risks and a kind of intellectual courage.6 It is all a matter of where our passions and nature take us, James notes. “[T]hese feelings of our duty about either truth or error are in any case only expressions of our passional life” (WWJ: 727). Importantly, James’s case is not that prioritizing the Believe Truth norm is obligatory, but that it is permissible and preferable. Those whose natures are inclined toward cowardly sulking or are deeply afraid of error to the point of never believing anything are permitted to uphold Avoid Error norm as they wish. What James denies is that prioritizing the Avoid Error norm is obligatory. Many of us, as James expects his audience to agree, are less risk-averse. And so the courageous and active path appeals to them. To the pragmatist, James holds, the Believe Truth norm is the more “fitting” priority (WWJ: 727).

      Thus far, we have highlighted two components of James’s argument. On the one hand, we have James’s observation about doxastic efficacy—beliefs sometimes help create facts. On the other hand, there is James’s case that the Believe Truth norm may take priority over the Avoid Error norm. These converge in the Jamesian argument for believing under certain circumstances where evidence is insufficient. James holds that because there are instances of doxastic efficacy, and because it is permissible to prioritize the Believe Truth norm, there are cases where one is permitted to believe in violation of the evidentialist norm.

      We must ask whether in the WTB-cases the willing believer is imagined to be reflectively aware that her belief is doxastically efficacious. This is no small matter, since the topic of the dispute between James and Clifford is not merely belief formation, but belief management, and a central question is whether it matters that the believer follows the rules of management just as a kind of unthinking habit, rather than as a result of having identified the norm, endorsed it, and then followed it reflectively. Call the former kind of use non-reflective use—one has a practice, and the norms just describe it. Call the latter reflective use. We will argue, ultimately, that appeal to WTB is acceptable only if reflective; WTB is not acceptable unreflective.

      In a reflective use case of the WTB, the subject in question has identified some features of the circumstance as fitting appropriately with a rule of epistemic management, and then acts in a way either required or allowed by the rule. In the case of convergence of the Believe Truth norm with doxastic efficacy in WTB-cases, the reflective subject must have some rough view of her situation along the following lines:


      
        I ought to believe truths and not merely avoid errors, and in this case, if I believe that p, my belief will contribute to p’s truth. I am inclined to believe that p, so I should embrace that inclination to believe that p.

      

      
What makes the case reflective is that the subject sees the rule, and she sees it from her first-person perspective. As Richard Gale terms it, the subject makes a “knowing self-induction” (1980). However, notice something important about this case. Assuming that the subject is right about the doxastic efficacy of her belief, she also has a reason counting in favor of p’s truth. In this case, it is the believer’s own mental state that will by hypothesis make p more likely. Her belief, then, is evidence that p.

      Our reader might balk at this argument. One may deny that mental states (beliefs, intentions, and so on) can be evidence that their contents are true. But they often are! Under normal circumstances, a subject has evidence of what she will be doing when she gets home in virtue of what she intends to do when she gets home. Her intention to watch the news, say, will, all things being equal, contribute to its being true that she will watch the news. Moreover, a subject’s desires can contribute to truths, too—if she desires pepperoni pizza upon entering a pizza parlor, she has evidence that she will, after ordering, have a pepperoni pizza. Again, if James’s view of doxastic efficacy is right, then a belief (under particular circumstances) can partly cause itself to fit the world; once the belief is in effect, one will, as with desires and intentions, act in a way that will bring it to be true.

      In this way, the pragmatist conception of beliefs as plans for action provides grounds for an expanded conception of evidence. Sometimes, beliefs are doxastically efficacious, and when they are, having the belief and being aware of their efficacy is itself evidence for the belief’s truth. However, the importance of this point cannot be lost on a Cliffordian, and the reason why is clear: James’s WTB-cases, if they are reflective, are not counterexamples to Clifford’s evidentialist principle.7 Reflective WTB-cases are cases where believers enact ways of gathering and responding to evidence.

      Contrast this with the non-reflective WTB-cases. Here, one can identify the lawfulness of the belief only in the third person, as if the lawfulness is assessed in the first person, the case would be reflective. In the unreflective cases, the believer needn’t realize that her confident belief contributes to its own truth—the subject merely confidently believes. In this non-reflective belief case, the matter is only in evaluating the believer’s background character, what kind of inclinations the believer manifests. For this evaluation, recall that the argument for the Believe Truth norm’s priority is comparative.

      Hence, James proceeds on the evaluation of certain belief-regarding characteristics. When following the Believe Truth norm, James holds that one expresses the virtues of courage and health. When one follows the Avoid Error norm, one expresses the vice of slavish fear. However, if the matter really is one of evaluating the contrasting features of epistemic character, perhaps it’s worth hearing from a Cliffordian on the issue?

      The following is what we call the sauce for the goose answer to James. James paints an unappealing portrait of the evidentialist’s epistemic character, and then deploys it as an argument against evidentialism. The argument relies on an ad hominem:


      
        In using Principle X, a subject expresses an epistemic character.

        If the doxastic character expressed is objectionable, then so is Principle X.

        If the doxastic character expressed is admirable, then so is Principle X.

      

      
James has claimed that the character of those who prioritize the Avoid Error norm is vicious, and he has made clear that he thinks that those who uphold the Believe Truth norm manifest an admirable character. But that’s what the Believe Truth advocates say of themselves. How might the other side reply? Perhaps we should see what an evidentialist’s picture of James’s character looks like? Consider that the evidentialist might propose the following depiction and of the will-to-believer:


      
        
          What does a light-hearted attitude toward error yield? Cavalier and irresponsible assertion, reckless and self-indulgent speculation. Noxious bullshit. What does care to avoid error yield? Careful and studious assessment of the evidence, prudent decisions, and safe paths. Responsible belief management. Who do you want as your general, head of state, or teacher of your children?
        

      

      
This sauce for the goose reply to James suggests that the problem of deciding the priority among the two norms of belief-management is not so easy. It is certainly not simply a matter of producing unflattering depictions of one’s opponents.8 In any case, James does not indicate how he would dispel the unflattering image the evidentialist has produced. And should we really resign ourselves to the result that, in the end, the dispute between evidentialists and the will-to-believers is simply a matter of contrasting optics?

      Recall that the Cliffordian principle of prohibiting belief when there is insufficient evidence is indeed demanding—there are no exceptions. As we have noted, James is eager to present Clifford as a pathologically risk-averse intellectual coward. But evidentialism is driven by regard for others. Specifically, Clifford’s norm arises because our epistemic errors endanger other people. Clifford’s examples show this clearly. By means of his wishful-thinking, the ship owner endangers the ship’s crew and its passengers; the bigoted reporters believe and publish endangering fictions about a religious minority. Generally, the thought is that irresponsible believing produces negligent action. It might be said, then, that Clifford understands the dark side of belief. James, by contrast, is utterly insensitive to this; he counsels lightheartedness in the face of error. And this lightheartedness reveals a kind of self-absorption; he takes no account for the ways in which beliefs and the actions they guide, even in WTB-cases, are other-regarding. It is no surprise, then, that later, in his “The Moral Philosopher and the Moral Life” essay, James says his philosophers must rely on “the cries of the wounded” (WWJ: 626) in order to discover where they have made moral errors. Indeed! The idea that there is a standing moral requirement to avoid wounding others is alien. This is to be expected of one who counsels lightheartedness about error; he is likely to be unrestrained precisely because he is inclined to think that the errors involve only himself. But once one embraces the pragmatist commitment, as Clifford does, that beliefs are guides to action, and action impacts others, one sees that belief on the basis of evidence, and restraint in the absence of evidence, is surely preferable.9

    

    
      The Immorality of Willing to Believe

      James’s ascending case draws an analogy between (a) the doxastic efficacy of friend-making, romantic conquest, and social advancement, and (b) the doxastic efficacy of religious belief. James argues that because the former are WTB-cases and lawful, religious faith is lawful, too, when it is a WTB-case. So his argument depends on the claim that the more mundane examples are indeed lawful WTB-cases. In presenting these cases, however, James simply takes it as obvious that they are lawful. But this is not at all obvious. In fact, there is something deeply objectionable in James’s accounts of friend-making, romantic conquest, and social advancement. In each, James suggests that ambitious young men adopt attitudes of entitlement, which will encourage entitled behavior, which in turn will bring success—friends, wives, and social advancement. Not only does the recipe overlook the question of whether one deserves these gains, James’s strategy seems likely to be ineffective in securing them. Moreover, deploying the will-to-believe as a means for securing these goods arguably distorts the goods themselves.

      James’s doctrine depends on doxastic efficacy, that faith in a fact can be a maker of the fact. Earlier, we noted James’s Alpine Climber case, and we have no objection to it. No epistemic norm should override reliable life-saving strategies. We have already argued that non-reflective deployments of doxastic efficacy are sheer recklessness. So let us now proceed as if James is recommending a policy of reflective doxastic efficacy, where one adopts the belief (or maintains one’s inclinations to believe) with an eye to making it true.

      Let us call reflectively endorsed deployments of doxastic efficacy in WTB-cases acts of assumption. In such acts, a subject reflectively endorses holding a belief, with the aim being that in holding the belief, the subject has reason to believe that she will behave in a way that will contribute to the belief’s truth. And so, as in the Alpine Climber case, one adopts a confident attitude, explicitly with the plan that, in being confident that one can make the jump, one makes a successful jump more likely. The trouble is, apart from the Alpine Climber, all of James’s WTB-cases involving acts of assumption are morally abhorrent.

      Take, first, James’s examples of friendship and romantic conquest. They begin with the question: Do you like me or not? James sets up his program by contrasting it with the evidentialist policy of suspending judgment when there is no evidence. James writes chidingly of the evidentialist, “[I]f I stand aloof, and refuse to budge an inch until I have objective evidence… ten to one your liking never comes”; James then adds, “How many women’s hearts are vanquished by the mere sanguine insistence of some man that they must love him!” (WWJ: 730). James takes it that being an evidentialist means that if one does not have evidence that the person in question likes you, not only will you not believe the person likes you (you will suspend judgment), but you won’t be friendly to him, either. This is, of course, patently absurd, as one most certainly can be friendly to another person without holding the belief that the other is one’s friend. In fact, that’s what most friend-making gestures are. Regardless, James’s case is that the belief that you are friends, or that the woman of interest finds you attractive, is doxastically efficacious, and so should be a target for an act of assumption. He claims,


      
        The previous faith on my part in your liking’s existence is in such cases what makes your liking come.… The desire for a certain kind of truth here brings about that special truth’s existence.

        (WWJ: 730)

      

      
Again, James’s counsel is that because these beliefs are doxastically efficacious, if Adam wants Betty to be his friend, it is a winning strategy for Adam to adopt the belief that Betty will be my friend; similarly, if Adam wants to woo Betty, he should adopt the belief Betty is attracted to me. These beliefs will help bring about the friendship and the romance.

      And James recommends the same for practical success as well. He writes,


      
        Who gains promotions, boons, appointments but the man in whose life they are seen to play the part of live hypotheses, who… takes risk for them in advance? His faith acts on the powers above him as a claim, and creates its own verification.

        (WWJ: 730–1)

      

      
Again, James’s thought is that acts of assumption produce their targets: Believe that the promotion is yours, and you’ll act like you deserve it. When you act like you deserve a promotion, you make a “claim” on those above you in the professional hierarchy; they’ll notice you and think you’re deserving of a promotion. That makes it more likely that you will get the promotion. And it’s all because you believed you’d get it!

      All of this sounds more than a little slimy. To be sure, James’s “Will to Believe” essay is not centrally about winning friends, lovers, and promotions. James’s analyses of these phenomena are deployed in an argument from analogy regarding lawful belief management strategies in matters concerning religious commitment, and the argument depends on the analyses of friends, lovers, and promotions being apt. So James’s argument does depend to some degree on the soundness of the advice proffers about how to make friends, pursue romantic interests, and win boons. And James’s advice is generally terrible. Consider friendship. There is a much more effective and appropriate way to win friends: Make yourself worthy of friendship, and honor the virtues that others embody and the aspirations they have. Instead of taking others to like you so that they may come to like you, perhaps you should focus on being someone they should like? If in the end they do not like you, the loss is theirs.

      Regarding the matter of attracting lovers, James’s advice is patently ridiculous, bordering on an endorsement of harassing behavior. As Brian Zamulinski notes “The one in which a delusional man harasses a woman until she gives in and presumably marries him is repugnant as well as implausible” (2002: 448).10 James’s advice seems to be that one should be confident. This seems appropriate, as far as it goes. But how far exactly does it go?

      It’s implausible to think that confidence is always the right policy. Is there anything worse than a man who takes himself to be such a prize that no woman could help but fall for him? Such a man is performing the act of assumption, but it yields contempt, not conviviality. With Zamulinski, we see a darker side to James’s advice. “You must love me!” is the belief of a stalker and abuser. Sometimes the reason why one doesn’t have evidence that another is romantically interested is because the other is not interested. Sometimes that’s just a fact that one must live with. Far better to cultivate within oneself the traits and dispositions that make one attractive than to assume that others are already attracted.

      These same points apply equally for the promotions and boons case that James later discusses. Instead of focusing one’s mind on the thought that they will come and that one will attain them, one rather should take steps toward making oneself deserving of them.

      To put the point in a general way, what’s missing from James’s analyses of friendships, lovers, and promotions is the thought that we ought to strive to make ourselves deserving of such goods. Indeed, one must wonder whether a friendship founded on Jamesian acts of assumption could possibly run deep or persist. One who sees his friendships as originating in a doxastically efficacious assumption rather than in the effort to deserve others’ friendship is likely to lose out on the distinctive goods that strong friendships deliver. This is even more obvious in the case of lovers. Were Adam to attribute his romance with Betty to his early adoption of a confident, insistent strategy, he surely misses the whole point of love. And he misses the goods as well.

      It is worth pausing to emphasize this point. Wishing to have friendships, loves, and social status is a perfectly natural inclination, and it is worth acknowledging that advice that helps us pursue these ends is valuable. However, once one has achieved these things, if it is clear that one did so only on the basis of sheer confidence that one would achieve them, it is hard to see how there could be anything beyond that confidence that warrants the standing. Take an honor, perhaps Teacher of the Year. Surely, what makes the honor valuable is not that it recognizes one’s confidence that one will win the award, but that it honors one’s devotion to and actions in the service of one’s students specifically and profession more generally. If the award were to be conferred to recognize confidence that one would win the award, then it wouldn’t mean what it means.

      The same goes with friendship. What brought about a friendship matters to the friendship; how two people came to be friends is part of the structure of the friendship. A regular story to tell is that two people became familiar with each other’s virtues, they shared interests, they mutually benefitted from their contact, and so a friendship blossomed. But if the story is rather that one was just very confident that the other would come around as a friend, then it begins to look as though the friendship’s coming about was more an exercise of the power of influence than a genuine mutual interest—and that distorts or denatures the friendship. This holds even more obviously in the case of a romantic partnership. A regular question to ask people in romantic relationships is how they met, how they came to fall in love. Surely, a story of an act of assumption as part of the story would be a curious addition. In fact, a regular human part of any of these accounts is that one had doubts about whether the other had genuine interest and that one had to find some way to express one’s own interest more fully or find some way to deepen the relationship. That one was confident the whole time that the other is already in love is a wildly implausible and obtuse part of the story. It makes the story of the courtship sound more like one of manipulation. The will-to-believe is poison to the goods it purports to produce.

    

    
      The Problem of Deepening Dogmatism

      We turn now to our third criticism, according to which James’s view encourages dogmatism. We begin with James’s notion of a genuine option; this is an option that is live, forced, and momentous (WWJ: 178). The crucial element of this set is momentousness, so we may ignore liveness and forcedness for the present purposes. An option is momentous when it is unique, significant, and non-revisable; it is trivial if it fails any one of these (WWJ: 718). James makes this clear in his contrast between two cases: On the one hand, the choice of exploring the North Pole with Dr. Nausen and, on the other hand, the chemist’s decision to test a theory. In the North Pole case, it is “your only similar opportunity” for “North Pole sort of immortality” (WWJ: 718). By contrast, a chemist who wants to test a hypothesis may invest time and resources on an experiment, and so “he believes it to this extent”; but if the experiment does not yield the results expected, he may quit the experiment and only be at a loss for his time (WWJ: 718). As James summarizes his point, “[T]he option is trivial when the opportunity is not unique, when its stake is insignificant, or when the decision is reversible if it later prove unwise” (WWJ: 718). And so, momentous options are unique, significant, and not reversible, even if it starts looking like the decision is unwise.

      Next consider cases of doxastic efficacy, where belief helps make the fact. What’s important about these cases is that if one harbors doubt, if one does not believe, then one’s action will not be performed with the degree of energy and confidence required for success. And so, the belief must be complete in order to be efficacious. Returning again to the Alpine Climber case, James is clear “If in the mountain precipice I doubt my right to risk a leap, I actively connive at my destruction” (WWJ: 727). That is, doubt is the enemy of successful practice. Now, drawing these points together, we can capture James’s argument as follows:


      
        	All WTB cases are genuine options and cases of doxastic efficacy.

        	If an option is genuine, it must be momentous (and chosen as such).

        	If an option is chosen as momentous, it must be chosen as irreversible (and maintained even if it appears later to be unwise).

        	If an option is taken and is doxastically efficacious, one must believe fully.

        	If one believes fully for the sake of doxastic efficacy, one does not harbor doubts and one recognizes doubts as morally repugnant.

        	Therefore, all WTB cases are options that are (i) chosen as irreversible, and (ii) wherein doubt is repugnant.

      

      
Such is the central case to the will-to-believe doctrine. Yet the resolutely anti-skeptical doxastic policy is a potent recipe for dogmatism. In fact, seeing one’s views as unchangeable and seeing doubts about their truth as moral errors is arguably the hallmark of dogmatism. And so, James’s WTB-cases are inducements to that intellectual vice.

      This consequence will likely come as a surprise to those sympathetic to James’s program. It would furthermore be a surprise to James himself, as he makes it clear that he poses the doctrine of the will-to-believe in the spirit of tolerance “No one of us ought to issue vetoes to the other, nor should we bandy words of abuse. We ought… to respect one another’s mental freedom” (WWJ: 734). James rehearses this aspiration in the Introduction to his Will to Believe volume “I have preached the right of the individual to indulge his personal faith at his personal risk.”

      It is important to remember that James’s endgame for “The Will to Believe” is a justification of religious faith. The faith’s content is reconstructed in the form outlined in Section X of the essay, but nowhere is James clear that this must be the full replacement of the religious commitments. Rather, it seems that with the will-to-believe doctrine, religious life may continue unabated. Once it is reconstructed and in line with it being a WTB-case, transubstantiation, for example, is left in place for Catholics who take the Eucharist. James runs the argument later in his Pragmatism lectures “The bread-substance must have been withdrawn and the divine substance substituted miraculously.… The substance-notion breaks into life, then, with tremendous effect” (WWJ: 392). Because of the significant difference that believing makes for the believer’s life, the belief, again, creates its own verification. But now a problem arises. How will the Jamesian program deal with disagreement, criticism, and doubts?

      Surely a kind of pluralism arises from the will-to-believe as a belief policy. Many different kinds of belief will be live and momentous (and doxastically efficacious) for a wide variety of people. And so, James’s program of believing in WTB-cases seemingly will yield a panoply of different beliefs, and no one is positioned to veto the beliefs of others. In fact, James holds that the will-to-believe doctrine gives rise to an “intellectual republic,” one in which inhabitants live with an “inner tolerance,” a place where they each “live and let live” (WWJ: 734).

      However, given the features of the conditions for WTB-cases, James’s envisioned utopia of religious toleration simply does not follow. Bertrand Russell noted how strange this is:


      
        One gathers… from [James’s] instances that a Frenchman ought to believe in Catholicism, an American in the Monroe Doctrine, and an Arab in the Mahdi.… It seems odd that… [James] should maintain acceptance of his doctrine should diminish persecution; for an essential part of each of the above creeds is that people who think otherwise must be taught their place.

        (1996: 87)

      

      
The question is why one should expect the will-to-believe to foster religious tolerance rather than hostility and strife. Put otherwise, why not expect the will-to-believe doctrine to deepen a kind of circle-the-wagons insularity and dogmatism that now plagues many communities of religious believers?

      The key to the deepening dogmatism charge is that the beliefs for which one would need to deploy the will-to-believe are those about which there is reasonable disagreement. This is not an insignificant point. The only reason why James must formulate the doctrine and define WTB-cases is because they are instances of important decisions we must make in ignorance and about which there is debate, skepticism, and doubt.

      In these conflicted cases, the views aren’t just self- regarding; they regard the alternatives, too. Views about salvation, for example, are also views about how one fails to be saved. The faithful must look askance at those with little faith. Accordingly, James’s view may yield a liberalism of belief-policy, but once the policy is adopted, there is no limit on the ways one may view those who do not share one’s own beliefs. In fact, it seems clear that a stolid belief in apostasy’s wickedness should be a perfectly natural byproduct of WTB-cases. Consider James’s rhetoric about those who doubt: “Skepticism in moral matters is an active ally of immorality” (WWJ: 344). We have already noted that James regards the requirement of evidence as a kind of “snarling logicality” (WWJ 733) and an “excessive nervousness” about error (WWJ: 272). Hence we see that the will-to-believe doctrine has within it a negative assessment of those who hew to the evidentialist standard. There is no reason to think that the will-to-believe policy would foster a tolerant community rather than a modus vivendi of people who regard each other as both morally and intellectually corrupt. This in turn will encourage increasing insularity and in-group cavorting, which encourages deepened dogmatism.

    

    
      Conclusion

      It is a shame that Clifford died so young. It surely was a tragedy for his wife and small children. But it was a loss for the history of philosophy, too; there is no doubt that Clifford would have had a lot to say in reply to James. For one thing, Clifford surely would have corrected James’s seemingly deliberate straw man.11 But that’s not all. So much of James’s argument draws force from the unflattering depictions of the evidentialist that one expects that Clifford would have returned the favor by offering an unflattering image of the Jamesian credulist. We have here tried to channel some of our own Cliffordian tendencies in suggesting what Clifford’s rebuttal on this score might have looked like. So, if philosophical theories are not only about what is true, but about what kind of person one wishes to be, it is worth making clear the stakes for the kind of character the respective belief-policies cultivate.

      Our aim here has been to show that decidedly pragmatist commitments about the nature of belief are marshalled by Clifford in the service of his evidentialism, and that decidedly pragmatic considerations can be marshalled in favor of evidentialism and against the will-to-believe doctrine. As a result, we hold, Clifford was not only a pragmatist, but the better pragmatist than James.

    

    Notes

    1 Parenthetical citations to Clifford’s “The Ethics of Belief” are keyed to Clifford (1879) and employ the abbreviation LE.

    2 Clifford writes, “beliefs not based on fair inquiry unfits a man for the performance of his necessary duty” (LE: 168).

    3 See (Aikin 2011; Talisse 2009a; Aikin and Talisse 2014).

    4 See Aikin (2014).

    5 Identifying doxastic efficacy as central to James’s argument is essential for the case to meet minimal standards of cogency. See Gale’s identification of the “belief-helping-to-make-true” condition for WTB cases (1980: 3; 1999: 103). See also Aikin (2014) for a detailed account of how doxastic efficacy should be conceived.

    6 As George Mavrodes rightly notes one can maintain this only if one can remain “lighthearted in thinking about errors” (1963: 195). Others noting the passional background for this point are Nathanson (1982: 573); K. Clark (1990: 109); and Axtell (2001: 327).

    7 David Hollinger notes that James’s case that he’s provided exceptions to evidence requirements is “philosophically obscurantist” (1997: 77). Again, Gale (1980, 1999) and Aikin (2014) have made the case that James’s cases, if reflective, are more refinements of the notion of evidence than counterexamples to Clifford’s evidentialist rule.

    8 It shouldn’t come as a surprise that we think it good philosophical practice to live according to the rule that if the core philosophical case for one’s preferred view depends on a characterization of one’s opponents as pathological, then one should have a rebuttal to the kind of portrayal one’s opponents will have in turn. Surely, if one must resort to character-assassination as philosophical argument, one must prepare for the same to be deployed in response. But of course, that James takes no such steps of preparation is indicative of what we’ve called his triumphalist metaphilosophical attitude.

    9 In many ways, our argument here is an updated version of Dickinson Miller’s classic challenge to James’s essay, that the program not only elides the valuable with the probable, and choosing with believing, but that in doing so, the “irrational optimism” that arises is not only confused but dangerous (1942: 550). When one gives into the temptation of making the ‘must’ of desire and preference into the ‘must’ of reasoned judgment, costly errors are risked. “There is a deep kinship and connection between the tragedy of sophistical reasoning—the mind’s miscarriage—and the tragedy of human affairs” (1942: 553).

    10 Ammerman, too, worries that the “she loves me” thought carries one too far (1965: 266).

    11 See Zamulinski (2002) and Aikin (2014) for overviews of the misrepresentations.
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James’s Moral Philosophy

    Classical pragmatism is committed to the thought that philosophy must be relevant to ordinary life. This commitment is frequently deployed critically. To show that some idea is irrelevant to ordinary life is to prove it to be expendable. But the commitment is also constructive, as it enjoins pragmatists to strive to demonstrate the relevance of their positive views. One would expect the classical pragmatists to have fixed their attention on ethics, since this is the area of philosophy ordinarily most attuned to everyday problems. Although ethics was among John Dewey’s persistent interests, Charles Peirce wrote almost nothing on the subject, and William James wrote very little. But what James did write exerts considerable influence on contemporary neoclassical pragmatists, many of whom make frequent and favorable appeals to the dual components of James’s ethics, pluralism and meliorism.

    Views that are characterized by terms like pluralism and meliorism pose a certain difficulty. The difficulty consists in the fact that some philosophical terms come with a built-in halo. One employs words like inclusion, participation, empowerment, liberation, and diversity only when describing the institutions, ideals, events, or policies one intends to praise and commend to others. Yet the force of such terms is not merely recommendatory; it is justificatory as well. For example, to succeed at attaching the description inclusive to a practice or institution is to be well on the way toward justifying it. Opponents of practices popularly characterized as, say, inclusive typically have the burden of showing how the practice in question is, indeed, not inclusive, or at least not properly so. It is difficult to find cases in which opponents of a purportedly inclusive practice assert that inclusion is undesirable or objectionable. This is because almost no one opposes inclusiveness, and nearly no one condemns diversity. Very few would inveigh against the ideals of empowerment and participation. Similarly, we use the word liberate in cases where we want to convey the judgment that whatever has been released had been wrongly held. We speak of hostages being liberated; but when a known serial murderer is let off on a technicality, we say only that he has been released.

    Such is the power of halo terms. They are “thick” in that they serve to describe how things stand in a way which embeds, often covertly, a positive moral judgment. When we disagree in such cases, we disagree over what should count as inclusive, what kind of diversity is desirable, what contributes to empowerment, what form participation should take, and who deserves to be imprisoned. As arguments about these matters are notoriously thorny, halo terms are handy instruments for evading controversy and building consensus, or at least the appearance thereof.

    We can also identify terms that perform a correlative service. For example, to describe a principle as narrow is often to express one’s disapproval of the principle; it is to say that the principle is insufficiently broad. In many cases, to say that a rule is rigid is also to assert that it ought to be more flexible. To call a policy exclusionary is not merely to state the fact that the policy applies only to a sub-group within a broader whole; it is to assert that the policy excludes those who ought to be included. When we wish to speak of an institution or policy that properly applies only to some, we call it exclusive rather than exclusionary. Similarly, to say of an institution that it disadvantages some is not simply to describe its effects; it is to say that the institution apportions to some less than they deserve.

    These are smear terms. They, too, are “thick” in that they serve to describe how things stand in a way that embeds a judgment. When one succeeds in describing a policy, principle, event, or institution with smear term, one has made significant progress in condemning it. No one would want to defend an exclusionary policy or a narrow principle. In defending a principle or policy that has been successfully described as narrow or exclusionary, one has the double burden of, first, defending the principle or policy and second, showing that the smear term does not really apply to it. This is a tall order, especially in real-life contexts where nuance is easily lost.

    It is easy to see why the deployment of halo and smear terms is so widespread in political discourse. They open to us a shortcut by which we can avoid argument about items of substantive controversy. In fact, they allow us to avert attention away from the very fact of contestability. This is because the matter is maintained entirely in the naming. To succeed in characterizing a certain military operation as an act of liberation is to implicitly deny that there is any controversy to be engaged. And once one has succeeded in characterizing an institution as exclusionary, one has already closed the moral argument concerning the desirability of such an institution. Who would want to take up the position that some act of liberation was a bad thing? Who would want to defend an exclusionary institution?

    These are commonplace observations. It should come as no surprise that in ordinary contexts we frequently deploy terms that serve to quell doubts, soften discord, and arouse consensus. Halo and smear terms hence are handy tools. However, one of the aspirations that renders philosophy relevant is that it sometimes can clarify features of everyday life, and in order to do this, philosophy must often insist on a degree of precision that stands at a distance from what requires clarification.

    The appeals to James’s moral philosophy among neoclassicalists tend to exploit the halo effect of the words pluralism and meliorism. After all, would anyone reject a moral view that affirms that goods are many, consequently there are many ways in which a life can be good? Would anyone resist the idea that we ought to seek to make the world a better place? But once one looks beyond the halos, one finds that James’s moral philosophy is flawed. And one finds that the flaws are of a kind that should be especially troublesome to pragmatists.

    In this chapter, we pose four objections to James’s moral philosophy. We will then offer a modified view, one that is arguably still Jamesian, though not a view that James himself endorsed. In improving upon James, we will present a view that is less uniquely pragmatist, though we think nevertheless more defensible on pragmatic grounds. But in order to pull together the critical and positive elements of our endeavor, we must start with a sketch of James’s view.

    
      Locating James’s Ethics

      James begins with pragmatic analyses of fundamental normative concepts, contending that “Goodness, badness, and obligation must be realized somewhere in order really to exit”; he then asserts that the “only habitat” of these moral properties is “a mind which feels them” (WWJ: 614). Hence, according to James, moral terms apply strictly to certain psychological states. “[T]he words ‘good’, ‘bad’, and ‘obligation’” refer not to “absolute natures” of acts but instead are “objects of feeling and desire” that “have no foothold or anchorage in Being, apart from the existence of actually living minds” (WWJ: 168).

      Consequently, James holds that “nothing can be good or right except so far as some consciousness feels it to be good or thinks it to be right” (WWJ: 616). To say that x is good is to report that someone in fact thinks it good, or actually desires it. The same goes for obligation. A moral obligation arises, James says, only when “some concrete person” actually makes a claim or a demand that something or other should be done (WWJ: 617). Indeed, “The only possible reason there can be why any phenomenon ought to exist is that such a phenomenon actually is desired” (WWJ: 617).

      James concludes that “the essence of good is simply to satisfy demand” (WWJ: 621). Hence he identifies the meaning of moral claims such as, One ought never to lie, as expressing a demand that one might make to always be told the truth (or at least not intentionally deceived); one makes such a demand on the basis of one’s desire to not be lied to. Demands issue from desires, and the good is the satisfaction of desire.

      Thus far, it might appear as if James is advocating a crude ethical egoism. But he is not, and the contrast is instructive. Whereas the egoist ties moral value to her own interests, James recognizes the moral status of any demand, including those issued by others. The egoist identifies the right action in any given context with that action that best furthers the interests of the agent. By contrast, James acknowledges that “every… claim creates in so far forth an obligation” (WWJ: 617). Consequently, on James’s view, the interests of others can be the source of our obligations, regardless of whether it furthers our interest to satisfy their demands. In this way, James’s ethics involves an egalitarian component. Every demand and every interest, no matter whose demand or interest it may be, morally counts. James bids us to satisfy “as many demands as we can” (WWJ: 623). We can identify the injunction to satisfy as many demands as possible as James’s meliorism. James’s prescription is not simply to “make the world a better place” in some vague (and therefore unobjectionable) sense, but rather to maximize the good, and according to James, the good is the satisfaction of demands.

      Meliorism may suggest that James is some variety of utilitarian. Yet he is not. Although he is, like the utilitarian, committed to the view that the only things that could be valuable are subjective states of creatures, James rejects the conception of value that lies at the core of utilitarianism. To explain, utilitarianism is driven by a conception of value according to which every good is either an instance of satisfaction or else an instrument for the creation of satisfaction. The utilitarian thus embraces a hedonist conception of value; she holds that satisfaction is the only thing of intrinsic value. Accordingly, the utilitarian contends that all instances of intrinsic value are instances of some quantity or degree of satisfaction, and all instances of instrumental value are instances of some more-or-less efficient means by which satisfaction may be delivered. This entails that the utilitarian is also committed to commensurabilism about value, the view that all good things can be commensurated. It is easy to see why commensurabilism follows from hedomism. If, as the utilitarian claims, all instances of good are either instances of (some quantity of) satisfaction, or instances of some (more or less efficient) means of delivering satisfaction, then every instance of good stands in some precisely quantifiable relation to every other instance. That is, if every case of value is a more or less direct case of satisfaction, then every good thing is good according to the quantity of satisfaction it involves. For this reason, utilitarians are monists about value. As Ronald Dworkin has recently summarized monism, it is the thesis that “value is one big thing” (2011: 1).1

      James is not a utilitarian in virtue of the facts that he rejects monism about value and also rejects the thesis that all goods are commensurable. To put the matter in a slightly different way, James adopts a view of value called pluralism. The pluralist denies that there is a single intrinsic value to which all other values are reducible, and thus denies that there is a common measure by means of which different goods can be rank-ordered. Instead, the pluralist countenances “an exuberant mass of goods with which human nature is in travail,” and holds that “there is hardly a good which we can imagine except as competing for the possession of the same bit of space and time with some other imagined good” (WWJ: 622). Thus the pluralist denies that every moral conflict admits of a single morally optimal resolution.

      In fact, the pluralist claims that some moral conflicts are such that no morally comfortable resolution is possible. In some cases of moral conflict, there will be no third value to which someone may appeal in deciding how to choose between two competing goods. For the pluralist, nothing plays the role that satisfaction plays for the hedonist; the pluralist contends that there is no summum bonum in light of which conflicts among goods could be resolved. Thus, according to the pluralist, moral choice is frequently tragic. We must choose between incommensurable goods, without the guidance of reason or principles, and we inevitably suffer a moral loss. As James explains, “there is always a pinch between the ideal and the actual which can only be got through by leaving part of the ideal behind” (WWJ: 621).

      Thus far, we have explicated the fundamental features of James’s plural-ist conception of value and the meliorist moral prescription accompanies it. Before moving on to assess the resulting view, it should be noticed that James holds that his meliorism is entailed by his pluralism. James claims that since the moral universe is as varied as its inhabitants and their desires, the best moral theory is one that explicitly acknowledges that variety and the difficulties that it occasions. James expresses pluralism as the view that “neither the whole of truth nor the whole of good is revealed to any single observer.… No one has insight into all the ideals” (WWJ: 645). From this, James draws the meliorist prescriptive conclusion that we ought to promote as many ideals (and frustrate or obstruct as few) as possible.

      To illustrate this point, James tells of his experience of squatters’ cabins in North Carolina. He paints a scene of “unmitigated squalor,” with the forest destroyed by girdled trees, zigzags of fences, and ramshackle cabins plastered with mud. At first, he sees it as “hideous, a sort of ulcer.… Ugly, indeed, seemed the life of the squatter” (WWJ: 630–1). However, he later finds that he had overlooked the goods internal to that life and that landscape.

      
        When they looked on the hideous stumps, what they thought of was personal victory.… [T]he clearing… was to them a symbol redo-lent with moral memories and sang a very paean of duty, struggle, and success.

        (WWJ: 631)

      

      He concludes that given our limited purview, we have “a certain blindness” (WWJ: 629) which prevents us from seeing the goods that constitute others’ lives. What we must recognize is that the moral universe is composed by “an exuberant mass of goods” that do not fit together into a coherent system of value.

      Consequently, James contends that unvarnished moral decisions—moral decisions in which there is no moral remainder, no good left abandoned—are at best infrequent, and in most instances of moral decision, impossible. No life can instantiate all the goods, and all situations calling for deliberate moral decision involve choice among conflicting and incompossible values. There is not enough time, space, or resources for them all. We must then live our lives in the face of a moral uncertainty of what answers are proper in the face of moral conflict. What is called for, then, is a life of “sweat and effort,” “struggle,” a life that is lived bravely in the face of this uncertainty (WWJ: 627). Famously, James calls this the strenuous mood. Despite the uncertainty, moral commitment is inevitable—we cannot opt out of living. Our actions and valuings contribute to the moral universe, and we have a responsibility to the goods we value to contribute to the world in ways that promote them.

      Hence we see that James’s ethics stand between moral pessimism (the view that since there are no absolute goods, everything is pointless) and moral optimism (the view that there are absolute goods not only worth living for, but ones that demand assent from all that are destined to prevail). James provides a middle ground. His pluralism resists optimism because it affirms that there are real moral struggles involving uncompensated moral losses. But his pluralism also avoids pessimism, as it takes the moral universe still in need of construction, a site where unrealized goods might yet be won. And from this middle ground emerges his positive meliorist prescription. James argues that, as the fate of the moral universe is still being worked out, we ought to strive to preserve, pursue, and bring into being as many goods as we can.

    

    
      Four Objections

      The Jamesian story in moral philosophy is in many respects appealing. However, severe difficulties lurk that render it unsuccessful, at least as stated. There are at least four objections that are worth exploring.

      First, consider the view that “everything which is demanded is by that fact a good” (WWJ: 623). James arrives at this view by way of his claim that to call something good is to say that someone in fact demands it. But the suggested argument is a non sequitur. It simply does not follow from the premise that “nothing can be good or right except so far as some consciousness feels it to be good or thinks it to be right” (WWJ: 616) that “everything which is demanded is by that fact a good” (WWJ: 623). One can grant that whatever is good is good because someone in fact desires it without thereby committing to the claim that whatever anyone in fact desires is ipso facto a good. The former does not entail the latter.

      Perhaps James simply means to assert both that (a) if x is good, then it is demanded and (b) if x is demanded, then it is good. And it is clear why James would be keen to assert the latter. James’s pluralism requires that the fact that someone demands x is sufficient for the good of x. Were James to hold that there is some other requirement that x must meet if it is to be a good, James would be well on his way toward providing a monist theory of value, a theory according to which all goods share some value-making property in common. But recall that this is exactly what the pluralist denies. To repeat, according to the Jamesian pluralist, all that is required for x to be a good is that x satisfy a demand. James adds that “The demand may be for anything under the sun” because the ideals on the basis of which we issue demands have “no common character apart from the fact that they are ideals” (WWJ: 621).

      Yet it is obvious that some demands should not be met. Further, it is obvious that it would be wrong to act in a way that contributes to the satisfaction of certain demands. The demands of the tyrant are a clear example. James could argue that the demands of the tyrant should not be satisfied because they are too costly given the overall economy of demands present in the world. After all, the demands of those vulnerable to being tyrannized must be counted as well. Indeed, James asserts that “those ideals must be written highest which prevail at the least cost, or by whose realization the least possible number of other ideals are destroyed” (WWJ: 623). Hence James could reply that in order to realize the tyrant’s ideal, one would have to sacrifice too many other ideals; hence, he may conclude, it is permissible to leave the tyrant dissatisfied.

      But this kind of reply misses the point. One could insist that the reason why we may justifiably dismiss the tyrant’s demands is not that they conflict with other, more easily realized demands, but rather because the tyrant makes demands that it would be immoral to meet. In fact, one could imagine that those most vulnerable to the tyrant’s domination offering the objection to James that they demand not only to be free of tyranny, but to be free of conditions where tyrannical demands are assigned any weight in the moral economy at all.2

      To fill out the objection, consider a different kind of case. Imagine Robin Hood’s more discerning sister, Betty Hood. Whereas Robin steals from the rich and gives to the poor, Betty steals only from the super rich and gives to the poor. Let us stipulate that someone is super rich only if one could be the victim of Betty’s thievery without sustaining any dissatisfaction. That is, Betty steals only from those who are so rich that they will not notice the loss. Betty’s activities therefore help to satisfy the demands of the poor, and they do nothing to frustrate the demands of the super rich. It seems, then, that James could have no objection to Betty’s activities; in fact, James might have to take the view that Betty’s actions are morally right, and possibly obligatory.

      Can this be correct? The fact that Betty steals from people who will not miss the money and then gives that money to the needy seems morally irrelevant. Betty Hood’s activities are morally wrong simply in virtue of being instances of stealing. We might insist that the wrongness of stealing is independent of the calculation of the cost of stealing in the economy of demands.

      There is a lot more to say. However, it is important to emphasize that our aim in pressing the objection has been only to make it clear that there are certain commonsense moral commitments that James cannot accommodate. His moral theory is thus highly revisionist with respect to the ordinary morality of everyday life. People tend to hold that tyranny and theft are wrong regardless of the costs of satisfying the demands of the tyrant and thief. In fact, it is plausible to think that assigning any moral weight to the demands of the tyrant and thief is already a significant moral error. When one demands one’s freedom or fights for one’s property, one does not ordinarily take oneself to be introducing a new demand into the moral economy; one rather takes oneself to be introducing a moral trump card, a claim that is prima facie overriding precisely because it is different in kind from the desires and demands of the tyrants and thieves. That is, people tend to think that certain demands are in themselves immoral, because they tend to think that certain moral claims are valid independently of who demands what.3

      This occasions our second objection. The Jamesian might not be troubled by this departure from moral common sense. He might say that the project of developing a moral philosophy inevitably involves arriving at some surprising conclusions that deviate from received and conventional moral views. In this particular instance, the Jamesian is allied closely with the utilitarian. After all, the utilitarian is constantly called by her critics to defend the counterintuitive results emerging from her doctrine when applied under certain circumstances. And the utilitarian’s general reply seems to be available to James: Any moral philosophy that actually produces normative results in the form of real-world guidance is bound to issue counterintuitive prescriptions. The utilitarian then continues to say that, indeed, there could be a situation in which one would be morally required to torture someone. She would then add that any such situation would involve a radical and extreme departure from ordinary circumstance. She would then say that her view, unlike many of its competitors, gives guidance even in extreme circumstances. And to conclude, she would ask, in a rhetorical register: Why wouldn’t one expect the correct moral theory to give counterintuitive results in radically uncommon cases?

      But it is not clear that the utilitarian line really is available to James, for it is not clear that James’s view could be action-guiding in the way that utilitarianism is. As was shown above, James thinks that as the “essence of good” is the satisfaction of desire, and as desires and their satisfactions are heterogeneous and therefore incommensurable; this is James’s pluralism. From it, he draws the conclusion that we have identified as his meliorism; he says that the “guiding principle for ethical philosophy” is “simply to satisfy at all times as many demands as we can” (WWJ: 623). However, there is no way that James’s meliorist conclusion follows from the pluralist premise. Here’s why. If demands and their satisfactions are, as James’s pluralism would have it, heterogeneous, then there is no sense at all in which a state of affairs in which more demands are satisfied is better than one in which fewer are satisfied. A state of affairs where twenty demands are satisfied cannot be better than one where only ten demands are satisfied unless a world in which more demands are satisfied is a world in which there is more good. But again, the central pluralist premise of James’s ethics is that desires (and the demands that express them) are heterogeneous states with “no common character” (WWJ: 621); thus, the satisfaction of a greater number of demands does not cause there to be a greater quantity of good, only more goods. More good in the world is surely better than less good; but what is the value of there being more goods? In short, on a pluralist view of things, more goods is not necessarily morally better. In fact, on James’s view, there can be no moral sense in which the satisfaction of more demands is morally better. But if more is not better, then there is no way to draw the meliorist conclusion from James’s premises. More importantly, since James cannot explain why more is better, the Jamesian “guiding principle” to “satisfy at all times as many demands as we can” (WWJ: 623) is devoid of any moral content. It is for that reason unable to guide action.

      Contrast James’s view on this point with a garden-variety utilitarian perspective. The utilitarian is a monist about the nature of value, holding that every good is either a quantity of pleasure or an instrument for producing a quantity of pleasure. Once pleasure is held to be the single thing that is intrinsically valuable, maximizing consequentialism follows easily: If pleasure is the only thing that is good in itself, a state of affairs where there is more pleasure must be morally better than one where there is less pleasure. Hence, the utilitarian contends, we should act always to bring about that state of affairs which contains as much pleasure as possible. This notoriously simple but undeniably compelling argument goes a long way in explaining the longevity of utilitarianism as a mainstream moral philosophy. But it is driven by the utilitarian’s monist (thus commensurabilist) conception of the nature of value. As pleasure is according to the utilitarian a homogeneous phenomenon, one can derive a sum of pleasure across an entire population. This is precisely what a pluralist view of the nature of value precludes. If demands are indeed heterogeneous, there is no sum of good to which each satisfied demand contributes. So, again, there is nothing in James’s story that could explain how it could be morally better to satisfy more demands; thus James’s prescription to “satisfy as many demands as possible” is normatively beside the point.

      Our third objection is closely related to the second. James’s pluralism entails that x, y, and z could all be goods without having anything in common other than that each is desired by some person. James claims (and as we’ve argued, incorrectly) that from this it follows that the “largest total universe of good” is the universe in which the greatest number of demands is met. Hence, again, the core prescription of James’s ethics: “invent some manner of realizing your own ideals which will also satisfy the alien demands” (WWJ: 623). This prescription overlooks the fact that certain kinds of ideals are such that to hold them is necessarily to judge certain other ideals to be immoral and thus unworthy of realization.

      To explain, not all moral conflict is due to an overall lack of resources or a general inability to accommodate everyone. Some conflict is due to the fact that some moral commitments involve a rejection of other moral commitments. The most obvious example of this kind of commitment is religious belief. Certain forms of religious belief are such that their proponents must see those who hold different religious commitments as not simply committed to a different ideal, but as committed to an ideal that is mistaken, dangerous, ignorant, or evil. For example, certain forms of Christianity hold that Hindus are not simply following a different religion, but rather are pursuing a false religion. To adopt this form of Christianity is necessarily to judge the Hindu ideal to be idolatrous since it does not recognize the divinity of Jesus. To say, with James, to this kind of Christian that she should try to practice her Christianity in a way “which will also satisfy” (WWJ: 623) the Hindu demands is to say to the Christian that she must regard the Hindu ideal as an ideal worthy of accommodation. But this is precisely what she cannot do; to regard the Hindu demand as worth satisfying is to commit blasphemy, and thus to violate her own ideal. James’s case of recognizing the goods of other lives works in the squatters example because (i) he and the squatters are not competing for the same resources (it is easy to be tolerant of squalor, so long as it is not upwind), and (ii) the life of the Academic and the Squatter are not exclusive of each other.

      This case of religious exclusivism shows that when we are dealing with certain kinds of moral conflict, we are confronted not just with conflicting demands but with conflicting views of what is morally tolerable. James bids us to act so as to bring about “the very largest total universe of goods” (WWJ: 626). But we are often divided precisely over the question of which states of affairs should count as good; thus the injunction to bring about the largest total is nearly vacuous. Our Christian believes that a world in which no Hindu demands are satisfied is a world with more goods in it than a world in which the Hindu ideal flourishes. Our Christian, then, should act so as to bring about a reduction in the number of Hindus. Perhaps there are certain Hindus who hold that Christianity is a wrong-headed ideal. Following James, we should say that the Hindus have good reason to act so as to bring about a reduction in the number of Christians in the world. Both the fundamentalist Christians and the radical Hindus seem to be acting in accordance with the meliorist prescription, but the result is war between the conflicting parties. It is difficult to see how this makes for a better world.

      Thus far, we have been attacking James’s way of combining a pluralist conception of value with his meliorist prescription to maximize the number of satisfied demands. Our fourth challenge focuses singularly on James’s pluralism. Recall that the pluralist denies that there is a uniform essence of good. According to the pluralist, any good thing is good only in that someone desires it. Yet it seems clear that some of our desires entail desires that others’ desires not be met. What is needed to prevent a state of war of the sort we mentioned when outlining our third objection is a substantive conception of toleration, one that prescribes that we ought to tolerate some of those who embrace ideals that are not merely different from our own, but are, from our moral point of view, not moral ideals at all. Such an account would prescribe that we ought to tolerate certain others, even when it frustrates, or even violates, our own ideals to do so. But this kind of account would have to identify the value of toleration outside of the existing economy of desires and demands. This is a significant change in the kind of moral universe James outlines to begin with and the kind of casuistic program he provides later. It would have to affirm that toleration is a value that not only overrides demands and desires to see others’ demands frustrated, but it also has overriding value despite the economy of demands. For if toleration is to have value at all, it must be regarded to be of value even when one’s own desires compel one toward intolerance. As we have seen, James is committed to the thesis that there is no such thing as a good that is not in fact demanded by some person. Accordingly, his view, at least as stated, cannot supply the kind of account of toleration that is called for.

      Before moving on to our revised Jamesian picture, we should add that we take these four challenges to highlight practical shortcomings of James’s ethics. We have not criticized James for being unable to satisfy some philosophical desideratum supplied by a non-pragmatist conception of what moral philosophy is or is for. Rather, we have argued that James’s moral philosophy falls short given the criteria that pragmatists should embrace. As such, we have been arguing along lines internal to James’s program. We have argued that James’s moral philosophy is highly revisionist of common sense morality, unable to guide action in the face of moral conflicts, insufficient to capture the phenomenology and dynamics of real-world moral disputes, and unable to explain the tolerance that he thinks that governs these disputes. Accordingly, we take ourselves to have raised objections that pragmatists will need to take seriously. In the reminder of this chapter, we want to take an initial step in rehabilitating a Jamesian picture. To be sure, our aim is not to restore James’s moral philosophy. We want rather to focus only on one aspect of what we take to be the background interest that drives James’s moral philosophy. Our contention is that James is driven into moral theory because he is principally concerned with a closely related but quite different kind of issue; more specifically, James’s thinking in moral philosophy is driven by his concern with what we will call social toleration. With that background concern laid bare, we will suggest a way forward for Jamesians.

    

    
      James as a Social Philosopher

      Let’s take a step back so that we can begin anew. With the possible exception of his 1910 essay on “The Moral Equivalent of War,” James wrote nothing that would count today as political philosophy. However, it is clear that much of his work is animated by rather profound concerns with our social lives. One might say, then, that James’s philosophy is a thoroughly social philosophy. To cite one obvious case, James introduces his pragmatism by way of an anecdote where he employs the pragmatic maxim to resolve a “ferocious metaphysics dispute” (WWJ: 376) among an otherwise friendly group of campers concerning a squirrel. Following James’s pragmatist intervention, the group that had turned “obstinate” was able to abandon the “threadbare” dispute and return to its prior sociable state (WWJ: 376). This image of pragmatism as a philosophical means by which one could settle “disputes that otherwise might be interminable” (WWJ: 377), and thereby “smooth out misunderstandings” and “bring in peace” (WWJ: 349) runs throughout James’s pragmatist writings. In fact, given James’s analysis of the “present dilemma” in philosophy with which his Pragmatism lectures begin, it is fair to say that the central motive behind James’s pragmatism is conflict resolution. And James is keenly attuned to both the personal/internal and interpersonal/social faces of intellectual conflict.

      James’s attunement to social life emerges in other writings as well. Recall that the ultimate goal of his famous, albeit somewhat convoluted, “The Will to Believe” is that a properly empiricist stance with respect to matters of faith not only bars scientistic “vetoes” of religious commitment, but also fosters a “spirit of inner tolerance,” by which we each fully embrace—rather than merely endure—one another’s “mental freedom” (WWJ: 734).4 Although the details of his argument are notoriously obscure, the core of James’s “will to believe” doctrine runs as follows: Once it is recognized that with respect to certain questions “the universe will have no neutrals” (WWJ: 344), the empiricist must not only allow but insist upon the intellectual respectability of a broad range of believing attitudes, including those attitudes that involve accepting a hypothesis so that the evidence in its favor (should there be any) could be revealed. James holds that the empiricist must therefore protect the social space where the full range of permissible religious experiments may be conducted; religious beliefs, he says, must be afforded the liberty to “live in publicity” where they can be openly and fully tested in the lives and experiences of those who adopt them (1897: 8).

      In this way, one finds in James a concern not simply with conflict resolution and the corresponding “live and let live” attitude that contributes to conflict avoidance; his view involves a positive commitment to a certain kind of social and political order, namely one in which contending ideals and commitments—including, crucially, opposed moral and religious commitments—are lived. To put the matter in more current jargon, the “right to believe” (WWJ: 735) that James envisions is a positive right, a right to certain social resources, not merely a negative right, an entitlement against obstruction.

      Thus far, we have been drawing out some of the social commitments that are merely implicit in and motivations for James’s writings. Insofar as it could be claimed that James proposes a social philosophy, it seems to be one that is abidingly individualistic, concerned strictly with the social requirements for individuals to live in accordance with moral and religious ideals that are, according to a Jamesian empiricism, epistemically respectable. But individualism is only part of James’s story. Consider James’s popular moral essays. These seem at first glance to fix on the strictly individual aspects of morality, such as the significance of one’s life (WWJ: 645) and indeed, the question of whether life is worth living at all (1897: 34–56). Yet even here his concern ultimately lies with the interpersonal and communal. For the lesson of many of James’s examinations of the “meaning of life” is that in order to live well, we must join with others in large-scale struggles (WWJ: 648) and fights (1897: 54) to redeem, or at least improve, the world. It is, according to James, our participation with others in “the everlasting battle of the powers of light with those of darkness” (WWJ: 648) that provide the distinctively moral content of human nature, the very possibility of living well or badly. Accordingly, in these writings James is often found lamenting the comforts and pacifications of modern bourgeois society and the “irremediable flatness” (WWJ: 648) and “unmanly ease” (WWJ: 669) that they bring to individual lives. Although his unforgettable invocations of “the strenuous mood” are most often indexed to the inner lives of individuals, it is no accident these are frequently coupled with mentions of overarching and “imperative” social ideals and loyalties, including justice and freedom (WB 1897, 160–161).

      This general strand in James’s thinking turns to topics that are decidedly political with the central proposal of his 1910 essay on “The Moral Equivalent of War.” He longs for a “reign of peace” (WWJ: 667) and a future where “acts of war shall be formally outlawed,” but thinks that the “martial virtues” of “intrepidity, contempt of softness, surrender of private interest, obedience to command” and “patriotic pride” (WWJ: 668) must be preserved. The task, according to James, is to develop social institutions that supply occasions for fostering the martial virtues while sparing the need for actual carnage. For this, James proposes a “conscription of the whole youthful population to form for a certain number of years a part of the army enlisted against Nature” where soldiers would work on large-scale public service projects—James mentions iron mines, freight trains, fishing fleets, road-building, and tunnel-making, among other tasks (WWJ 669).

      The central political thought driving James’s proposal is that there’s something worthy of indignation (at least to “reflective minds”) in the fact that “by mere accident of birth and opportunity” some citizens are doomed to lives of “toil and pain” while others “natively no more deserving” are spared any discomfort at all (WWJ: 669). This thought will be familiar to contemporary political philosophers familiar with ongoing debates about luck egalitarianism, according to which the fundamental task of social justice is to ensure that each individual’s holdings of whatever benefits and burdens political institutions have to distribute reflect her choices rather than her (good or bad) luck.5 And James here seems to fall in squarely with the luck egalitarians: there is something objectionable in the fact that gross social inequalities emerge out of morally irrelevant and desert-insensitive contingencies. It is, James holds, part of the political task to mitigate these inequalities, and he holds that the way to do so is to create institutions by which privileged citizens (James refers to a “luxurious class”) would no longer be able to remain “blind” to the hardiness and travail that plague the lives of their disadvantaged fellows. A regime of compulsory social service, James thinks, would not only knock the “childishness” out of privileged youth, but would also foster in them “healthier sympathies and soberer ideas” (WWJ: 669).

      It seems, then, that although James is by contemporary standards not a political philosopher, his thought manifests a familiar social vision according to which individuals must be afforded the mental and physical freedom to pursue publicly their life projects (including their religious projects), under the stipulation that they remain internally tolerant of others’ similarly tolerant practices. As was noted above, James sees the requisite freedom as involving a positive dimension; that is, he insists upon social conditions that enable, rather than merely allow, a broad range of individual pursuits. And this requires a political and social environment that fosters within each citizen a kind of fellow-feeling and “civic temper” (WWJ: 670) that, in a way, endorses and affirms the experiences, commitments, projects, and experiments of others, including those others whose lives embody ideals alien from one’s own. For ease of expression, let us call this general collection of commitments James’s doctrine of social toleration.

      To repeat, social toleration forms the central plank of a very attractive social and political philosophy. But it is of course not unique to James (or to pragmatism). Similar themes lie at the heart of historical expressions of progressivist social thought, such as is found in Wilhelm Von Humboldt (1854) and John Stuart Mill (1991). Moreover, the kind of social toleration that James advocates is a highly general expression of the core ideals of liberal democracy as expressed, in varying ways, by contemporary political philosophers such as John Rawls (1999a, 2005); Ronald Dworkin (2000, 2006); and Martha Nussbaum (2007, 2008). What is distinctive, though, is James’s proposed philosophical route to his social toleration doctrine. Rather than arguing from utilitarian or social contractarian premises, James proposes to base social toleration on his pluralist conception of value.

      We have already laid out our reasons for thinking that James’s plural-ist view of value does not provide a stable basis for social toleration. But now that we have identified the overriding but largely tacit concern that led James to propose his moral philosophy, we are in a position to draw upon other resources in James’s philosophy that might provide a more promising way to address those concerns. It seems to us that James has at his disposal an epistemic argument for social toleration that he left largely undeveloped.

    

    
      A Moral-Epistemic Case for Social Toleration

      Part of what motivates James to adopt his pluralism is his reflection on a salient trait of what might broadly be called moral experience. As was mentioned above, James’s grand conclusions in “On a Certain Blindness in Human Beings” that “neither the whole of truth nor the whole of good is revealed to any single observer” and “no one has insight into all the ideals” (WWJ: 645) is arrived at by a sustained exploration of experiences in which one confronts clashes between purported values, including clashes between familiar and seemingly alien purported values. And James is surely right about this much: In our struggles to live morally fulfilled and truly human lives, we inevitably confront situations where indeed it looks as if “some part of the ideal must be butchered” (WWJ: 622); and we experience such cases as tragic, instances where we must abandon something that is not only authentically good, but also truly and uniquely precious, something whose loss cannot be compensated for by moral gains elsewhere. In fact, we sometimes confront cases where it seems that unique and irreplaceable goods conflict, leaving us in a condition where no matter what we do, we do wrong. Moreover, we tend to think that there’s something stunted, unserious, shallow, and immature about a life without experiences of struggles of this tragic kind.

      The question is what philosophical conclusion one should draw from the pervasiveness of such experiences. And here James overplays his hand. Instead of adopting a clumsy and ultimately unworkable pluralist value theory that locates the source of such experiences in the structure of value itself, James would have done better to begin with the following more modest, but also more potent, moral-epistemological thesis: Life often confronts us with conflicts among goods that we are bound to regard as authentic, and yet do not know how to commensurate. It is important to note that this claim declines to embrace the pluralist view that some values are indeed incommensurable, and also withholds ascent from the monist view that commensurability is a necessary condition for valuehood; it rather treats the question of value commensurability as a matter for further investigation.6

      Importantly, this moral-epistemological thesis enables one to affirm that, as getting morality (including the question of whether all goods are commensurable) right is extremely important for our individual lives, we ought to uphold the social conditions under which the needed further investigation could proceed. And here’s why. It is plausible to think that progress in moral inquiry is best enabled under conditions where a broad range of experiments, projects, and commitments are afforded the social space required for their enactment in individuals’ lives. This is because moral investigation, like scientific inquiry, is a social and collaborative undertaking, requiring large-scale coordination and cooperation among diverse and differently situated individuals. One might say, then, that our individual moral projects (including the moral project of trying to adequately understand morality) are intrinsically dependent on those of others. To again draw the analogy with scientific inquiry, moral investigation can be conducted properly by an individual only within a broader community of investigators, and our individual investigations—scientific or moral—must be protected by social norms of non-obstruction, expressive freedom, autonomy, and the like. In short, part of what is required for moral investigation to commence is a policy of social toleration roughly of the kind that James proposes.

      To be sure, we thus have provided only the slightest sketch of a moral-epistemic case for social toleration. However, this sketch suggests a view that is decidedly Jamesian in spirit. For one thing, it overtly begins from the recognition that our moral knowledge is incomplete but could be completed with further inquiry. It thus perches somewhat precariously between a moral-epistemic optimism that holds that we know the good (and simply must muster the fortitude to do it), and a moral-epistemic pessimism according to which moral inquiry is futile or impossible. In this way, the view suggested above holds open the possibility of moral progress. Furthermore, the view accommodates many of the Jamesian thoughts about the centrality of struggle and the “strenuous mood” for moral life (WB 1897, 159–161). It recognizes that we do not (yet) adequately understand the full nature of morality, but still must live a life; from this, it draws the conclusion that striving to understand better, to gather more data, to broaden one’s moral vision, is an essential part of the project of living a moral life. And although there is nothing as strong as an entailment at work, the view promotes a kind of moral-epistemic humility that rides alongside its exhortation for further moral inquiry. In recognizing the need for continuing inquiry, we also recognize that our current commitments could be better informed, corrected, fortified, confirmed, and revised in light of new results. This humility is a natural cognitive counterpart to familiar understandings of toleration, open-mindedness, diversity, inclusion, and the rest. Importantly, it does not depend on an individual’s readiness to see alien value commitments as nonetheless good, albeit in a peculiar way; it allows one to see one’s neighbor’s conception of the good as decidedly wrong, mistaken, perverted, and even depraved. However, the view also enables one to see even those who are deeply and seriously wrong as epistemic resources, victims of failed yet possibly instructive experiments, people stuck in the potholes along the road of inquiry, and hence deserving of leeway. Again, the proposed moral-epistemic view may not entail social toleration, but it does provide a compelling reason—an “inducement,” perhaps—to adopt such a policy.

      Although James’s own philosophical path to his doctrine of social toleration is unsuccessful, there is a more promising track suggested by James’s moral epistemology. Again, a lot more would need to be said in order to make this moral-epistemological proposal look philosophically viable. We leave it to contemporary Jamesians who seek to rescue and redeem James’s social philosophical vision to pursue this line of research. The devoted Jamesians among our readers might here conclude that the moral-epistemic view we just sketched is no innovation at all, but simply James’s view properly understood. If so, then so much the better for James. Other Jamesians might demur from a different direction; they might complain that the proposal makes James an advocate of a rather familiar liberal progressivism of the kind canonically articulated in Mill’s On Liberty. In response, we refer readers to the dedication of James’s Pragmatism, and say, again, so much the better for James.

    

    Notes

    1 It should be noted that although Dworkin is a vehement monist about value, he is also decidedly anti-utilitarian.

    2 One might further argue that one is not truly secure from tyranny unless one is living in a moral economy that denies the tyrant’s tyrannical demands have any moral weight whatsoever. That one’s freedom from tyranny derives solely from a fortuitous feature of the economy of desires and demands is arguably no freedom at all.

    3 Richard Gale (2011) rightly identifies this observation as a natural inclination toward deontological thought, one that he concedes that Jamesian ethics must integrate.

    4 Compare James’s discussion in his “Is Life worth Living?” (1897: 52–53), and in his 1906 follow-up to “The Will to Believe,” “Faith and the Right to Believe” (WWJ: 735–741), which was intended for his (unfinished) Some Problems of Philosophy. Note that we, in Chapter 3, endorse James’s goal with the doctrine of the will-to-believe, but we hold that his doctrine actually promotes the opposite, with the problem of deepening dogmatism.

    5 The literature on luck egalitarianism is mountainous. For a helpful review of the issues (and a distinctive luck egalitarian proposal), see Tan (2012). See also the essays in Knight and Stemplowska, eds. (2011).

    6 See Chapter 10 for fuller discussion.
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What Is Living and What Is Dead in Deweyan Political Theory

    In 2003, one of us published a paper arguing that Deweyan democracy is nonviable under the social conditions that prevail in modern democracies (Talisse 2003). This paper, along with subsequent work on the theme, sparked a lively debate about the nature of and prospects for Dewey’s democratic theory.1 Although this debate continues to this day, it is safe to say that much of the dust has settled. However, it is also apparent that there has not been an agreed-upon resolution of the issues. A portion of the recent work touting Dewey’s democratic theory proceeds as if the debate never occurred. Yet there is nothing in the various Deweyan responses to the initial criticism that would require a departure from the contention that Deweyan democracy is nonviable as a conception of democracy for contemporary societies.

    In fact, many of the more common lines of neoclassical response to the initial criticism have been less than helpful. This is largely due to the fact that contemporary Deweyans tend to be protective of Dewey in puzzling ways; indeed, in certain quarters, Dewey is idolized. And the idolaters tend to operate on the premise that Dewey’s philosophy is never truly criticized, but only mischaracterized. Surely this is the wrong way to deal with a fallibilist philosopher. Accordingly, a common refrain is that the original critique misinterprets Dewey (Van Hollebeke 2009: 81; Rogers 2009a: 77; Rondel 2012); yet no one has yet pointed to an instance where the criticism relies on the attribution to Dewey of a view he does not hold. The charge is frequently accompanied by the complaint that the depiction of Deweyan democracy at work in the critique proceeds from an incomplete presentation of Dewey’s philosophy. Criticisms of this kind catalogue philosophical commitments of Deweyan democracy that the original critique does not attribute to him (Deen 2009: 140ff.; Eldridge 2008: 30). This is a losing strategy when responding to an objection that charges Deweyan democracy with being too philosophically controversial to be suited to modern pluralist societies. To say that Deweyan democracy requires us to adopt, for example, a particular conception of the relation between means and ends does not deflect the objection that Deweyan democracy is too philosophically committed to serve as a political ideal for a society marked by reasonable pluralism. It simply confirms the objection.2

    This tendency to idolize Dewey sometimes manifests in a slightly different inclination to recognize only internal criticisms as genuine; this is, as we argue in Chapter 8, the debilitating philosophical manifestation of pragmatist triumphalism. The triumphalist holds that, as all non-pragmatist options in philosophy have been undermined or rendered obsolete, the only legitimate criticisms of pragmatism must proceed from within. Hence Shane Ralston objects that the original criticism reads Dewey through an inappropriate “prism” or “filter” and hence employs a “foreign” standard in assessing Deweyan democracy (2008: 630; 2014: 99). Remarkably, he offers no argument in support beyond the bare fact that the original criticism places Deweyan democracy within a class of contemporary options in democratic theory. On Ralston’s view, apparently the only way to engage with Dewey’s philosophy is to parrot it. Stuart Rosenbaum represents a more general and extreme case of this unfortunate inclination, arguing that pragmatist should “refuse to engage” with non-pragmatist philosophers (2004: 169).

    A less overt, but nonetheless troubling, instantiation of this tendency is to proceed as if the only legitimate criticisms one can raise against Dewey are criticisms to the effect that Dewey didn’t go far enough in developing his ideas. Richard Bernstein provides a good example of the trend; in his recent assessment of Dewey’s politics, his sole criticisms stem from the claim that “there is too little emphasis on institutional analysis” (2010b: 305) in Dewey’s political writings. In order to meet these criticisms, one needs simply to add such analyses to what Dewey wrote. It would be hard to imagine a worse fate for a pragmatist philosopher than to be held by one’s self-appointed champions to be beyond external criticism, or as someone whose only philosophical faults are those of omission.

    In this chapter, we will revisit the debate over Deweyan democracy. Our view is that the position laid out in Talisse’s (2003) paper is largely correct, and all that remains to the debate is the clarification of a few nuances. We begin, then, by presenting a streamlined version of the case against Deweyan democracy. We then will review and dispense with a few lines of response. Our conclusion remains that Deweyan democracy in its orthodox construal is no longer a live option in contemporary political philosophy. However, in the final section of the essay, we will also argue that the broader orientation of Dewey’s political theory, specifically his insight that democracy is fundamentally an epistemological proposal, is among the most important contributions to democratic theory in the twentieth century. What lives in Dewey’s political thought is not his conception of democracy but rather the way in which he understood the interface between epistemology and democratic politics. What remains for the pragmatist political philosopher is the working out of an epistemic conception of democracy that improves on Dewey.

    
      What Deweyan Democracy Is

      There is considerable enthusiasm among political theorists for John Dewey’s conception of democracy. Indeed, it is hard to find a work of contemporary mainstream political theory that does not make positive reference to Dewey.3 Much of this enthusiasm is very narrowly circumscribed, restricted to passing references to inspiring quotations. Still, some of Dewey’s fans in the broader literature offer more detailed tribute. Nonetheless, they tend to locate Dewey’s importance in the fact that in his writings, one can find early anticipations of purportedly attractive contemporary options in democratic theory, from deliberative democracy (Landemore 2013: 82ff.), to conceptions of politics that favor social experimentation to the implementation of large-scale ideals of social justice (Gaus 2016: 138). In both kinds of cases, Dewey is presented as a forerunner to a preferred current strand in democratic theory rather than as a full-bore democratic theorist in his own right.

      Yet Dewey’s conception of democracy is not simply the conjunction of the few stray quotations most commonly appealed to by contemporary democratic theorists. And Dewey did not merely suggest attractive thoughts about democratic politics. Democracy holds center stage in Dewey’s overall philosophical vision; it is the culmination of his pragmatism. In fact, one could plausibly argue that democracy is the most carefully developed theme in all of Dewey’s work. As Ruth-Anna Putnam puts it, Deweyan pragmatists “are democrats, only more so” (Putnam and Putnam 2017: 421). What Dewey offers is not mere inspiration or suggestion, but a conception of democracy. Now, to be sure, this does not mean that no element of Dewey’s democratic theory could stand apart from the rest of his system. And it does not mean that those who find Dewey’s views about democracy attractive face an allor-nothing choice. It does mean, however, that endorsements of Deweyan democracy must come to terms with the broader philosophical conception of democracy that Dewey proposes. It is only in light of this larger democratic vision that one could undertake the project of separating out what is living and what is dead in it.

      The first order of business, then, is to characterize Deweyan democracy. The following four interlocking theses suffice to capture the view:


      
        	The Continuity Thesis: The democratic political order is a moral order characterized by a distinctive conception of human flourishing.

        	The Transformative Thesis: The democratic process is one in which individual preferences, attitudes, and opinions are informed and transformed rather than simply aggregated.

        	The Way of Life Thesis: Democracy is not simply a kind of state or a mode of government, but a way of life.

        	The Perfectionist Thesis: Democratic states may enact legislation and design institutions for the expressed purpose of fostering the values and attitudes necessary for human flourishing.

      

      
These all call for explication.

      
        The Continuity Thesis

        Deweyan democracy rejects the “old-time separation between politics and morals” (MW12: 192) common to most current forms of liberalism, opting instead for the view that politics and ethics are continuous.4 Dewey holds that democracy is the political manifestation of his social conception of the self and its corresponding ethics of self-realization. That is, according to Dewey, human individuals are not “given” prior to socialization (EW1: 231; LW2: 299; LW7: 227), but emerge out of social interaction; hence “what an individual actually is depends upon the nature and movement of associated life” (LW6:5; Cf. MW12: 193; LW11: 31), the “human being is an individual because of and in relation to others” (LW7: 227; Cf. MW12: 191).5 Consequently, Dewey identifies a “moral criterion” for evaluating “social institutions and political measures”:


        
          The test is whether a given custom or law sets free individual capacities in such a way as to make them available for the developments of the general happiness or the common good.

          (MW5: 431; Cf. MW9: 88ff.; MW12: 186)

        

        
According to Dewey, only a democratic order can fare favorably on such a test, for democracy is “the idea of community life itself,” the “clear consciousness of a communal life, in all its implications” (LW2: 328). It is through participation in a democratic community that individuals can develop their capacities in ways which enrich the life of the whole (MW10: 233; LW7: 350; LW13: 303); democratic community “is the endeavor to unite” the “liberation of individuals on the one hand” and the “promotion of a common good on the other” (LW7: 349), it is the project of “mutually enhancing self-realization” (Caspary 2000: 13). Ruth-Anna Putnam holds that for the Deweyan democrat, “ideally… each individual embodies the whole society; all share a conception of the common good and each wills that good” (Putnam and Putnam 2017: 445). Since we are inherently social, our flourishing is achievable only in community with others (MW12: 199; LW2: 331); accordingly, democracy is necessary “to achieve a truly human way of living” (LW11: 218). Consequently, for the Deweyan, insofar as democracy needs a justification at all, its justification lies in its ability to facilitate human flourishing, what Dewey called “growth” (LW7: 306; MW12: 181). Hence Dewey held that “Democracy and the one, ultimate, ethical ideal of humanity are… synonyms” (EW1: 248).6

      

      
        The Transformative Thesis

        Deweyan democracy adopts a view of democratic participation that is rooted in Dewey’s conception of growth. According to the Deweyan, participation in a democratic community is not simply a matter of voting, campaigning, canvassing, lobbying, and petitioning in service of one’s preferences; rather, participation requires citizens to engage in activities by which they may by free and open discussion “convince and be convinced by reason” (MW10: 404). That is, Deweyan democracy rejects what Jane Mansbridge (1980) aptly characterizes as the “adversary” model of democracy and favors a transformative view according to which democratic participation consists in applications of shared intelligence to social problems (LW11: 37; LW11: 25). When shared intelligence is enacted, conflicts are addressed in ways in which the competing claims can be brought “out into the open” where “they can be discussed and judged in the light of more inclusive interests” (LW11: 56); hence intelligence brings into relief “values prized in common” (LW13: 71; LW2: 328).7 Therefore the “give and take” (LW2: 332) that is constitutive of democratic participation results in transformed or revised preferences and enlarged social perspectives. Democratic citizens engage in social processes of applying collective intelligence to shared problems, and in so doing, they grow.

      

      
        The Way of Life Thesis

        The Deweyan democrat is committed to the view that democracy is a way of life—a congeries of social norms, political institutions, and personal habits and attitudes, aimed at growth and thus fit to govern “all modes of human association” (LW2: 325). It should be noted that this third thesis follows neatly from the first two. If we concede that “growth itself is the only moral end” (MW12: 181) and accept the continuity thesis, we will be disposed to evaluate all styles of human sociality according their capacity to foster growth. If in addition we mean by democracy those social and personal habits and norms that explicitly aim at fostering growth, we will then follow Dewey in holding that democracy is misunderstood when taken as the name of a kind of state or system of government (LW2: 325). Democracy, rather, is the name of the political and personal aspiration to achieve “the all-around growth of every member of society” (MW12: 186). Accordingly, the Deweyan democrat sees democracy as a mode of sociality that should inform “all areas and ways of living” (LW11: 25) and “must affect all modes of human association, the family, the school, industry, religion” (LW2: 325).8

      

      
        The Perfectionist Thesis

        Deweyan democracy rejects the neutralism of contemporary democratic theory and adopts a kind of perfectionism. To be clear, the perfectionism we attribute to Dewey is not the view that there is a fixed and static human nature to be perfected; rather it is the view that political institutions should aim to foster within citizens the attitudes and habits requisite for human flourishing.9 That Dewey is a perfectionist in this sense is clear; he holds that political institutions “are not means for obtaining something for individuals… They are means of creating individuals” (MW12: 191). As we saw in our discussion of the Way of Life Thesis, growth requires that individuals adopt and practice certain habits; accordingly, democracy is a “personal way of individual life,” one involving the “possession and continual use of certain attitudes, forming personal character and determining desire and purpose in all the relations of life” (LW14: 226). A democratic society hence must strive to create democratic individuals by instituting policies designed to call forth the habits necessary for growth. In fact, Dewey contends that possession and exercise of the attitudes requisite for growth is necessary for personal freedom (LW3: 111), for “freedom for an individual means growth” (MW12: 198). Thus it is not sufficient for a democratic state to serve the neutralist aim of protecting individuals from interference; it must govern in ways that strive to cultivate and enable in citizens the habits constitutive of freedom (MW5: 392; LW2: 340; LW11: 220).

        With these four theses in view, two additional observations emerge. First, The Continuity Thesis and the Way of Life Thesis combine to generate a perfectionism that is more muscular than most contemporary varieties of perfectionism. Whereas current versions of perfectionism hold that the task of cultivating the desired dispositions is a task for the state alone, Dewey holds that “The struggle for democracy has to be maintained on as many fronts as culture has aspects: political, economic, international, educational, scientific and artistic, and religious” (LW13: 186).10 Dewey saw the task of democracy to be that of “making our own politics, industry, education, our culture generally, a servant and an evolving manifestation of democratic ideals” (LW13: 197). For Dewey, then, all social associations—not just the state—should be aimed at the realization of his distinctive vision of human flourishing.

        Second, the four theses taken together not only encourage a distinction between democracy as a form of government and democracy as a way of life (LW2: 325), they additionally imply that social democracy is normatively prior to political democracy. Dewey holds that the structures and practices of political democracy—free and frequent elections, universal suffrage, fair procedures, and the rule of law, for example—are “but a mechanism” for “securing” the “channels” by which the democratic social ideal could be realized (LW2: 325). “Majority rule,” he says, “is as foolish as its critics charge it with being” if understood apart from the social conditions which would render it an effective instrument for growth (LW2: 365). That is, on Dewey’s view, “there is no sanctity” (LW2: 326) in the institutions of political democracy, they are “devices” for achieving democracy as a way of life (LW2: 326); hence “democracy is a form of government only because it is a form of moral and spiritual association” (EW1: 240).

      

    

    
      Pluralism and Democratic Theory

      Our criticism of Deweyan democracy is that it is nonviable under the social and political conditions that inevitably prevail within contemporary constitutional democracies. We begin by presenting a thumbnail sketch of the argument, and then we will provide the requisite details.

      We draw fundamentally on a point associated with the later work of John Rawls, namely, that the social order secured by constitutional democracy fosters a “reasonable pluralism” (Rawls 2005: 36) of moral, philosophical, and religious doctrines that democratic citizens may permissibly embrace, each of which will be consistent with the basic normative commitments of democracy but nonetheless not consistent with every other reasonable doctrine. That is, constitutional democracy creates social conditions where deep normative disagreements arise among citizens. As the legitimacy of a constitutional democratic order depends on that order’s justifiability to all of its citizens, it follows that no democratic order based strictly in one specific moral, religious, or philosophical doctrine could be legitimate. Deweyan democracy is a proposal according to which “all modes of human association” are to be designed to foster growth. But growth is but one candidate for the moral master value that a democratic society must foster, and there is accordingly reasonable disagreement among citizens over whether it is, indeed, a value at all. Consequently, the Deweyan democratic political order fails to be justifiable to all reasonable citizens, and thus cannot be legitimate. In a nutshell, Deweyan democracy cannot recognize the pluralism of reasonable moral, religious, and philosophical doctrines that inevitably emerge under modern constitutional democratic conditions. Deweyan democracy thus fails on pragmatic grounds.

      Being but a sketch, the argument requires elaboration. Begin with the underlying idea of pluralism. Here it is important to distinguish between the different doctrines that the term pluralism is used to denote. In the preceding chapter, we identified pluralism with the Jamesian thesis that there are incommensurable objective values. The pluralist in this sense asserts a thesis about the nature of value, namely, that not all values are commensurable. We have expressed considerable doubts about this doctrine, especially in its Jamesian version. The pluralism being appealed to at present is of a different stripe. It is not a thesis about the nature of value, but rather a claim about the social and political sources of deep normative disagreement. Rawls claims that the range of freedoms and protections most central to a constitutional democratic order inevitably create conditions under which intelligent, rational, well-meaning, and sincere individuals, each acting in accordance with their epistemic responsibilities, may nonetheless disagree at the level of their moral, religious, and philosophical doctrines. This is due to the fact that, even at its best, human intelligence, operating under free social institutions, underdetermines matters with respect to the Big Questions of life. Importantly, there may be considerable normative disagreement even among those who nonetheless share a sincere and steadfast commitment to constitutional democracy itself.

      As a matter of fixing a technical term, call those who share such a commitment to constitutional democracy “reasonable persons” and, similarly, call those religious, moral, and philosophical doctrines that are consistent with the normative core of constitutional democracy “reasonable doctrines.” The Rawlsian idea of “reasonable pluralism” (2005: 36) is now evident. There is no single comprehensive philosophical, religious, or moral doctrine upon which reason converges, and thus there are several mutually incompatible doctrines that are nonetheless reasonable, in that they are consistent with the core commitments of constitutional democracy. Consequently, despite “our conscious attempt to reason with each other” (2005: 55), agreement at the level of fundamental moral, religious and philosophical issues is elusive. Importantly, what Rawls calls the fact of reasonable pluralism is partly the acknowledgment that reasonable pluralism is fostered by the social and political institutions of a constitutional democracy. Thus Rawls contends that reasonable pluralism “is not a mere historical condition that may soon pass away” (2005: 36), but “the long-run outcome of the work of human reason under enduring free institutions” (2005: 129). The very liberties secured in a constitutional democracy give rise to reasonable pluralism.

      Now, the fact of reasonable pluralism entails the “fact of oppression” (2005: 36). If reasonable pluralism is “the inevitable outcome of free human reason,” then “a continuing shared understanding on one comprehensive religious, philosophical, or moral doctrine can be maintained only by the oppressive use of state power” (2005: 36). Where minds are free, reasonable pluralism prevails; where reasonable pluralism does not prevail, minds are not free.

      When the fact of reasonable pluralism is combined with the core democratic commitment that the exercise of coercive political power is legitimate only if it is justifiable, at least in principle, “to every last individual” (Waldron 1993: 37), the result is that any political order that is premised upon the truth of a single comprehensive doctrine—even a perfectly reasonable one—is oppressive. It is oppressive because it permits the coercion of reasonable citizens on the basis of reasons that belong strictly to one of the moral, philosophical, or religious doctrines that reasonable citizens could reject.

      As an example, consider Joe the utilitarian. Joe thinks with Mill that the Greatest Happiness Principle (GHP) is “the ultimate appeal on all ethical questions” (Mill 1991: 15). Consequently, Joe thinks that any question of public policy or institutional design is decisively answered by the GHP. Suppose Joe also thinks, again with Mill, that a system of weighted voting, in which “graduates of universities” are given “two or more votes” (Mill 1991: 336), best satisfies the GHP. Further stipulate that Joe is correct that weighted voting is required by the GHP. The fact of reasonable pluralism is the fact that utilitarianism is not the only reasonable moral doctrine that democratic citizens might adopt; one may reject utilitarianism without thereby revoking one’s fitness for democratic citizenship or demonstrating one’s lack of commitment to constitutional democratic norms. Again, in order to be legitimate, coercive public policy must be justifiable to all citizens, even those who oppose utilitarianism as a moral theory. It is worth emphasizing that this requirement for justifiability holds even under the presumption that utilitarianism is true. The thought, then, is that coercive political power is legitimately wielded only when it is justifiable to all reasonable citizens, including those who hold a reasonable but nevertheless incorrect moral, religious, or philosophical doctrine. Consequently, Joe’s utilitarian reasons are insufficient to justify a scheme of weighted voting, even if one supposes that utilitarianism is true. Utilitarian reasons fail to justify the policy simply in virtue of their being rejectable from the perspective of a reasonable citizen.

      The Rawlsian insight is that in order to be legitimate, public policy must be justifiable by reasons that meet a standard higher than truth; to repeat, publicly justifying reasons must be beyond reasonable rejection. The fact of reasonable pluralism means that no comprehensive doctrine is beyond reasonable rejection; therefore, reasons, such as Joe’s, which derive from a single comprehensive doctrine—again, even a reasonable one, even one that is not only reasonable but also true—cannot publicly justify. In order to publicly justify weighted voting in a democratic society, Joe must appeal to reasons that even non-utilitarians could accept, reasons that must be recognized as justifying from every reasonable perspective. Rawls concludes then that “no comprehensive doctrine is appropriate as a political conception for a constitutional regime” (2005: 135); therefore, a “well-ordered democratic society” is not a community, if by “community” we mean “a special kind of association, one united by a comprehensive doctrine” (2005: 40). A well-ordered democracy is rather a system of social and political cooperation that is befitting of free moral persons who seek to live together in relations of social equality.

      This final point is worth emphasizing. The challenge set by pluralism to democratic theory is not one of merely academic interest. It rather is the practical task of finding terms upon which we can live together that will manifest our mutual commitment to the social equality of all citizens, despite our deep normative disagreements. One of the requirements for honoring each other’s equality is to reject terms of social association that could not help but look to others as alien and thus merely imposed. That is, in order to live together on terms that manifest our mutual recognition of the social equality of all, we must exercise coercive political power only when doing so is consistent with that equality. And that means that coercive political power must be exercised only when its exercise is adequately supported by reasons that are justifiable to reasonable citizens as such, regardless of the reasonable disagreements over life’s Big Questions.

    

    
      How Deweyan Democracy Fails

      Given this, it is clear why Deweyan democracy fails. It is overtly committed to the claim that proper democracy is a community in the Rawlsian sense.11 Indeed, Dewey held that the realization of the democratic way of life required the transformation of society into a Great Community (LW2: 350), a mode of social association composed of “vital, steady, and deep relationships” (LW2: 369) based in shared “signs and symbols” (LW2: 330) and “conjoint experience” (LW2: 331). Again, Deweyan democrats envision a political world in which “all modes of human association” (LW2:325) are organized around the ongoing, never-completed task of realizing growth. Accordingly, Deweyan democrats see proper democracy as a matter not simply of how a society or group makes its collective decisions, or what its collective decisions are based on, but also of what it decides. Recall that on Dewey’s view, a society’s policies shape the habits and attitudes of its citizens, and democracy is the project of creating a certain kind of individual. Thus collective decision should increasingly reflect the aim of furthering growth; consequently, a society that is not directed toward growth is a society that is failing at democracy.12

      Our argument is not that Deweyan democrats secretly long for a monochrome society in which everyone adopts Dewey’s philosophy (though some obviously do). The point is more subtle. Deweyan democracy is a community in the Rawlsian sense insofar as it takes its own conception of human flourishing to be sufficient for deciding how public institutions should be designed and what policies would be best to enact. That is, Deweyans hold that to show that some coercive public policy P is the best among available options for promoting growth is to provide a conclusive reason for enacting P. Crucially, Deweyans also hold that for a society to not enact P even after it has been shown to best further growth is for that society to fail at democracy; for growth provides the “criterion” (MW5: 431), “standard” (MW9: 89), or “supreme test” (MW12: 186) for democracy. In other words, Deweyan democrats hold that, for a society to be properly democratic, the truth of the claim “P best promotes growth among the available options” is sufficient to publicly justify the enactment of P; to fail to enact the policy that would best promote growth is not only to choose a non-optimal policy, it is to fail at democracy.

      Accordingly, a Deweyan democratic political order is, indeed, a community. But it is for that very reason inconsistent with the idea of a democracy as a system of social and political cooperation that manifests the collective project of free moral persons living together in relations of social equality. Because it would permit political coercion strictly on the basis of reasons that a reasonable citizen could reject, Deweyan democracy would allow coercive force to be used against reasonable citizens, who from their own moral, religious, or philosophical perspectives could not see that force as directed by reasons at all. Such citizens would therefore experience the coercive force of the state as simply imposed on them. And that is a violation of the very idea of a social and political order based in the social equality of all citizens.

      The problem we are raising is not that Dewey’s conception of democracy is rooted in a vision of human flourishing that is not true. Even if it is supposed that Dewey’s theory of human flourishing is true, the problem remains that the Deweyan democratic ideal can be reasonably rejected. That is to say, a citizen can reject the idea that growth is the fundamental moral and social ideal and yet not revoke her fitness for citizenship in a democratic society. It is worth noting that many contemporary democratic citizens in good standing do reject Dewey’s views about human flourishing. Some of them hold opposing conceptions of flourishing, and others contend that flourishing is not at all relevant to democratic politics. Of course, from the Deweyan perspective, these opponents are incorrect. But the crucial Rawlsian insight is that one needn’t embrace a correct philosophical, moral, or religious doctrine in order to be capable of good democratic citizenship or to be worthy of membership in a democratic society.

      Insofar as the Deweyan democrat seeks to reconstruct the whole of human association so that it is directed toward realizing her own conception of human flourishing, she seeks to create social and political institutions that are explicitly designed to cultivate norms and realize civic ideals that her fellow citizens could reasonably reject.13 Insofar as she takes the moral reasons supplied by her own vision of human flourishing to be sufficient to justify public policy coercing her fellow citizens, she favors political conditions under which the state may coerce its citizens solely on the basis of reasons that they could reasonably reject, indeed, on the basis of reason that some reasonable citizen cannot even regard as reasons of any kind. Thus Deweyan democracy is unable to countenance reasonable pluralism and is oppressive. Hence it is inconsistent with the idea of a political order among social equals, and thus is an inappropriate ideal for contemporary constitutional democratic society.

    

    
      An Instructive Rejoinder

      We have drawn a startling conclusion. In order to get a clearer sense of what it means, it might prove helpful to address an instructive criticism advanced by Richard Gale (2012). In his refreshingly forthright style, Gale contends that the success of the proposed argument against Deweyan democracy entails that all forms of democracy are oppressive and thus illegitimate (2012: 437). And so, Gale holds, our argument falls prey to a version of the proves too much problem. His argument has it that governments are oppressive whenever they coerce, that is, act against the will of any citizen.14 Accordingly, Gale argues that “our society can and will have abortion, stem cell research, euthanasia, etc., which is anathema to the theist, being a type of society in which they would not want to live and raise children” (2012: 440). According to Gale, we’ve held Dewey to an impossible standard of legitimacy, since it seems there could be, given reasonable pluralism, no way to identify appropriate use of state force. Given our criteria, only anarchism follows.

      Gale is mistaken about the relation between coercion and oppression, and thus his objection does not succeed. To put the point succinctly: Not all coercion is oppressive. It is the essence of political power to be coercive. When the state acts, it forces some to do what they otherwise would not do or do not want to do. It is the philosophical anarchist’s position that coercion is always oppressive and therefore morally objectionable. The democrat, by contrast, holds that coercion is non-oppressive when it is consistent with the fundamental social equality of all citizens. Coercion is con sistent with social equality when it is exercised on the basis of reasons that no citizen could reasonably reject. That is, the justificatory task of the state is not that of convincing all citizens to agree with or endorse its actions, but rather to demonstrate to each citizen that it acts on the basis of reasons that are of the right kind, that is, the kind that cannot be reasonably rejected. Accordingly, that the Christian citizens Gale envisions object to the state’s policy regarding abortion does not entail that the policy is oppressive. Oppression exists where there is unjustifiable coercion, coercion that is supported only by reasonably rejectable reasons.

      To be sure, a lot turns on the question of how we are to determine what kinds of reasons are reasonably rejectable. This is a very difficult matter, which we cannot try to settle here. However, we can begin to make some progress on the issue by returning to the earlier example of Joe the Utilitarian. Joe seeks to coerce others solely on the basis of the Greatest Happiness Principle. But in a free society, citizens are not required to be utilitarians; indeed, citizens may reject utilitarianism and yet still be members in good standing of a democracy. Hence Joe’s utilitarian reasons are insufficient to justify coercive policy. Contrast Jane with Joe. Jane proposes a federal policy requiring public buildings to make accommodations for the disabled. When asked why the state should adopt this policy, she replies that equality demands such measures. Now, there is a difference in kind between Joe’s reason and Jane’s. In response to Joe, one can simply say, “Who cares about the Greatest Happiness Principle?,” and move on. But one who says to Jane, “Who cares about equality?” has thereby called into question his fitness for citizenship in a democratic society. In a modern democracy, equality is something citizens (and states) must care about in deciding public policy. Following Rawls, we might say that reasons that reference concepts like equality are public reasons, whereas reasons which employ concepts like the Greatest Happiness Principle are nonpublic (2005: 220ff.). Put simply, coercion is oppressive when it cannot be justified by means of public reasons.

      We now can see why Gale’s objection fails. The question of whether a given policy is oppressive does not turn on whether it is endorsed by all citizens; rather, it turns on the kind of reason that is available to support the policy. Assuming for the sake of argument that current policies regarding, say, abortion are justifiable by means of public reasons, Gale’s Christian citizens have no grounds for claiming to be oppressed, even though they may vehemently oppose the policy.

      This way of distinguishing coercion from oppression helps us to see more clearly why Deweyan democracy fails. Recall that according to the Deweyan, it is the purpose of all modes of human association to promote growth, and this purpose provides the “moral criterion” (MW5: 431) for evaluating all social and political institutions. Consequently, on Dewey’s view, the truth of the claim that some policy or institution promotes growth is a reason for enacting that policy or establishing that institution. But “x promotes growth” is not a public reason for the same reason that “x is required by the Greatest Happiness Principle” is not a public reason. Like the GHP, one can reject growth as a moral ideal without thereby revoking one’s fitness for democratic citizenship. So, Deweyan democracy is oppressive, not because it would coerce people (every conception of democracy involves coercion), but because it would allow the state to coerce on the basis of nonpublic reasons. To be forced to do something one does not want to do solely on the basis of reasons that one cannot regard as reasons of one’s own is the essence of oppression. And Deweyan democracy not only would allow this; in a society marked by reasonable pluralism, it requires it. Indeed, Deweyan democrats hold that a democracy is not proper, genuine, or real if it does not oppress people.

    

    
      Deflections

      Here the Deweyan might deploy the standard trope of deflecting the criticism by dismissing the premises upon which it is based. Sensing that the Deweyan has been held to some “foreign” standard (Ralston (2008: 630), she may query, why should Deweyans accept reasonable pluralism? Here’s why she must. Reflect for a moment upon current political circumstances. Although much of the conflict in our society is arguably due to various forms of irrationality—greed, ignorance, envy, what have you—a large measure of disagreement occurs among persons who are able not only to articulate good reasons and arguments for their positions, but are willing and able to engage sincerely and respectfully with those with whom they disagree. It is not difficult to find a variety of distinct and reasoned positions on every major moral issue. Each of us must take those who hold moral positions that are inconsistent with our own to be mistaken; but an honest engagement with our sophisticated opponents leads us to recognize that there is a crucial difference between being wrong and being stupid. The fact of reasonable pluralism is simply the fact that in a free society one should expect to find reasoned opposition to every moral, philosophical, or religious doctrine, including those that are themselves fully reasonable.

      To reject the fact of reasonable pluralism is to reject the distinction between being wrong and being stupid; it is to say that anyone who does not agree with your own view of things is not simply mistaken but benighted, ignorant, or foolish. Given that Deweyans are committed to fallibilism, no Deweyan could reject the fact of reasonable pluralism, for fallibilism presupposes the possibility of intelligent opposition in light of which one may revise one’s views.

      Barring the untenable response that all non-Deweyans are ipso facto unfit for democratic citizenship, the only recourse open to the Deweyan democrat is to recognize that her conception of flourishing is but one reasonable comprehensive doctrine among many. This realization will lead the Deweyan to privatize her project, to see the aspiration for growth as a personal project, not something to be woven into the very fabric society and not something that provides the “supreme test” (MW12: 186) for deciding whether a given social order is democratic. To be clear, nothing in our argument criticizes, much less forbids, the privatized project of pursuing Deweyan growth.

      But to privatize in this way would be to abandon Dewey’s Continuity, Way of Life, and Perfectionist theses. It would be to import into Deweyan democracy the public/private distinction of traditional liberalism, a distinction Dewey explicitly rejects (LW2: 275ff.); correspondingly, it would require Deweyans to relinquish much of their perfectionism. Moreover, a privatized Deweyan would have to renounce Dewey’s philosophy of public education, since it advocates the reconstruction of public schools so that they contribute to the realization of Dewey’s conception of human flourishing.15 More generally, a privatized Deweyan would have to abandon the idea that democracy presents the “task before us” (LW14: 224) of creating a way of social life marked by the “possession and continual use of certain attitudes, forming personal character and determining desire and purpose in all the relations of life” (LW14: 225–226). Similarly, a privatized Deweyan would have to reject Dewey’s claim that democracy is “radical” because it requires great change in existing social institutions, “economic, legal and cultural” (LW11: 299). To be sure, a privatized Deweyan could pursue growth in all of her social associations and seek to build Deweyan community with others; but a privatized Deweyan must see the Deweyan project as but one kind of democratic life, not as an ideal that all believers in democracy must adopt. A privatized Deweyan democrat is not a Deweyan democrat at all.

      To summarize our criticism: Deweyan democracy is inconsistent with a due acknowledgment of reasonable pluralism. The pluralism or reasonable moral, religious, and philosophical doctrines is a pervasive and endemic feature of modern democratic society. As Deweyans hold that the worth of a philosophical view is to be judged according to its connection with real-life conditions, the inability of Deweyan democracy to embrace reasonable pluralism poses a decisive objection. Accordingly, Deweyans have sufficient reason to seek an alternative conception of democracy.

    

    
      What Is Living in Deweyan Political Theory

      Thus far we have been focused on the negative component of our task. We have argued that Deweyan democracy is what is dead in Dewey’s political thought. Given Dewey’s singular focus on democracy throughout his political writings, one might wonder what could be left that is living. As we mentioned in the introductory section, our view is that Dewey was among the first to propose an explicitly epistemic conception of democracy. Moreover, we think that Dewey’s general view regarding the nature of the connection between epistemology and democratic politics is especially astute. In this way, although Dewey’s specific proposal for democracy is dead, the overall orientation of his approach to democratic theory is very much living; indeed, Dewey points the way to the kind of democratic theory that pragmatists should be working to develop.

      To explain, call a conception of democracy epistemic if it contends that democracy’s value, legitimacy, or justification lies centrally in some epistemological capacity or property it manifests. Epistemic conceptions are to be contrasted with various non-epistemic conceptions, the most prevalent of which are those that cast democracy’s value in strictly moral terms. On these views, democratic norms do not reflect a grand epistemological aspiration or realize some epistemic good, but instead respond to the moral requirement that governments and societies treat persons as equals (Dworkin 2000; Christiano 2008). Other views of this kind contend that democracy is that political order that performs the moral function of constraining power and avoiding domination (Pettit 2012; Shapiro 2016), or achieving a properly inclusive (Young 2000) or free (Gould 1988) society. Another variety of non-epistemic conception holds that democracy’s central selling point is neither moral nor epistemic, but prudential, such as political stability (Riker 1982; Posner 2003). To be sure, very few theorists think that the epistemic performance of democracies is entirely beside the point; those that offer epistemic conceptions of democracy hold that democracy’s epistemic power is, at least in large measure, the point of democracy.

      Now, contemporary epistemic conceptions of democracy tend to divide over the site of democracy’s purported epistemic value. On some views, the epi stemic value of democracy lies in its ability to produce outcomes that are epistemically superior to non-democratic alternatives. In the most flat-footed variants, the claim is that democracy is a process that reliably produces true or epistemically justified answers to questions of public policy. Conceptions based in the Condorcet Jury Theorem are clear cases of this style of theory. The idea is that, under apparently weak assumptions about individual citizens’ epistemic competence and cognitive independence, democratic voting among a relatively modestly sized population produces results that approach epistemic certainty.16 An alternative approach holds that the epistemic value of democracy lies in its ability to improve inputs into collective decision processes. According to some versions of this kind of view, democratic practices—deliberation, participation, social activism, or what have you—enhance citizens’ rationality and judgment, and perhaps even contribute to the cultivation of epistemically favorable social attitudes and cognitive dispositions.

      Dewey suggests an importantly different approach to the epistemic value of democracy. He located democracy’s epistemic power in its ability to pool cognitive resources in ways that could allow them to be applied toward the resolution of social problems. Dewey put this in terms of his prime movers for epistemic work: “faith in democracy is all one with faith in experience and education” (LW 14: 229). To be sure, this way of construing the connection between democracy and epistemology is consistent with the broader claims that democracy improves inputs and outputs, but the core Deweyan insight is distinct from these proposals. To claim that democracy’s epistemic value lies in its capacity to pool cognitive resources is to invite the thought that democracy is fundamentally a social epistemic enterprise, an ongoing collective endeavor aimed at applying the same epistemic norms to our shared social and political lives that we see fit to adopt in our individual lives.

      That’s admittedly opaque. To get a clearer view of this component of Dewey’s thinking, let’s look at a recent attempt to develop the insight. In her essay on “The Epistemology of Democracy,” Elizabeth Anderson argues that “Dewey’s experimentalist account of democracy offers a better model of the epistemology of democracy than alternatives” (2006: 9). To establish this, Anderson contrasts Dewey’s account of democracy with two competing models of the epistemic dimension of democracy. As our interest is in her conception of democracy, we need not review her arguments against the competitors. Instead, we can focus directly on her analysis of the three “core features” of democracy”: (1) diversity, (2) discussion, and (3) dynamism (2006: 13). We take these in order.

      
        	The Epistemic Diversity of Citizens. A democratic society is composed of citizens of diverse ages, genders, classes, ethnicities, religions, and so on. This multilayered diversity results in asymmetries regarding the effects of any given political decision, and this in turn results in asymmetries in the distribution of information relevant to group decision-making. Democracy must be able to “take advantage of the epistemic diversity of individuals” (2006: 11).

        	The Non-Instrumental Value of Discussion. Inclusive and open discussion among citizens prior to voting is a “constitutive, not accidental” feature of democracy (2006: 11). Importantly, discussion involves norms of equality, franchise, access to public forums, and a free press. Unless such discussion ensues, citizens “have little to go on but their private preferences” (2006: 11). Yet the point of democracy is not simply to aggregate individual preferences, but to pool individual intelligence and to bring it to bear on problems of public interest (2006: 9). Without discussion in this broad sense, democracy cannot take into account the perspectives and concerns of all citizens.

        	Democratic Dynamism. “Democratic decision-making needs to recognize its own fallibility” (2006: 12). Toward this end, democracy needs to introduce “feedback mechanisms” that enable it to “correct its course in light of new information about the consequences of policies” (2006: 12). Hence, like norms of inclusive discussion, the institutions of regular elections and referenda are constitutive of democracy, for these represent democracy’s commitment to fallibilism, and its corresponding aspiration to correct its mistakes and improve its own processes.

      

      Anderson contends that Dewey offers a way of thinking about democracy that “represents the epistemic powers of all three constitutive features of democracy” (2006: 13). Since “Dewey stressed the importance to democracy of bringing citizens from different walks of life together to define, through discussion, what they take to be problems of public interest” (2006: 14), a conception of democracy based in Deweyan ideals fairly models the epistemic diversity of citizens. Dewey also saw that democratic discussion must be maximally inclusive in order to meet the democratic requirement that collective decision be “responsive in a fair way to everyone’s concerns” (2006: 14). Finally, she notes that, given Dewey’s experimentalist and fallibilist epistemology, democracy in a Deweyan vein understands democratic processes, such as elections, rights of petition, a free press, and protests as “mechanisms of feedback and accountability” (2006: 14) that institutionalize fallibilism and experimentalism, thus modeling democratic dynamism.

      Anderson’s epistemic vision of democracy is attractive, and it is certainly rooted in central Deweyan themes. But note how austere Anderson’s view is in comparison with orthodox Deweyan democracy. Anderson makes no reference to Dewey’s views regarding socially emergent selves, growth and human flourishing, the Great Community, democratic participation as a necessary condition of freedom, or the need for government to create democratic individuals. Nor does she assert the identity of democracy with the “one, ultimate, ethical ideal of humanity” (EW1:248), or contend that Dewey’s theory of human flourishing should govern “all modes of human association” (LW2:325). Rather, Anderson presents democracy as the social epistemic endeavor to apply “scientific method to practical problems” (2006: 13). Of course, Anderson recognizes that this endeavor requires ongoing and stable modes of social cooperation on the basis of equality; thus she affirms that democracy must also be “a way of life governed by cultural norms of equality, discussion, and tolerance” (2006: 15). According to Anderson, then, Dewey brings into view the idea that democracy is fundamentally the claim that communities should address their social problems by pooling information and other cognitive resources from its diverse citizenry in a way that gives a proper hearing and full consideration to all points of view, with the expectation that all collective decisions are but provisional stopping points in a continuous process of self-correction. This vision of democracy owes a great deal to Dewey’s political writings, even though it falls far short of embracing Deweyan democracy.

      Anderson’s conception of democracy is but one way to employ the central Deweyan insights in devising a pragmatist epistemic conception of democracy. We articulate our own proposals in pragmatist democratic theory throughout this volume. But it is important to see Anderson’s view and the alternative we favor as different options within the same family. We can say, then, that what is living in Dewey’s political theory is this general orientation in democratic theory. Dewey was among the first to see that the ultimate value, virtue, and justification of democracy consists in the fact that it is the mode of social and political organization that manifests at the level of collective and cooperative life our individual epistemic aspirations to live according to our best lights, under conditions where we each have reason to think that our best lights are, on the whole, pretty good from the epistemic point of view. This enables one to see democracy as the ongoing and experimental enterprise of applying pooled cognitive resources to social problems. Democracy, then, is not seen strictly as a means for producing results of a certain epistemic quality, and it is not construed simply as a practice by which certain epistemic traits are cultivated; democracy is rather the collective political endeavor to manage over time a dynamic and developing social and political world in epistemologically responsible ways.

      This view construes democracy as the social and political manifestation of our everyday individual epistemic practice. Put slightly differently, according to the Deweyan orientation, democracy is the political correlate of our ordinary epistemological aspirations; it is the social and political face of proper inquiry. Just as we seek to manage our cognitive lives according to processes that keep us apprised of new evidence, reasons, and arguments so that we may keep our beliefs current and in touch with our developing circumstances, democracy is that mode of political organization that enables us to manage our social lives according to the best and most current information about our shared circumstances.

      A related point brings our discussion to a conclusion. As was mentioned at the close of Chapter 3, the pragmatist epistemology that is found in Peirce, and is later adopted by Dewey, establishes a continuity between individual and social epistemology. From this perspective, one can see the tight connection between our individual epistemic efforts and the broader social and political contexts of those efforts. Again, our epistemological success as individual inquirers depends on there being in place the social and political conditions that make proper inquiry possible. We then see that our individual epistemic aspirations to believe on the basis of the best available reasons, evidence, and arguments can be realized only under social and political conditions that allow for the free exchange of ideas, information, and arguments. Familiar democratic norms of free speech, protected dissent, freedom of association, individual autonomy, liberty of conscience, and access to channels of political accountability quickly follow. That is, the continuity between individual and social epistemology established in the pragmatist epistemology offered by Peirce and Dewey makes visible a similar continuity between our individual and social and political lives. It enables us to see that we have reasons based in our individual epistemic aims and projects to support, uphold, and embrace democratic social and political norms. We each already have reasons of our own, based in our existing epistemological practices and aspirations, to sustain democracy.

    

    Notes

    1 The dispute begins with Talisse (2003) and Talisse (2004). These form the bases for Talisse (2007) and Talisse and Aikin (2008: Ch. 6). The debate develops in Westbrook (2007); Ralston (2008); Hildebrand (2008b); and Eldridge (2008), and the 2009 symposium in Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society, featuring critical papers by Brooks (2009); Festenstein (2009); Koopman (2009a); Mayorga (2009); McBride (2009); Rogers (2009a); and Van Hollebeke (2009), and Talisse’s replies (2009b). Additional criticism are launched in Hildebrand (2008a); Deen (2009); and Clanton and Forcehimes (2009) (with Talisse’s rejoinder, 2009c); Festenstein (2010) (with Talisse’s rejoinder, 2010b); Bacon (2010); Forstenzer (2010); and Gale (2012). A 2011 symposium in Metaphilosophy (Talisse 2011b; Hildebrand 2011; Rydenfelt 2011) continues the debate. For more recent maneuvers, see Eldridge (2011); Pappas (2012); Rondel (2012); Smith (2013); Goldin (2014); and Ralston (2014).

    2 The basic form of our objection to the neoclassical reply is as follows. Liberal legitimacy requires justification on the basis of principles that are substantive enough to do the justifying work while also being acceptable to all in a society marked by reasonable pluralism. The objection is that Deweyan accounts fail the latter requirement. It should be obvious that adding controversial premises to the mix does not solve that problem.

    3 For a few examples, (see Gaus 2016; Landemore 2013; Anderson 2010; Nussbaum 2007; Bohman 2007; Dworkin 2006; Sandel 2005; Stout 2004; MacGilvray 2004; Richardson 2002; Sunstein 2001; Shapiro 2001; Young 2000).

    4 Thus Festenstein, “The contours of Dewey’s liberal democratic thought follow his account of ethics” (1997: 98). Compare Pappas, “[Dewey’s] notion of democracy is an outgrowth of his views about moral experience” (2008: 166). And Hildebrand, “It is because democracy is such a comprehensive concept for Dewey that he spends so much time criticizing and reconstructing the ideas (individuality, community, the public) and institutions (education, religion, arts, industry) which he considered its indispensable elements” (2008: 120).

    5 Dewey also holds that “society and individuals are correlative, organic, to one another” (MW12:187). Contemporary Deweyans uphold this commitment (see Boisvert 1998: 54; Green 1999: 6; Fesmire 2003: 11, 2015: 154; Colapietro 2006: 25).

    6 Eldridge (2008: 30) criticizes the appeal to this quotation on the grounds that it was written when Dewey was still a young man caught in the grip of Hegel. We agree with Bernstein (2010b) that the early essay from which this quotation derives (“The Ethics of Democracy”; EW1: 227–249) contains articulations—in Hegelian language—of key commitments that Dewey sustained throughout his political writings. Here, Dewey is expressing the idea that the democratic way of life is the culmination of the moral life more generally. And it is clear that he did not abandon this principle. It should be mentioned in addition that there is an open question about whether Dewey ever really got beyond his early Hegelianism. Richard Gale (2010) has argued compellingly that Dewey remained a Hegelian throughout his career.

    7 Hence the “heart and guarantee of democracy is in free gatherings of neighbors on the street corner to discuss back and forth what is read in uncensored news of the day” (LW14:227). Hildebrand glosses this line of thought with the observation that for Dewey, “individuals who are part of a truly self-conscious public take as part of their identity as ordinary citizens the habits of communal inquiry” (2008: 117).

    8 Thus Pappas, “[To] appreciate the deeper possibilities of democracy, we must extend its meaning to include how to make collective decisions, how to treat and experience others, how to communicate, how to confront problems and disagreements, how groups must interact, how to engage in rituals, and how to attend to experience in general” (2008: 220).

    9 See Festenstein, “the form of social and political order that [Dewey] commends expresses and fosters individual self-realization” (1995: 173). Consequently, Eldridge’s remarks on this score (2008: 30–31) are mistaken.

    10 For contemporary defenses of perfectionism, see Raz (1986); Sher (1997); and Wall (1998).

    11 See Pappas, “Dewey’s views about democracy cannot be separated from his plea that we accept a certain metaphysics” (2008: 267). See also Campbell (1995: 175) and Hildebrand (2008a: 116).

    12 Hence Boisvert, “A democracy should be judged by the way all of its citizens are able to develop their capacities and thus grow” (1998: 71–72). And Fesmire, “Dewey urged that we must actively establish connections in which capabilities are fulfilled” (2015: 154).

    13 Hence Hildebrand, “democracy requires reconception of what it means to be an individual, a community, a public; it requires the reconstruction of those cultural institutions responsible for shaping character” (2008: 122).

    14 See Eldridge (2008: 31–32) for a similar line of response.

    15 Dewey claims that “the purpose of school education is to insure the continuance of education be organizing the powers that insure growth” (MW9: 56); elsewhere, he identified education as the “freeing of individual capacity in a progressive growth directed to social aims” (MW9: 105).

    16 For example, see List and Goodin (2001) and Dietrich and Spiekermann (2013).
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Against Triumphalism

    Defending Analytic Pragmatism

    A standing temptation in philosophy is to regard the perspectives that conflict with one’s own as mired in a confusion or dishonesty. This is an especially tempting attitude when a central feature of one’s own philosophical program is itself overtly metaphilosophical; it is even more so when that metaphilosophy involves the claim that one is clearing up the errors of the philosophies that had come before. Once one has taken on such a view, the history of philosophy snaps into a particular focus. One comes to see that there are those who had the good sense to anticipate one’s views, and then there are others who went off the rails. Moreover, one’s view of philosophy’s present also becomes sharper. The current debates come to have clearly defined boundaries such that, for any issue, there are those who are right, those who see the truth but through a glass darkly, and those who are haplessly wrong. When this kind of portrait of philosophy’s past and present becomes part of one’s overt philosophical self-image, the result is what we call triumphalism. The triumphalist holds that his own philosophical orientation is a kind of culmination of the history of philosophy, a setting philosophy on the correct path after its centuries of wandering in the wilderness. Given its metaphilosophy, pragmatism is particularly prone to triumphalism. Yet triumphalism is philosophically counter-productive. It is for that reason an especially inappropriate stance for pragmatists. Pragmatist triumphalism must go.

    Pragmatism’s history is a site of contention among pragmatists. There are those who see pragmatism as reaching its high-water mark before the Second World War, followed by a period of eclipse and then a resurgence of interest in the classical pragmatists in the late twentieth century. Alternately, there are those who see pragmatism merging with the empiricist and naturalist wing of analytic tradition and flourishing within it. And so two camps within the pragmatist tradition have emerged, the neoclassical pragmatists and the analytic pragmatists. The former regard the latter as betraying the signal accomplishments of the founders of the tradition; the latter see the former as holding the tradition hostage with purity tests and disengagement with the broader debates in the profession. Both of these traditions within pragmatism have tendencies to triumphalist attitudes, not only toward non-pragmatist traditions, but with respect to each other. We think that historically informed analytic pragmatism has the tools for resisting the temptation to wax triumphalist, and we work here to show how they can be deployed.

    
      Pragmatism as a Program of Analysis

      One thought animating the pragmatist tradition has been that pragmatism is an approach to clarifying the meaning of our terms, thoughts, and theories. Peirce’s pragmatic maxim in “How to Make our Ideas Clear” is a criterion for a third degree of clarification, one that surpasses our everyday grasp of concepts and even proposed theoretical definitions. Peirce writes,


      
        [T]he third grade of clearness of apprehension is as follows: consider what effects that might conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive our object to have. Then, our conception of these effects is the whole conception of the object.

        (CP5.402)

      

      
By holding that our idea of anything is our idea of its sensible effects, Peirce is proposing a program of articulating our meanings. The same thought is featured in James’s program; he claims that the “pragmatic method” allows us to settle philosophical disputes that would otherwise be interminable by way of a clarification of the differences in practice the competing views have:


      
        The pragmatic method in such cases is to try to interpret each notion by tracing its respective practical consequences.

        (WWJ: 377)

      

      
Disputes with significant practical differences between the views are “serious,” and those without are “idle.”

      We have termed this trend in pragmatist thought meaning pragmatism (Talisse and Aikin 2005a, 2005b). It is part of the founding story of pragmatism, and as we see it, this component of pragmatism extends well into the current programs of analytic pragmatism. And so, we regard Quine, Sellars, Rorty, Haack, Brandom, Misak, Hookway, and Price as all proponents of this general pragmatist commitment.

      Notice that, as we have framed this view of the pragmatism’s development, the story of pragmatism merges with the program of analytic philosophy. Instead of being eclipsed and marginalized, the core thoughts of the pragmatist tradition are continuous with the broader naturalist and empiricist programs within analytic philosophy. As Brandom (2008) and Macbeth (2012) note, a defining feature of analytic method is the analysis of the meaning of one set of terms (or vocabulary) by means of another. The first set of terms, the analysandum target vocabulary, has another set of terms arranged, the analysans vocabulary, so as to have a systematic account of how things are said in the analysandum. What distinguishes philosophical programs, then, is the vocabulary each chooses as the analysans. Logicism, for example, is the view that one uses the language of first-order logic; naturalism is the view that one tries to restate the analysandum in the vocabulary in terms from natural science; and empiricism is the analysis of vocabularies in terms of a language of experience. Pragmatism, on this account, is yet one more program of analysis, but in its case, the target analysans vocabulary is that of practice. In this regard, then, it is not an accident that Dewey termed his strategy of explanation in Experience and Nature the denotative method, which “refer[s] back to ordinary life experiences and their predicaments” (LW1: 18).

      Within the analytic program, there are many debates about what the relation between the analysandum and analysans is: definition, translation, reduction, supervenience, elucidation, or mere clarification. Furthermore, there is the question of what exactly is to be gained by stating one vocabulary in another’s terms. With this second issue, a background assumption is that the analysans vocabulary has a privileged status. Either it is ontologically more basic, epistemically prior, or semantically autonomous. Accordingly, on this assumption, analysis is asymmetric; this explains why we think we have clarified a concept by translating it into a definition statable in terms of first-order logic, what experiences it refers to, or what practical difference it makes. So, what makes pragmatism distinctive is the use of the notions of practice and practical difference as the analysans vocabulary.

      However, pragmatism tends to have an uneasy relationship with the asymmetry of analysis. On the one hand, in order for Peirce’s pragmatic maxim, James’s pragmatic method, Dewey’s denotative method, Brandom’s semantic pragmatism, and Price’s expressivism to have their clarifying force, their analysans vocabularies must be taken to have some privilege or priority. But on the other hand, a common pragmatist commitment is that there are no intrinsically privileged vocabularies. This is the thread running through Quine’s critique of reductionism in “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” Carnap’s distinction between internal and external questions in “Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology,” Sellars’ charge that the given is a myth in “Empiricism in the Philosophy of Mind,” and Davidson’s explosion of the scheme-content dichotomy in “On the Very Idea of Conceptual Scheme.” All propose that that we can privilege a vocabulary only for some particular purpose.

      The view that, as Rorty might put it, there are no final final vocabularies, has become a second defining feature of pragmatism. Hence there is a tension deep within pragmatism. The vocabulary of practical difference is proposed as a final vocabulary, the ultimate court of appeal for the meaning of our ideas. But then it is also claimed that all purportedly final vocabularies are only contingently so; they are vocabularies that we take to be final, while in fact they are manifestations of our practical interests and limitations.

      The hope driving analytic pragmatism is that this tension can be managed. But again, the tension runs deep. How could Peirce’s charge that transubstantiation is “senseless jargon” (CP5:401) have any bite unless the target analysans vocabulary has some independent standing? What are we to make of James’s pragmatist argument against determinism, unless there is some sense in which the practical necessity of taking ourselves to be free trumps determinist metaphysics (WWJ: 605)? More generally, if there are no privileged vocabularies, why should pragmatists prefer the language of practical interest? Further, what exactly is the status of the pragmatist argument that there are no privileged vocabularies? Has that case itself presupposed that a justification for privileging a vocabulary must be stated in the vocabulary of practice? A regular worry at this stage is that meaning pragmatism may have sown the seeds of its own destruction, and the case for it arguably begs the question.1

      In response to these troubles, analytic pragmatisms have had to weaken the Jamesian and Peircian programs. And so, following Dewey, the analytic pragmatist holds that it is worthwhile to adopt a naturalist approach. Quine and Sellars take it that restatement in first-order logic or in the vocabulary of natural science also can serve a clarifying role. Robert Brandom takes it that there is a symmetry between our modal, normative, and object-language vocabularies, what he calls “the Kant-Sellars thesis” (2008: 10). Nicholas Rescher terms his semantic program philosophical standardism, which indexes the desiderata of clarity and specificity in the vocabularies to the epistometric backgrounds of resources and application (1994: 33; 2015: 6). And so pragmatists have many tools to manage the potential conflict of perspectives that the program of analysis and the denial of privileged vocabularies together yield.2

      Analytic pragmatism is hence justly characterized by Brandom as “pragmatism pursued with analytic spirit” (2008: xii). But notice how both the pragmatism and the analytic spirit are indexed to each other. The pragmatism must, in the manner of the latter Wittgenstein, take meaning to be a function of use, which can be clarified in many ways. And the analytic spirit, too, must be tempered in not valorizing one vocabulary over all others and in refraining from taking translations between vocabularies to be reductions or eliminations. Finally, the analytic pragmatist, because of the wider vocabulary of target analysans terms for use in analysis, is keen to integrate the far-flung vocabularies of, for example, logic, Scholastic metaphysics, Hellenistic ethics, and sociology into the mix for pragmatist philosophical work. If they add clarity or explanatory depth to a philosophical account, then there is no reason to decline to appeal to them. Logic, as Brandom notes, is an organ of our semantic self-consciousness, but Scholastic metaphysics displays the ways we can conceive how things could or could not be otherwise, Hellenistic ethics shows how one can manage a life in a world beyond one’s immediate control, and sociology is a means of representing and testing our inarticulate hunches about our social lives.3 All of these programs pay philosophical dividends, and analytic pragmatists, in light of this, embrace a kind of philosophical omnivory.

    

    
      Triumphalism Reemerging

      Pragmatist triumphalism waits at the end of the road we sketched for the development of analytic pragmatism and the pragmatist movement more broadly. So far, all of the work in developing analytic pragmatism has been on the issues of analysis and the matters of what analysans vocabulary is appropriate. But notice that philosophical programs are not just issue-regarding; they are also defined by how they regard other philosophical programs.

      To be sure, triumphalism is itself not a new phenomenon in philosophy. It arises from any philosophical perspective that turns its view beyond the philosophical problems it directly addresses toward other philosophical programs addressing problems with their own means. Hume famously ends his first Enquiry with a famous other-regarding metaphilosophical conclusion, his commit-them-to-the-flames doctrine:


      
        If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames; for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion.

        (1995: 165)

      

      
This condemnation follows from his meaning empiricism. Hume had proposed that we take experience under a particular description to be the target analysans vocabulary, and then regard all other terms (causation, belief, probability, and miracles) as analysanda. He argued that if the analysanda terms are not statable in the vocabulary of experience, they are disposable. This is the spirit, too, of the positivist’s rejection of metaphysics. And note that this self-image of clearing away the muddled language and conceptual trash of philosophy not worth doing is what drives the pragmatist line as well. Again, Peirce’s deployment of the pragmatic maxim identifies transubstantiation as “senseless jargon” (CP 5.410). He generalizes to say that his method “will serve to show that almost every proposition of ontological metaphysics is either meaningless gibberish… or else downright absurd” (CP 5.423). James’s pragmatic method distinguishes “serious” from “idle” disputes (WWJ: 377). And Dewey’s denotative method disambiguates philosophical programs that are “fruitful” from those “defined by remoteness from the concerns of daily life, which leads cultivated common sense to look in askance at philosophy” (LW1: 18). That is, pragmatist philosophy is not only about the first-order philosophical issues it aims to address; it also evaluates non-pragmatist approaches to those issues. And as it turns out, pragmatism’s metaphilosophical orientation is a source of notoriously damning views of non-pragmatist philosophical perspectives.

      Hence the pragmatists’ metaphilosophy often produces Whiggish stories about philosophy’s progress. It is a regular trope of neoclassical pragmatists to say that a particular classical pragmatist insight is what the competitor theories are presently on their way to conceiving. Despite his broader cynicism regarding philosophical progress, Richard Rorty still waxes triumphal when it comes to pragmatism’s prospects:


      
        On my view, James and Dewey were not only waiting at the end of the dialectical road which analytic philosophy traveled, but are waiting at the end of the road which, for example, Foucault and Deleuze are currently traveling.

        (1982: xviii)

      

      
Rorty, of course, is not alone here. Richard Bernstein reports that philosophers “throughout the world are catching up with pragmatism” (2016: 38; 2010a: 31). Joseph Margolis says that “pragmatists have by far the most inventive prospects in the tradition of the English language” (2002a: 160). Steven Fesmire holds that the early pragmatists, and Dewey in particular, were “well ahead of the curve” with the issues driving contemporary philosophy (2015: 110).

      Triumphalism is primarily a consequence of the pragmatist theory of meaning interpreted—as James does in his “corridor” metaphor (WWJ: 380)—metaphilosophically, that is, as the gatekeeper for philosophical problems. If one deploys the pragmatic criterion for meaning as a means of distinguishing the worthwhile philosophical problems from those that are disposable, then it should be no surprise that pragmatist tools for approaching the problem, systematizing them, and making progress on them perform well. It should be clear that progress on problems not seen by pragmatists as significant will not be taken as progress at all; and if there are non-pragmatist approaches to a problem that pragmatists see as worthwhile, the pragmatist theory of meaning renders the non-pragmatist pronouncements either meaningless gibberish or something on the way to pragmatism, which is ex hypothesi, the philosophical method for solving worthwhile problems. In short, pragmatism cooks the books so that only pragmatist approaches count as proper philosophy; it then stipulates criteria for philosophical success that are custom-made for itself, and finally congratulates itself on how well it performs. The triumphalist conclusion is then drawn: pragmatism is the culmination of philosophy as such.

      But pragmatist triumphalism is inconsistent with pragmatism’s forward-looking and fallibilist orientation. Ironically, the triumphalist narrative has it that authors in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries have anticipated and articulated answers to philosophical problems that challenge philosophers in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. Despite the fact that pragmatism purports to be fixed on current, lived challenges, and emphasizes that situations quickly change and all solutions are temporary, many of pragmatism’s practitioners seem keen on the thought that the past greats had all the answers.

      Furthermore, once one has taken on the triumphalist mind-set, significant change in the purportedly triumphant system will look like apostasy. This is apparent in the triumphalist take on the relationship between the neoclassical and analytic pragmatist camps. On our story, the pragmatist tradition has an easy merge with the program of analytic philosophy, but pragmatist approaches in that idiom must, if they are to be dialectically successful, take on some of the vocabulary of that broader tradition. Hence analytic pragmatism cannot be orthodox pragmatism; it must be an evolved form of pragmatism. The result is that many of the leading ideas, arguments, and commitments of analytic pragmatism seem wildly out of whack with pragmatism as understood by the neoclassicists. Hence a conflict: The analytic pragmatists take themselves to be carrying pragmatism forward by keeping it current with the broader philosophical discourse, bringing pragmatist good sense to the developing issues of the day. But to the neoclassicist, these new research programs look like dressed up falsche spitzfindlichkeit and a betrayal of the tradition’s forebears. However, this neoclassical outlook is itself a betrayal. Pragmatism is supposed to be an evolving, engaged philosophy, yet the triumphalism of the neoclassicists take it to be a crystalized and already perfected philosophical vision, something that merely needs to be applied to current circumstances.

      This twist of fate is common in intellectual movements. There are those who strive for purity within it and look to an idealized past or founding myth from which to draw inspiration. And then there are others who look to expand and develop the movement, seeking to find new avenues that had not been anticipated by the originators. Once well-established, the two trends begin to regard each other with suspicion. Each sees the other as a heretical betrayal of the founders’ vision. Those pushing for expansion argue that the core vision of the movement is to stay current with the going problems in the area, which requires arguing with and knowing many views and cases for positions outside the movement. That, they claim, is how the movement stays relevant. Those pushing for purity hold that the expansionists simply dilute the distinctive core of the movement, thereby making the most radical and trenchant critical views of the original program unrecognizable.

      And so it goes with pragmatism. Those who push for expansion of the classical idiom see a merge with broader analytic trends, and they contend that this merge is the key to pragmatism’s flourishing. Those who push for purity see in the analytic pragmatist’s proposal a degradation of classical pragmatism’s most significant insights; moreover, they take the analytic pragmatists to be falsifying pragmatism’s history, while also appropriating its name in the act of the betrayal. It is no coincidence that there are often hard feelings between the two camps.

      Note, however, that pragmatist triumphalism can arise from either of the sides of the analytic-neoclassical divide. The analytic pragmatist contends that the history of philosophy can always be redescribed so as to make it see that philosophy itself has always been bending toward current pragmatist theses. The analytic pragmatist’ historical project is, as Rorty puts it, one of redescription (1989: 9). Robert Brandom extends this with his endorsement of “Whiggish history” in reconstructing the pragmatist tradition:


      
        We fulfill that obligation [of justifying our concepts] by rationally reconstructing the tradition, finding a coherent, cumulative trajectory through it that reveals it as expressively progressive—as the gradual unfolding into greater explicitness of commitments that can be seen retrospectively as always already having been implicit in it. That is, it is our job to rewrite the history so as to discover in it the revelations of what then retrospectively appears as an antecedent nature.

        (2009: 112 emphasis added)

      

      
And so, the analytic pragmatists project their own research program back onto their forebears and then laud them as “ahead of the curve” and “before their time.” And those who do not fit the narrative are, again by hypothesis, those who missed the important orienting truths, and so are aufgehoben.

      As we have seen, the neoclassical program tells its own triumphalist story, one that casts the triumph in terms of traditional philosophical debates averted and problems dissolved. Again, to the neoclassical pragmatist, the linguistification of pragmatism is a deeply wrong turn, and the aridity of so many of the debates internal to the analytic tradition seems to be a refutation enough not only of the views at issue, but to the entire approach that yields them. Dewey’s dismissive phrase “the industry of epistemology” (MW 7:49) expresses the thought that so much philosophy in the non-pragmatist idiom is nothing more than professional philosophical busyness. In its stead, Dewey and his progeny enjoin that we give up on the problems of philosophers but return to addressing “the problems of men” (MW10: 46). Those not doing so, of course, may practice philosophy but only in the institutional sense (as they are merely employed by philosophy departments); by Deweyan lights, it is a pale picture of what philosophy could and should be.

      The temptation to philosophical triumphalism is great on both sides of the divide. One reason for this, as we’ve observed, is that pragmatism is itself posited on a metaphilosophy, and so the methodological self-sealing that can occur with metaphilosophy-as-first-philosophy infects analytic and neoclassical pragmatisms alike. But, we think, analytic pragmatism is in a unique dialectical position to combat the temptation of triumphalism. This is because in the analytic mode, the pragmatist must have variously flexible vocabularies for critique, and so the analysis of any particular issue will always shift with the dialectic. And the triumphalist view that external critique of competing philosophical programs is sufficient is withdrawn. That is, the analytic program in pragmatism puts the pragmatic viewpoint in positions where the line of argument must be internal to the competing views. And so this is why Quine’s “Two Dogmas” is written as a challenge within Carnapian empiricism. And Sellars’ challenge to the Myth of the Given proceeds by tracing genealogies from Ayer’s account of autonomous languages of experience and Ryle’s account of mental state attribution. Similarly, this is why Haack’s double-aspect foundherentism is presented as a synthesis of internalist foundationalism, coherentism, and externalist accounts of basing. Triumphalism is kept in check when one must constantly make arguments for one’s views in ways that incorporate vocabularies and considerations of one’s philosophical opposition. Analytic philosophy demands this kind of internal argument, and it is the ethic of this line of critique that dampens the triumphalist temptation.

      The question remains, however, whether neoclassical pragmatists can take a similar path to anti-triumphalism. It is, we think, possible, but it requires that these pragmatists consistently look outside their tradition in ways that aren’t aimed at producing yet further vindications of their favorite classics. Their track record is not encouraging. We turn next to examine one particularly stark instance of how the neoclassicalists succumb to triumphalism.

    

    
      Rockmore’s Critique of Analytic Pragmatism

      Tom Rockmore has argued against “neo-analytic”4 forms of pragmatism and in favor of “classical” pragmatism. According to Rockmore, analytic pragmatists share with their classical ancestors a commitment to the project of formulating a “viable nonfoundationalist, postfoundationalist, or antifoundationalist approach to knowledge”; however, he alleges that analytic pragmatists make the mistake of not following classical pragmatists in their wholesale rejection of “Cartesianism of any kind” (2005: 270). That is, Rockmore contends that analytic pragmatists still “hew to the Cartesian metaphysical realist standard” and accordingly, inherit the very problems that classical pragmatists were bold and innovative enough to eschew (2005: 270).

      We need not challenge directly Rockmore’s admittedly “rapid” characterization of classical pragmatism (2005: 264). Nor need we engage his account of the historical trajectories connecting analytic pragmatism with analytic philosophy in general or with what he calls “Classical English empiricism” (2005: 265). Instead, we focus on Rockmore’s way of drawing the contrast between analytic and classical pragmatism and the case he presents for classical pragmatism’s superiority. We will argue that Rockmore’s considerations do not establish his conclusion that with the rise of analytic pragmatism, the term pragmatism has been “stretched beyond its limits in a way that does more harm than good in veiling if not actually obscuring central tenets that are well worth preserving” (2005: 259).

      Rockmore fixes his target by means of three contrasts between classical and analytic pragmatism:


      
        One difference is a certain tendency for neo-analytic pragmatists, unlike classical pragmatists, to eschew epistemological justifications of claims to know. Another concerns the relation to Hegel (and idealism). A third relates to the commitment to realism.

        (2005: 270)

      

      
Since Rockmore’s first and third contrasts are tightly related, we will treat them together. First we will engage Rockmore’s second point of contrast, concerning the relation of analytic pragmatism to Hegel.

      Rockmore claims that analytic appropriations of Hegel’s arguments involve a “paradox” (2005: 267). Rockmore correctly notes that analytic pragmatists like Sellars and Brandom avail themselves of Hegelian arguments (for example, the sense-certainty argument from the Phenomenology) but they do not accept Hegel’s idealism as a whole. Rockmore contends that this is an error; in fact, he claims that there is “an outright contradiction” in this analytic appropriation of Hegelian arguments and the rejection of idealism. Rockmore writes,


      
        It makes no sense to accept Hegel but to reject idealism. To be consistent, analytic thinkers can reject no more than some forms of idealism, not idealism as such.

        (2005: 167)

      

      
Rockmore’s argument is that Sellars’ failure to embrace some form of idealism after employing the sense-certainty argument commits Sellars to “an outright contradiction” (2005: 267).

      But Rockmore is moving too hastily. He correctly claims that “it makes no sense to accept Hegel but to reject idealism” (2005: 267), but then charges Sellars with this obvious error after noting, again correctly, that Sel-lars borrows Hegel’s argument against sense-certainty in devising his own critique of the given. That is, Rockmore contends that to endorse the sense-certainty argument is to “accept Hegel,” apparently in toto. Consider two closely related questions. The first is whether Hegel’s holism is required for the soundness of the sense-certainty argument: Must the entirety of Hegel’s system be true for the sense-certainty argument to be sound? The second depends upon an affirmative answer to the first and is whether Sellars’ version of the sense-certainty argument in “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind” has the same dependence: Does Sellars’ use of the sense-certainty argument retain the dependence on Hegel’s entire system? Rockmore holds both that Hegel’s argument cannot be sound without the presumption of idealism and that Sellars’ version of the argument retains the dependence. But it is not clear that either claim is true, and no argument is provided.

      To be sure, Hegel’s argument proceeds from a substantive conception of demonstratives as mediated, but there is nothing uniquely idealist about this thesis.5 That Hegel is an idealist, that the sense-certainty argument plays a crucial role in Hegel’s system, and that it is likely that Hegel himself understood the sense-certainty argument to not be detachable from the whole of his system does not entail that the sense-certainty argument in fact is not detachable. What Rockmore needs here is a demonstration that the sense-certainty argument necessarily relies upon some uniquely idealist premise. Only this would establish the claim that, in borrowing the sense-certainty argument, Sellars is bound on pain of contradiction to “accept Hegel,” or some other form of idealism. But Rockmore offers no such argument.

      Furthermore, even if we grant the claim that Hegel’s sense-certainty argument does depend on idealism, it is yet an open question as to whether Sel-lars’ version incurs the same commitments. To explain: Certainly if Hegel is right it would be an “outright contradiction” to borrow an argument from Hegel and yet reject idealism; for if Hegel is right, then the soundness of any of his arguments derives from the correctness of his view as a whole. That’s just Hegelian absolute idealism. But it is not clear that Hegel’s idealism—along with its corresponding holist-absolutist commitments—is right. In other words, the claim that the sense-certainty argument is sound only if considered against the backdrop of Hegel’s idealism is true if Hegel’s idealism is correct. But if Hegel’s idealism is correct, then we shouldn’t in the least be concerned about the opposition of analytic and classical pragmatism. In fact, we shouldn’t worry about pragmatism at all—we should simply abandon pragmatism altogether because Hegel is right, and James and Dewey are not.6 So Rockmore’s charge that analytic pragmatists who appropriate Hegelian arguments are committed to an “outright contradiction” presupposes that Hegelian idealism is true, and thus that pragmatism of any stripe is false or at least aufgehoben. Accordingly, if Rockmore is correct, pragmatists have deeper trouble than the fact that they have inappropriately borrowed an argument. If Rockmore is correct, pragmatism’s entire philosophical program is bankrupt.

      The Hegelian holist commitment driving Rockmore’s charge is, at the very least, disputable. Ultimately, the claim to which Rockmore is committed is that one cannot properly assess any given argument except within the context of the philosophical system within which it is embedded. Arguably, this gets things backward: Our philosophical commitments and systems must be supported by argument if they are worthy of acceptance. In fact, Rock-more’s very project of criticizing analytic pragmatism presupposes that philosophical approaches can be assessed from the outside, since the entirety of his criticism of analytic pragmatism is an external critique. The irony of this point shouldn’t be underestimated, as it is instructive about our general point about triumphalism. Further, one can easily devise a plausible interpretation of the function of the sense-certainty argument in Hegel’s Phenomenology that takes it as detachable: Hegel confronts skepticism, considers a prima facie response to it, finds that response lacking, and so develops his absolute idealism. On such a reading, the sense-certainty argument is not simply an early or incomplete iteration of Hegel’s idealism; it is the motivation driving it. On such a reading, the sense-certainty argument clearly retains its force in the absence of the backdrop of the entire Phenomenology—it was the force of this argument that drove Hegel to write the Phenomenology. We suspect that Rockmore would reject this kind of reading of Hegel. But the issue at hand is not that of getting Hegel right. It is rather whether the sense-certainty argument can retain its force when detached from Hegel’s idealism; arguably it does, so the internal connection between uses of argument forms and idealism überhaupt is broken.

      We now turn to Rockmore’s first and third lines of critique. Recall that Rockmore contends that analytic pragmatists “eschew epistemological justifications of claims to know,” and harbor a “commitment to realism” (2005: 270) that classical pragmatism rightly rejects. These criticisms share a common root, namely that analytic pragmatism is a species of “weak Cartesianism” (2005: 260) in that it officially rejects stronger Cartesian epistemic foundationalism, but nonetheless retains a Cartesian metaphysical realism and modest foundationalism (2005: 270). Thus Rockmore claims that the analytic pragmatist movement is conflicted on two fronts. First, analytic pragmatism is committed to a metaphysical realism it does not have the epistemic power to countenance. Second, this realism is in direct conflict with what is most worth preserving in classical pragmatism (2005: 269). We will take these up in turn.

      The first charge is that analytic pragmatists “reject Cartesian foundationalism while keeping analogous Cartesian claims to know, claims that require a foundationalist epistemological methodology or its equivalent” (2005: 265). Clarifying a bit, Rockmore restates the point as follows,


      
        Neo-analytic pragmatism typically affirms traditional Cartesian or Cartesian-like claims to know while failing to provide any argument or mechanism required to justify them.

        The result is a contrast, even an incompatibility, between claims to know and the justification of such claims.

        (2005: 265)

      

      
The claim here is that analytic pragmatists follow their classical ancestors in weakening the Cartesian standard for justification while maintaining the Cartesian conception of the object of knowledge. This is objectionable, according to Rockmore, because the claim to “get it right about the way the world is” (2005: 261) stands in need of the kind of foundationalist justification that Descartes sought, a standard for justification that analytic pragmatists reject. Thus, Rockmore alleges, analytic pragmatists help themselves to claims to know about the “so-called mind-independent real as it is” (2005: 262) even though they have jettisoned the epistemological machinery required to underwrite them. The result is that analytic pragmatists make staggering claims to knowledge but never provide requisite justifications for such claims (2005: 265–266).

      Rockmore is confused about the epistemic norms that have been revised. Precisely what it is to abandon the Cartesian standard of epistemic justification is to accept a weaker burden of proof about claims about the way the world is. Put otherwise, Rockmore applauds analytic pragmatists for following classical pragmatism in weakening the requirements for epistemic justification, but then he objects to an epistemology based on the weakened requirements on the grounds that such an epistemology cannot meet the old Cartesian standard. Rockmore apparently believes that to adopt the weaker epistemic standards is to also adopt a more modest metaphysics, one that rejects metaphysical realism, the view that there is a way the world is apart from the way be believe it is. But this is a muddle. Surely Rock-more is correct to characterize the pragmatist epistemological program as one that rejects the Cartesian view that the entirety of the epistemological project consists in the “concern to know the so-called mind independent real as it is” (2005: 262). Pragmatists both classical and analytic insist that our epistemic objectives are broader than that; for example, we engage in epistemology for the sake of assuaging doubt, reinstituting action, solving a problem, or participating in community. But there is nothing in this pragmatist commitment that entails anything about our metaphysical commitments as such. In fact, many contemporary pragmatists see it is a cardinal virtue of the classical pragmatist’s epistemology that it is “metaphysically neutral” (Hookway 2000: 77), “low profile” (Westbrook 2005: 239), and not “metaphysically loaded” (Misak 2007: 70).

      According to Rockmore, however, epistemology drives metaphysics. Hence he marvels at the tendency of analytic pragmatists to claim that there is an external world (2005: 265) without bothering to address the skeptic. But, again, the very point of weakening the epistemic justificatory standards was to resist the Cartesian imperative to refute the external world skeptic before any other philosophical program may begin; according to the pragmatists, both classical and analytic, we need not put our endeavors—epistemic, political, aesthetic, or otherwise—on hold until we can find a way to devise a proof of the external world that could satisfy the skeptic. Rather, the point is to proceed despite skeptical challenges, and to use the positive consequences of adopting realist metaphysical commitments as a way to indict the skeptic.7 Moreover, most pragmatists do have replies to the skeptic, given the new liberalized epistemic categories. Exemplary is Rescher’s “policy realism” (2001: 91), Brandom’s dialectical notion of objectivity (2000: 203), and Guy Axtell’s axiological synthesis of realism and idealism (2016: 43). Rockmore is correct to note that analytic pragmatists tend to claim to “know external objects without providing any demonstrations for their assertions” (2005: 265). But this is not by itself objectionable. The whole point is to reject the epistemology that maintains the idea that such assertions stand in need of justification in advance of using them as working hypotheses.

      This brings us to the claim that pragmatism is inconsistent with metaphysical realism. Rockmore holds that pragmatism is essentially an epistemological program that replaces the Cartesian mathematical model of knowledge with a scientific model (2005: 262). For Rockmore, Peirce is the exemplary figure (2005: 261). Rockmore describes the Peircean alternative to Cartesian epistemology as an “a posteriori, fallibilist, contextualized,” and “experimental” approach to knowledge (2005: 263) whose “cognitive claims are appropriately limited in espousing neither a priori apodictic affirmations nor skeptical rejections of knowledge” (2005: 264).

      But it is not clear how these commitments of Peircean epistemology entail the rejection of metaphysical realism. Surely a Peircean could hold the fallibilist view that one does not need deductive arguments or conclusive proof of an external world, because one may believe in it (and things about it) on the basis of inductive and defeasible evidence, or inference to the best explanation. In fact, something like this argument is at work in the defense of the “hypothesis of reality” that Peirce offers toward the end of “The Fixation of Belief.” There Peirce identifies the very realism that Rockmore rejects as an ineliminable presupposition of proper inquiry. According to Peirce, all proper inquiry is based on the idea that,


      
        There are Real things, whose characters are entirely independent of our opinions about them; those Reals affect our senses according to regular laws, and, though our sensations are as different as our relations to the objects, yet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we can ascertain by reasoning how things really and truly are; and any man, if he have sufficient experience and he reason enough about it, will be lead to the one True conclusion.8

        (CP5.384)

      

      
Recall that Peirce’s defense of this realist view rests on the pragmatic consideration that action based on such an hypothesis does not cause one to doubt the hypothesis itself (CP5.385).9 This is of course not a demonstration (2005: 265) that the hypothesis is true, but it is the kind of non-conclusive, partial justification of the hypothesis that is epistemically acceptable once we weaken the Cartesian standards. And this aspect of fallibilism—that subjects can have epistemic justification on the basis of non-conclusive reasons—certainly accommodates the metaphysical realist claims made by a variety of analytic pragmatists.10

      Furthermore, if pragmatism is, as Rockmore contends, a view that is principally committed to the outcomes of properly run inquiry (2005: 268), it is odd that Rockmore claims that some particular possible outcome of inquiry—such as metaphysical realism—is inconsistent with pragmatism. After all, if pragmatists are fallibilists, they must view all their commitments as open to revision in the course of further inquiry. Hence it seems starkly anti-fallibilist of Rockmore to contend that pragmatists must reject metaphysical realism, for realism might be the position to which our inquiries lead.

      Let us say, in stark contrast with Rockmore, that one may view pragmatism not as a replacement for or an abandonment of the pursuit of the real and the true, but rather as a way of implementing, personalizing, and socializing the philosophical project. On this view, pragmatism is not a turn away from the notion of the real, metaphysical or otherwise, but a program for deploying effective and accessible strategies in pursuing it. This is how analytic pragmatists see their inheritance from the classical pragmatists. Rockmore contends that this is an inherently “conservative” and insufficiently “innovative” way of proceeding (2005: 270). But calling the analytic pragmatist program “conservative” is not yet a criticism, and the claim that classical pragmatism is “bolder and more innovative” than analytic pragmatism does not constitute an argument in favor of classical pragmatism. In both cases, Rockmore is simply name-calling. And this name-calling is particularly Orwellian in nature, since it is Rockmore who is taking the developments in contemporary pragmatism to task for not respecting “central tenets” (2005: 259) of the classical stages of the tradition. In light of this, it is unclear who the conservatives and who the innovators are. But this should not matter, since the main question is not who gets to wear some preferred rhetorical mantle, but who is right. If Rockmore sees the “big conceptual tent” (2005: 259) of pragmatism as too small to include the kind of interpretation of the achievements of Peirce, James, and Dewey offered by analytic pragmatists, so be it. So much the worse, then, for the pragmatism for which he claims to speak.

    

    
      Breaking the Triumphalist Spell

      Rockmore’s argument against the analytic pragmatist program is an object lesson in the temptations of triumphalism for neoclassical pragmatists. Under the spell of triumphalism, particular non-pragmatist philosophical theses and debates are taken not only as refuted, but so thoroughly demolished that any philosopher’s association with them is seen as indelible blot on his entire philosophical orientation. And so the charge of dalliance with “Cartesian Realism” or a whiff of “foundationalism” serves as sufficient for showing the analytic pragmatism is undone. All of this, of course, is argument in the form of external critique which presupposes that some controversial and substantial philosophical thesis is obviously true, and then turning to diagnose rather than argue with one’s philosophical opponents.

      What we have offered here are some internal critical strategies, ones we think are exemplary of analytic pragmatist philosophy. We’ve proposed a plausible reading of the motivating role of the idexicals like “now” in the Sense Certainty sections of Hegel’s Phenomenology and pressed some questions about how anti-realist the classical pragmatists really were. We haven’t gone into full external critique until now, since to run the exchange as purely external in situ isn’t just bad philosophy, it’s bad manners.

      The irony of the neoclassical pragmatist claiming to be the real philosophical innovator is simply too rich. The failure of Rockmore’s critique suggests that lesson that triumphalism encourages certain vices, and among them is the inability to see the limits of one’s own external criticisms. At its worst, this vice leads one to mistake question-begging for forceful critique. For many, being called a “foundationalist” or “realist” or some other bogey-term will not faze them in the least, since they are unabashedly foundation-alists and realists. Just as philosophical idioms embed what we have called halo terms—those words that stand for the things that ex hypothesi are right and good—they also deploy smear terms, words that signal the bad intellectual habits of the opposition. For intellectual communities devoted to such idioms, learning how to be a member of the community is largely a matter of learning how to deploy the halo and smear terms in ways that accord with the community’s tendencies.

      So, in the end, it’s just a game of theoretical name-calling serving as a marker of in-group and out-group divisions. It can be pretty rhetorically effective among the initiated, but it is not at all effective with those outside the tradition. In fact, it comes across as positively allergic to argument. But philosophy really gets started when one intellectually ventures out into the broader intellectual environment and beyond the confines of one’s parochial assumptions. Here, one quickly realizes that the positive views proffered by one’s philosophical opposition are far more formidable than the stories internal to one’s own idiom suggest. In order to make progress in philosophy, one must sustain a stance that at once upholds one’s own commitment at an appropriate level while also allowing for the fact that the philosophical opposition is not to be dismissed. In order to occupy this stance, one has to learn the opposition’s views from the inside, rather than from the depictions offered by the PR agents of one’s home idiom. That is, one must maintain the view that one’s philosophical opponents, even the ones who in one’s view are most patently mistaken, are nonetheless fellow inquirers who can and do respond to reasons.

      Pragmatic triumphalism portrays non-pragmatist philosophical idioms as mired in confusion and mendacity. This is a surefire way to block the road of inquiry and impede the progressive and experimental application of intelligence to shared problems. Pragmatists must reject the triumphalist self-image that has been central to their program from its inception.

      Analytic pragmatism is especially well poised to take the necessary precautions. The view that practical vocabulary is the preferred target analysans puts analytic pragmatists in good position to engage well with interlocutors; yet it also proceeds in light of the view that no particular vocabulary is the autonomous, final vocabulary for analysis. And so appreciating the endeavors of empiricist translation, logicist reduction, and naturalist explanation is a hallmark of the analytic pragmatist. The analytic pragmatist sees that these non-pragmatist programs have motivations worth honoring, projects worth criticizing, successes worth appreciating, and failures from which to learn. This enables the analytic pragmatist to keep before her mind the fact that every philosophical orientation, every theoretical program, and every idiom involves trade-offs, values to maximize, and bullets to bite. Pragmatism is no exception, and philosophical grown-ups can make peace with that.

      Triumphalism is a blinkered denial of our philosophical predicament. Again, it is a great temptation, especially for advocates of an idiom as metaphilosophically intoned as pragmatism. We’ve tried to show how the temptation can be resisted by a version of pragmatism that embodies a methodological commitment to exchange with contrary target vocabularies.

    

    Notes

    1 Paul Redding’s “Tangle of Problems” for analytic pragmatism (2015: 66) is of a similar stripe to our challenge here; however, we do not believe that a modified version of Hegelian idealism is the solution. Peter Olen’s Wilfrid Sellars and the Foundations of Normativity (2016) is exemplary in showing these tensions internal to Sellars’s program, in particular.

    2 We have elsewhere identified a similar tension in the pragmatist program of fallibilism, and we argued that one must adopt a fallibilist outlook only as a kind of cognitive policy (Talisse and Aikin 2008: 49). Aikin and Dabay (forthcoming) argue that this tension extends to theories of truth, justification, and the notion of inquiry. Pragmatism as a philosophical tradition is not just comprised of arguments for these conflicting theses, we hold, but a tradition of managing the tension between them. Richard Gale’s books on James (2005) and Dewey (2010) are also exemplary of what accounts of the pragmatist tradition as managing a potentially contradictory set of insights and aspirations.

    3 See Brandom (1994) for the case that logic is the organ of semantic self-consciousness. For the overlap between scholastic realism and pragmatism, see Peirce (CP 5.423); and Pihlström (2009) extends this line. Pragmatist use of Hellenistic ethics can be found in Lachs (2012) and Hobbs (2014). Finally, for pragmatist uses of sociological terms (and for sociologists turning to pragmatism), Neil Gross’s (2009) account of pragmatism as an “action theory” is exemplary.

    4 Rockmore uses the term neo-analytic pragmatism to describe his target. We do not see the value of the “neo,” and in fact think Rockmore might have been better served by the term analytic neopragmatism (a term he uses on the first page of his essay). In any case, we will speak simply of analytic pragmatism.

    5 The view, in fact, is very old, and its genesis is not idealist in any modern sense. Socrates’s requirement of an account in definitions amounts to the commitment that ostensive definition cannot function independently of the concepts in question (Plato 1997: 6e). Additionally, Augustine’s views on the function and understanding of words in The Teacher are that demonstratives are contentful only parasitically (1995). See Chapter 2, where we discuss whether indexicals and demonstratives must be interpreted on an idealist line.

    6 Or at least they are less right than Hegel, since if Hegel’s right, all views are correct to a degree (synchretism). Hegel is just the one that has the view that is most right, since it is about how all the other partially right views hang together. A further puzzle arises for Rockmore if Hegel’s synchretism is correct, since synchretism entails the prohibition against criticism of views for their contradictions, since all views share this problem. The lesson, as we take it, is not to criticize other philosophical programs on the basis of the presumption of the truth of Hegelian idealism.

    7 See Aikin (2017) for transcendental arguments that prove a form of “pragmatic realism.”

    8 It is worth noting that Rockmore contends that this kind of realist commitment is “inimical to [Peirce’s] thought” (2005: 269). We think this quotation shows that Rockmore is obviously mistaken about this, but here is not the place for Peirce scholarship. The point is that once again a claim crucial to Rockmore’s argument stands in need to argument.

    9 Note that this is the hypothesis behind what we had earlier identified as Nicholas Rescher’s “policy realism.” See also Elizabeth Cooke’s case that this form of thought is transcendentally necessary for questions and inquiry (2006: 26). Aikin (2017) defends pragmatic realism as a kind of ‘transcendental optimism’ required for skeptical challenges to make sense. Thomas Dabay (2016) argues that formal problems arise from this kind of program, especially if it defines the real in terms of products of inquiry.

    10 Additionally, Aikin and Dabay (forthcoming) have argued that pragmatist fallibilism and a constructivist anti-realist reading of Peirce’s theory of truth are inconsistent, what they call the bad teammates thesis.

  
    8
Metaphilosophical Creep

    Enduring movements in the history of philosophy often owe their influence not to their core doctrines, but rather to the distinctive vision of philosophy they embody. Indeed, one might say of the movements associated with the Stoics, Descartes, Hume, Kant, Hegel, the positivists, the existentialists, and beyond as primarily conceptions of what philosophy is. A conception of what philosophy is—a metaphilosophy—coordinates ideas about philosophical method, the nature of philosophical problems, and the limits of philosophy. In other words, a metaphilosophy tells us not only how to do philosophy, but also what philosophy can do, what we can expect from philosophy. A metaphilosophy hence often distinguishes genuine philosophical problems from pseudo-problems and nonsense; it also typically demarcates genuine philosophical problems from those genuine problems that reside within the purview of some other kind of inquiry, such as natural science, psychology, and history. It is tempting to conclude that although we tend to think of the history of philosophy as a series of debates concerning truth, goodness, knowledge, being, meaning, and beauty, it is actually an ongoing clash among metaphilosophies. And so the best way to interpret first-order philosophical disagreements is to cast them as conflicts between contrary metaphilosophical orientations.

    Though tempting, this conclusion should be resisted, at least for now. This is because it is as yet unclear how metaphilosophical clashes are to be resolved, or even addressed. Which area of inquiry is suited to adjudicate conflicts over what philosophy is? Must there be a meta-metaphilosophy? But then wouldn’t we also require a fourth tier to address conflicts at the meta-meta level? Then a fifth, sixth, and seventh? This proliferation of “meta” discourses about philosophy looks well worth avoiding. A further cause for resistance lies in the fact that the very idea of a clash among metaphilosophies is opaque. Why regard, say, the Cartesian dualist and the eliminative materialist as embroiled in a metaphilosophical clash at all? If we are not to say that they simply have a first-order philosophical disagreement, why not say instead that they are engaged in entirely different enterprises and be done with it? Why posit something over which they are in dispute? The fact that it is unclear how metaphilosophical clashes could be adjudicated may be marshalled as a consideration in favor of the idea that opposing schools normally identified as philosophical do not promote different conceptions of philosophy, but instead embrace distinctive concepts that each calls “philosophy,” and so do not clash at all, but only speak past each other.

    That is a disappointing result. Presumably we should aspire to preserve the idea that proponents of different philosophical schools may nonetheless disagree about first-order philosophical issues. But if we accept the idea that first-order disputes are merely proxies for metaphilosophical clashes, then the ground upon which even first-order disagreement could proceed begins to dissolve. At the very least, then, the conclusion that all philosophical disputes ultimately bottom-out in metaphilosophical differences looks premature. Many would go further to say that it should be repelled to the last.

    This all-too-brisk sketch is meant only to highlight a general puzzle about metaphilosophy. It seems undeniable that different philosophical idioms embrace their own distinctive metaphilosophies, and that these metaphilosophical commitments often drive their first-order philosophical views. Consequently, one familiar way of diagnosing first-order philosophical disputes is to ascend to the metaphilosophical plane, where the disputants’ different methodological commitments can be laid bare and examined. But once this point is acknowledged, it is difficult to sustain another seemingly undeniable thought, namely, that different philosophical schools genuinely disagree about first-order philosophical matters. Put otherwise, metaphilosophical ascent seeks to dissolve first-order philosophical disagreements by relocating them to the metaphilosophical level. However, there is no progress in this maneuver, as it is hard to make sense of the very idea of a purely metaphilosophical disagreement. One wonders what exactly such purported disagreements are about, and thus it is difficult to see how they could be resolved. Again, metaphilosophical disputes look like paradigmatic pseudo-disputes, cases where the disputants use the same words only to talk past each other. In our experience, if there is any time that philosophers are likely to say something empty, unhelpful, or simply out of dialectical order, it is when they are doing metaphilosophy.

    The puzzle, then, can be posed as a metaphilosophical antimony. On the one hand, we seek to accommodate the thought that first-order philosophical programs are manifestations of metaphilosophical stances; on the other, we want to preserve the thought that genuine philosophical disagreement is possible.

    One obvious and promising response to the antimony is to deny that the tie between metaphilosophical and first-order commitments are as tight as has been supposed thus far. One must, that is, constrain the role that metaphilosophy plays in explaining first-order philosophical commitments. This is achieved by leaving open the conceptual space for first-order philosophical views that are not the product of, or fully explicable by, a background metaphilosophy. This, in turn, would countenance the possibility of first-order philosophical disputes that are not resolvable by means of metaphilosophical ascent. If this tempering of metaphilosophy is unachievable—if first-order philosophical disputes simply are clashes among divergent metaphilosophies—then there’s an obvious sense in which the enterprise of philosophy is imperiled.

    A central aim of this chapter is to call attention to the ways in which pragmatism, in both its classical and some of its current varieties, invites an especially potent version of the metaphilosophical antimony just described. The following section provides a survey of the place of metaphilosophy in the classical pragmatists; it will be shown that the progression from Peirce to James and Dewey manifests an increasingly robust role for metaphilosophy, and this “metaphilosophical creep” is naturally accompanied by increasing pressure from the antinomy. In response to this pressure, more recent pragmatisms have faced a dilemma of either abandoning the robust metaphilosophical commitments central to Deweyan pragmatism, or more fully embracing them and adopting an “end of philosophy” program. We shall argue that an “end of philosophy” stance is pragmatically unappealing. The positive task, undertaken in the final section of this essay, is to provide a pragmatist strategy for constraining pragmatism’s pernicious metaphilosophical impulses. What emerges is a conception of pragmatism as metaphilosophically minimalist.

    
      Pragmatism’s Metaphilosophy Problem

      We begin with some familiar points. Pragmatism has never been a unified philosophical school. Its founding trio disagreed sharply about fundamental issues regarding truth, meaning, knowledge, existence, and value. Yet there are philosophical threads and shared concerns by which one can tie Peirce, James, and Dewey together—along with a long subsequent cast of philosophers—into a common, though loose, idiom. Elsewhere we have told the story of pragmatism’s disorderly past, and we will not rehearse it here.1 At present, it is important to stress that from its inception, pragmatism has been unusually overt in its metaphilosophical orientation. Whereas other philosophical trends typically frontload their first-order philosophical doctrines and leave their metaphilosophy implicit, pragmatists have tended to place their metaphilosophical agenda at center stage.

      The overtness of pragmatism’s metaphilosophical program is evident in the fact that its inaugurating documents—Peirce’s “How to Make our Ideas Clear” and “The Fixation of Belief,” and James’s “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results”—are explicitly methodological works, aimed expressly at initiating a new way forward for philosophy. As with the first-order issues, one finds considerable disagreement among the classical pragmatists concerning the precise contours of pragmatism’s conception of philosophy. Again, as the details are well known, the following sketch will suffice.

      For Peirce, pragmatism is fundamentally a semantic program, a way of making ideas clear, that culminates in a maxim for discerning the meanings of “hard words and abstract concepts” (CP5:464). According to an early formulation, the pragmatic maxim is as follows:


      
        Consider what effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive the object of our conception to have. Then our conception of these effects is the whole of our conception of the object.

        (CP5:402)

      

      
There are many respects in which this statement is itself less than clear, but the details of Peirce’s multiple attempts to improve on it need not detain us.2 The point at present is that, with this maxim, Peirce gives expression to a central motif of pragmatism, namely, that ideas are tools-in-the-making whose significance consists in how they direct human action.3 According to Peirce, then, pragmatism is more a rule for conducting inquiry than a philosophical doctrine or position. It is the claim that in order to get a firm grip on an idea or concept, one must look to how it is used, the role it plays in guiding action (CP5:416). However, as it is a semantic principle, the pragmatic maxim also has a metaphilosophical bite: it proposes a criterion for meaningfulness, thereby enabling inquirers to identify “make believes” (CP5:416) and clear the path of inquiry of nonsense and pseudo-questions. In this way, Peirce sounds another enduring theme that pragmatism shares with several other late nineteenth- and twentieth-century philosophical trends, namely, a commitment to empiricism and an accompanying distrust of metaphysics.4 Echoing a common empiricist sentiment, Peirce said that pragmatism serves to leave philosophy with a “series of problems capable of investigation by the observational methods of the true sciences” (CP5:423).

      Though it has much in common with familiar brands of verificationism, the pragmatic maxim embodies a less-militant stance than is found in, say, the logical positivists.5 To be sure, Peirce certainly regarded certain longstanding metaphysical disputes as nonsensical and thus disposable, but he nevertheless regarded many of the traditional problems to be legitimate. In these cases, the pragmatic maxim is claimed to provide a means by which philosophers could make progress toward their resolution. Contrast Peirce’s attitude toward the medieval dispute concerning transubstantiation with the same period’s debates concerning nominalism. Both are metaphysical disputes, yet whereas Peirce regards the former as “senseless jargon” (CP5:401), he takes the latter to be a philosophical debate of the utmost import, one admitting of a resolution in the course of properly conducted inquiry.6

      The details of Peirce’s pragmatism are complicated, and there is a lot more to say. The important point is that Peirce took pragmatism as a methodological prescription for doing philosophy, a tool to apply to philosophical problems that would help philosophy progress. Crucially, Peirce did not propose pragmatism as a collection of philosophical results. Although he did hold that pragmatism could expose certain alleged philosophical problems as nonsense, he also thought that the legitimate philosophical problems were to be addressed by means of ongoing inquiry.

      Matters are different in the case of James. Although he seems to have taken himself to be merely popularizing Peirce’s maxim, James actually radically transformed it. In “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results,” and his later Pragmatism lecture, “The Present Dilemma in Philosophy,” James deploys a version of the pragmatic maxim that is not a semantic device, but a strategy for diagnosing—and ultimately settling—longstanding metaphysical disputes by identifying first-order philosophical positions with underlying psychological temperaments (WWJ: 363; WWJ: 374). He thus assigns to his conception of philosophy the traditional role played by First Philosophy.

      To see how this works, consider one of James’s favorite examples. He holds that although materialism and spiritualism present themselves as opposed first-order theses, they are actually expressions of two distinct psychological tendencies (WWJ: 393). The former is the proposal that the cosmos is doomed to end in “utter final wreck and tragedy” (WWJ: 398); the latter is the view that there is ground for hope that there is an “eternal moral order” (WWJ: 398). When materialism and spiritualism are psychologized in these ways, the dispute between them is no longer recognizably philosophical at all. On James’s view, what divides materialists and spiritualists is no matter of fact or principle; rather, they embody conflicting psychological dispositions, and their philosophical pronouncements are expressions of those tendencies. Ultimately, on James’s analysis, materialists and spiritualists do not really disagree at all. They are driven by their psychologies to assert philosophical positions that appear opposed, but once subjected to the proper pragmatic clarification, in fact just express two different attitudes towards the world. According to James, the supposedly metaphysical debate between materialism and spiritualism thus collapses into “insignificance” (WWJ: 379).

      And so it is for the whole of philosophy. James contends that all of the grand philosophical debates are the epiphenomena of the more fundamental psychological rift between the “tender minded” and the “tough minded” psychological types (WWJ: 365). And here is where Jamesian pragmatism purports to make its most vital contribution. The “dilemma” James sees lies in the fact that so few of us are purely “tender” or “tough” in temperament; rather, we are mixed psychologically, yearning for certain elements of both options that traditional philosophy has to offer (WWJ: 366). The trouble is that traditional philosophy presents itself as a series of exclusive disjunctions: spiritualism or materialism; rationalism or empiricism; principles or facts; monism or pluralism; and so on. Consequently, philosophy as a discipline strikes most as alien, disconnected, and divorced from the travails of life (WWJ: 369).

      Pragmatism is James’s remedy. By translating seemingly intractable metaphysical disputes into expressions of divergent psychological tendencies, James ensures that philosophy will resonate with everyday life. And moreover, once such disputes are pragmatically translated, they admit of almost instant and clear resolutions. For example, James holds that once the debate between spiritualism and materialism is pragmatically reformulated into psychological terms, it becomes clear that spiritualism is the superior doctrine. We simply cannot live with materialism; it is psychologically incommodious (WWJ: 397). And according to James, this counts decisively in favor of spiritualism, for “the whole function of philosophy ought to be to find out what definite difference it will make to you and me, at definite instants of our life, if this world-formula or that world-formula be the true one” (WWJ: 379).

      James’s pragmatism isn’t directed toward rooting out nonsense and guiding philosophical inquiry in more productive ways. It is rather aimed at disclosing the significance of philosophical claims and resolving philosophical disputes. This contrast with Peirce is most evident in James’s treatment of the issue of transubstantiation. Recall that Peirce regarded the doctrine of transubstantiation as a paradigmatic example of metaphysical nonsense. According to James, it is not only not nonsense but one of the most important philosophical issues in currency (WWJ: 392). This is because, on James’s analysis, the doctrine of transubstantiation has nothing to do with the metaphysical categories of substance and accident; rather, the doctrine is the claim that we can “feed on the substance of divinity” (WWJ: 392). And James holds, the need to feel such an intimate connection with the divine is “one of the deepest” in our psyches (WWJ: 354).

      Notice the metaphilosophical commitments driving James’s program. First, there is the idea that first-order philosophical positions express psychological temperaments rather than state judgments about the world. Then there is the further claim that the meaning of first-order philosophical positions is exhausted by the psychological temperaments that they express. And finally there is the idea that philosophical disputes are to be resolved in favor of whichever position is attached to the psychological temperament that strikes the individual thinker as most attractive or useful. What emerges, then, is a conception of philosophy as a kind of intellectual therapy, a way of finding one’s place in the cosmos, and making oneself at home in the world.

      Whatever its attractions, James’s metaphilosophy must grapple with the metaphilosophical antinomy. James claims that his pragmatism is a method of “settling metaphysical disputes that otherwise might be interminable” (WWJ: 377). But that is not accurate. Jamesian pragmatism rather re-describes traditionally opposed philosophical positions so that they are no longer things that could stand in philosophical opposition to each other. Recall that on the Jamesian analysis, the materialist and spiritualist simply express different attitudes about the future of the universe (WWJ: 397). Thus the very idea of a philosophical disagreement is jettisoned.

      This may strike some as unobjectionable. Perhaps there is too much philosophical disputation that seems interminable, and maybe philosophy’s traditional debates are indeed too divorced from everyday concerns. The trouble is that one might share James’s general aspiration to lay traditional debates to rest in a way that renders philosophy more relevant to everyday life, and yet reject the particulars of James’s metaphilosophy. In other words, one could reject the Jamesian thesis that first-order philosophical positions are expressions of psychological tendencies and yet nonetheless embrace the aspiration to make philosophy more relevant and less tedious.7

      The problem, then, is that James’s pragmatism provides no way forward in addressing the metaphilosophical disputes that his treatment of first-order philosophical claims will naturally occasion. In fact, it is not clear how James even could make sense of such disputes. One might ask whether James’s metaphilosophical strategy of re-describing all philosophical disputes as psychological differences is itself merely an expression of psychological temperament. If so, then pragmatism offers no lasting resolution of any purported dispute; it merely relocates them to a plane where it is even less obvious how to proceed. The result is simply an impasse.

      Could that be the point? James might allege that, properly understood, philosophies are not things over which people should disagree. One instead should simply adopt one’s own preferred philosophy and get on with life, leaving others the same latitude to proceed in their own ways. James appears to voice this kind of thought on occasion (WWJ: 644–645), and again, some may find this an attractive vision of philosophy. The trouble, however, is that in its effort to bring “peace” (WWJ: 349) and harmonize (WWJ: 386), Jamesian pragmatism also insulates the individual philosopher from critique. That is, once one’s philosophical positions are reinterpreted in the psychologizing way James recommends, all criticism can be dismissed as merely the expression of alternative psychological tendencies.8 And the same must be said of the Jamesian pragmatist’s critical maneuvers against non-pragmatist philosophies. On Jamesian grounds, these, too, amount only to the Jamesian giving voice to her own attitudes, expressing that she has intellectual needs that differ from the non-pragmatist’s. In the end, not only are philosophical disagreements jettisoned, but the very idea of philosophical engagement—sharing and fielding criticisms of our fellow philosophers’ ideas, learning from the philosophical views of others, refining our thoughts in the face of objections—also goes by the board. This is an unfortunate outcome, especially for a philosophical idiom that often prides itself on being experimental, progressive, fallibilist, and anti-dogmatic.

      One can read Dewey’s pragmatism as an attempt to avoid the implications of James’s psychologized metaphilosophy. In Dewey, one sees a return to certain Peircean themes. To wit, there is an explicit emphasis on inquiry and the corresponding aspiration to model philosophy on the experimental sciences. However, one also finds in Dewey a far more robust critique of traditional philosophy than is found in either Peirce or James. Whereas Peirce regarded traditional philosophers as insufficiently trained in successful methods of inquiry, and James saw the tradition as helplessly detached from real life, Dewey proposes a sociological critique of traditional philosophy. Philosophy, Dewey alleges, is always the cultural site where traditional values and new science clash (MW12: 89). Accordingly, as traditional philosophy is the product of pre-modern, non-democratic, and hierarchical cultural forms, it has been—unwittingly—the intellectual business by which traditional social and moral norms were guarded from the encroachment of new knowledge. Put otherwise, Dewey contends that although traditional philosophy has presented itself as a disinterested examination of eternal verities and perennial problems, it actually has served the sociological function of protecting the interests and values of privileged cultural and economic groups (MW12: 94). It does this by erecting dualisms of varying kinds—mind and body, reason and experience, knowledge and opinion, reality and appearance—that place the traditional values beyond the reach of scientific and empirical examination (MW12: 92; LW4: 195).

      What Dewey calls for, then, is neither a new method for doing philosophy, nor a new way to resolve traditional philosophical problems, but a wholesale reconstruction of philosophy. A reconstructed philosophy will embrace overtly the role that philosophy has traditionally played covertly and “unconsciously”; it will present itself as the social mediator between inherited moral tradition and scientific progress (MW12: 94). Yet, as it is self-avowedly the product of modern social forms, reconstructed philosophy will openly function as a democratic force, employing the methods of experimental inquiry in the service of democracy (LW13: 168).

      Consequently, philosophy reconstructed along Deweyan lines does not aspire to address traditional problems, not even in the dissolving way James proposed.9 Proper philosophy rather “gets over” (MW4: 14) those problems, discards them as “chaff” (LW1: 4), and takes up the wholly new problems deriving from the interface of contemporary democracy and modern science. Although his radical vision prescribes a full break with traditional philosophy, Dewey understandably devoted much of his career to combating the reflexes and habits bequeathed by philosophy’s history. Consequently, in Dewey one finds an even greater role for metaphilosophy than it is assigned in the work of his pragmatist predecessors. One might say that in Dewey metaphilosophy is an even more robust First Philosophy than in James.

      This is why one finds in Dewey’s major writings so much preparatory spadework. Before Dewey is able to spell out his positive views, he first must dispose of what he regards as the bad accretions inherited from philosophy’s past. Admittedly, the spectacle is often exhilarating, sometimes even liberating: The stifling constraints of implicit presuppositions are exposed and cast off, and new possibilities are brought into view. Crucially, all of this is accomplished by means of a single and relatively simple line of metaphilosophical critique. As Dewey holds that traditional philosophy is the covert attempt to insulate inherited values from the encroachment of modern science, he also holds that the standard problems are entirely the products of the dualisms mentioned above. Taking as the decisive philosophical lesson from Darwinism that continuity and change (rather than disjuncture and fixity) are the fundamental facts (MW4: 3), Dewey declares these dualisms false; he concludes that the problems they generate can be simply discarded, not as meaningless or irrelevant, but as obsolete and unfit for our attention (MW4: 12–13; MW10: 46).

      With the decks cleared, Dewey proceeds as if his brand of pragmatism were the only viable philosophy available. Accordingly, Dewey’s positive program is not advanced by means of arguments, but rather by way of dense reportage. In a similar fashion, his engagements with his real-time critics tend to be evasive rather than direct; one gets the impression that Dewey takes every purported criticism to be instead a detraction, a stubborn misunderstanding to be handled with extended explanation rather than a challenge to be met with argument.10 This is Dewey at his most frustrating, but this mode of interaction is precisely what one should expect from a philosopher committed to a metaphilosophy that regards every philosophical perspective other than his own to be defunct. On Dewey’s metaphilosophy, there is no philosophical debate to be engaged, but only diagnoses of others’ recalcitrance.

      In this way, Deweyan pragmatism faces many of the same difficulties invited by James’s view. Where all potential criticisms are dismissed with a metaphilosophical gesture, the very idea of a philosophical debate dissolves, as does the possibility of refinement in the face of objections and challenges. Again, this is not an encouraging implication for a philosophy that describes itself as experimentalist and fallibilist.

      But Dewey’s pragmatism occasions a further kind of difficulty that is more troubling still. As was mentioned above, the case Dewey presents for his positive views typically depends upon the success of his metaphilosophical dismissal of the philosophical alternatives. That is, the reason Dewey provides for adopting his variety of pragmatism is comparative; he argues that alternatives are nonviable and that his experimentalism is “the only way… by which one can freely accept the standpoint and conclusions of modern science… and yet maintain cherished values, provided they are critically clarified and reinforced” (LW1: 4). The only case Dewey offers for his view, then, is that it’s really the only game in town.

      A contrast with James is instructive. Recall that for James, philosophical disputes are actually manifestations of clashes between different psychological temperaments. This requires James to acknowledge that there could be some for whom pragmatism is simply dissatisfying. He must recognize the possibility that there could be others who really are tender-minded (or tough-minded); to these individuals, pragmatism offers nothing, and thus James must conclude that for them pragmatism is useless and therefore false. Accordingly, James must allow that there could be individuals who are correct to reject pragmatism. Dewey’s socialized metaphilosophy does not permit this; for him, the rejection of pragmatism is a refusal to accept what Dewey regards as a core truth about philosophy itself, namely, that philosophy is not and never has been in the business of impartial investigation of perennial problems, but has always been the cultural site where traditional values and scientific progress clash. Non-pragmatist philosophies are accordingly benighted or in denial about themselves. Again, according to Dewey, only his brand of pragmatism can perform the required integration of modern democratic values with contemporary science; and indeed, his pragmatism is the only philosophy that is consistent with science.

      As it turned out, Dewey was mistaken on this score. In the latter decade of Dewey’s career and in the years shortly following his death, there emerged new versions of the non-pragmatist views that Dewey took himself decisively to have undermined, and these new views all claimed respectable scientific credentials. By the 1960s, one finds refurbished versions of epistemic foundationalism, Kantian ethics, and even a dualism of mental and physical properties that are broadly compatible with naturalism and contemporary science. These developments could hardly be dismissed as “chaff” (LW1: 4). Hence the case for Deweyanism could not be made strictly on the basis of a simple metaphilosophical lesson drawn from Darwin. However, the Deweyan program had little else to proffer. In fact, the entire enterprise of reconstructing philosophy along Deweyan lines relied on the premise that traditional views could not be rearticulated in respectable ways. Alas, this premise proved false. The metaphilosophical edifice upon which Deweyan pragmatism had been built turned out to be unsound.

      By the close of Dewey’s career, pragmatism was in crisis. If discernably pragmatist first-order theses were to be maintained, pragmatist philosophers would have to devise first-order arguments in their favor, and thus give up the Deweyan idea that non-pragmatist views could be swept away at the metaphilosophical level. The task of preserving pragmatism as a philosophical idiom was taken up by several of the mid-century giants of American philosophy, including C. I. Lewis, Nelson Goodman, Wilfrid Sellars, and W. V. O. Quine. In their work, one finds clear continuities with the classical idiom; for example, there is the insistence that meaning and action are inexorably entwined, the suspicion that traditional metaphysical disputes are ill-formed, the abiding interest in aligning philosophy with current science, and much else. But there is also in their work a concerted effort to engage directly with their non-pragmatist opposition, to show that pragmatism can hold its own on the first-order issues.

      Of course, one of the unsurprising outcomes of this approach is that the mid-century pragmatists needed to concede some ground. For instance, Lewis was quick to recognize the need to reintroduce the a priori (1923), Quine had to countenance classes as abstract objects (1960: 266ff.), Sellars saw fit to theorize intentionality and related mental phenomena (1956), and all were compelled to take decisive stands on modal logics. And also unsurprisingly, the midcentury pragmatists disagreed sharply, and often publicly, over first-order issues. These disagreements, along with the absence of the encompassing metaphilosophical motifs familiar from the days of Dewey, gave to many onlookers the sense that pragmatism had been abandoned. It was left to late twentieth-century pragmatists such as Susan Haack (1993); Issac Levi (1991); Christopher Hookway (2000); Nicholas Rescher (1992); Cheryl Misak (2000, 2004a); and Huw Price (2011, 2013) to draw explicit ties from the midcentury articulations of first-order positions back to classical pragmatism.

      The neo-pragmatism of Richard Rorty (1979, 1982, 1989) represents a different reaction to the crisis brought on by Dewey’s metaphilosophical overreach. Rather than follow the midcentury pragmatists in trying to defend first-order pragmatist theses in the absence of the Deweyan metaphilosophical architecture, Rorty retrieves the diagnostic elements of Dewey’s metaphilosophy and combines it with the therapeutic bent of Jamesian pragmatism. What emerges is an overt rejection of much of Dewey’s positive program. Rorty dismisses Dewey’s attempts to rehabilitate empiricism and to theorize inquiry (1982: 77–85). In fact, Rorty jettisons the very ideas of a philosophical problem and a philosophical method altogether (1982: xxxix).11 One might say that Rorty doubles-down on the Deweyan metaphilosophical program. What emerges is an end-of-philosophy proposal, with a Jamesian twist. According to Rorty, we are to abandon philosophy and turn our efforts to something else, namely, poetic conversation aimed at re-describing our bourgeois and ethnocentric aspirations in attractive, reassuring, and inspiring ways (1989: 196f.).

      Rorty’s brand of pragmatism has been the target of extensive critique, and we will not survey these debates here.12 Rorty’s significance at present lies in his unabashed embrace of pragmatism’s creeping metaphilosophy. In Rorty, one finds a still more extreme metaphilosophy than Dewey’s; for Rorty, metaphilosophy isn’t merely First Philosophy; it’s all the philosophy there could be. Rorty then concludes that, as there could be no meta- philosophy without a first-order discipline of philosophy, the only thing left for philosophers to do, given their distinctive training, is to tell the tale of philosophy’s ultimate disintegration. With that story told, the philosopher joins the ranks of “all-purpose intellectuals” (1982: xxxix) offering social commentary that no longer poses as anything other than interesting chatter.

      The foregoing survey of pragmatism’s trajectory is admittedly highly selective, and much more detail would need to be provided for it to stand as a viable account of pragmatism’s history.13 Thus far, we have aimed only to suggest that the history of pragmatism is marked by a struggle regarding the scope of metaphilosophy. The progression from Peirce to James and Dewey is characterized by a creeping metaphilosophical tendency. Peirce originally proposed a semantic rule for philosophical inquiry that was transformed by James into a method for re-describing traditional philosophical problems as expressions of psychological differences; Dewey pressed pragmatism further into a full-bore metaphilosophical platform, a comprehensive second-order vision that fixes first-order philosophical views and so ultimately treats all purportedly philosophical disputes as metaphilosophical impasses.

      Pragmatists working in Dewey’s wake faced the dilemma of either abandoning the bloated metaphilosophical elements that, thanks to Dewey, had become central, or embracing them even more completely. Neither horn is comfortable. The former threatens to lose the distinctiveness of pragmatism; the latter abandons philosophy entirely.

    

    
      Pragmatism as Metaphilosophical Minimalism

      The task is to devise a way to preserve a distinctively pragmatist trajectory while rejecting the problematic metaphilosophical commitments associated especially with Jamesian and Deweyan pragmatism. The natural place to look is Peirce. Although treatments of Peirce’s pragmatism—including the one offered above—tend to fix on the pragmatic maxim as Peirce’s core methodological insight, there is, we believe, a deeper idea that gives rise to the maxim. To be specific, from his earliest writings, Peirce is keen to reject the idea of a natural “order of analysis” in philosophy, and he also rejects the corresponding idea that there is a first philosophy. Accordingly, the maxim offers an action-guiding conception of meaning that does not rely upon any particular ontological inventory, and similarly does not employ the familiar categories of substance, accident, predicate, and the like. Peircean pragmatism is, one might say, an attempt to produce a workable conception of inquiry in the absence of settled answers to longstanding philosophical questions concerning what there is.

      The point is subtle, but important. Since at least Aristotle, philosophers have tended to think that certain philosophical issues are conceptually dependent upon others. On the standard Aristotelian hierarchy, for example, all other philosophical issues are conceptually dependent upon the fundamental metaphysical questions concerning being qua being. According to this scheme, metaphysics is First Philosophy, and a properly structured philosophical perspective would need to first settle its metaphysics before any views in the other areas of philosophical inquiry could be stably established. Alternatives to the Aristotelian hierarchy are easy to find in the history of philosophy. Descartes is commonly read as proposing that epistemology (rather than metaphysics) is First Philosophy. The details of these views are not important at present. What is to be emphasized is that views of this kind do not only assert that there is a natural order of philosophical analysis, and thus a proper order in which philosophers should take up their questions; it also fixes a scheme of conceptual priority among areas of philosophical inquiry. It holds that, if, say, metaphysics is First Philosophy, then in cases where one’s metaphysics clashes with one’s epistemology, the latter must be reformulated to fit the former. Views of this kind, then, show us not only how to build a philosophical system, but also how to fit our philosophical pieces together.

      Pragmatism, in its Peircean variety at least, rejects this traditional picture. It denies that there is a natural order of analysis and a corresponding scheme of conceptual priority among philosophical results. One could say that the pragmatist embraces a kind of holism about philosophical inquiry, where the aim is not to build a system with the results of some ordained “first” area of philosophy as its foundation, but rather to “understand how things in the broadest possible sense of the term hang together in the broadest possible sense of the term,” as Sellars famously put it (1963: 1). According to this holist view, the conceptual relations between the different philosophical areas are themselves matters to be worked out in the course of continuing inquiry, and it is consequently conceptually possible that well-established results in, say, moral philosophy should provide the basis upon which our metaphysics is revised. The objective in the meantime is to propose a way for philosophers to pursue whatever inquiries they may wish, without prejudging the substantive conclusions such inquiries will reach. Moreover, in this exercise, we are not guaranteed that our first answers will be satisfactory. In fact, we should probably expect that we, even with well-run inquiry and excellent input, still may not have satisfactory answers after many tries. This is not reason not to inquire; in fact, this cycle of proposed solutions and new problems is a spur to further thought and intellectual work. In a nutshell, the aspiration is precisely what Peirce held it to be: to keep open the way of inquiry (CP1:135). And what is required in order to do so is an all-purpose conception of how to inquire that does not itself presuppose or fix particular answers to ongoing philosophical disputes. In other words, the pragmatist should seek to devise a conception of inquiry that is neutral among contending first-order positions; it should leave philosophical debates just as they are, and recommend a way in which the disputants could make progress. Understood in this way, pragmatism’s metaphilosophy is minimalist.

      That very rough Peircean-Sellarsian depiction is acceptable as far as it goes. Importantly, as a minimalist metaphilosophy, it offers a way of skirting the metaphilosophical antinomy. On the view just sketched, pragmatism is a two-part metaphilosophical program. First, it offers a methodological prescription for conducting philosophical inquiry according to which, roughly, the content and meaning of a concept is, at least in part, a matter of the role that concept plays in human practice. And notice that this is not a philosophical dogma, but a methodological orientation, one that directs us as to where to look for evidence about how to refine our concepts. Second, it rejects the traditional idea that there is a natural order of philosophical analysis, a First Philosophy upon whose content the rest of philosophy relies. And so, there can be no vetoes of philosophical programs that are out of order philosophically—one may work on political philosophy without a solution to epistemology’s regress problem, one may address the question of freewill before or after having a view of the nature of aesthetic judgment. The absolutely crucial thing is to avoid metaphilosophical creep; pragmatists must resist the tendency to propose this minimalist metaphilosophy as a first philosophy. Pragmatist metaphilosophical minimalism rather must be regarded as itself a modus operandi, rather than a prescription for a full-scale reconstruction of philosophy.

      The way to eschew metaphilosophical creep is to foreground a distinction that has been well articulated recently by Huw Price between active and passive rejection (2011: 258). The pragmatist passively rejects the metaphilosophical claim that there is a natural order of analysis; that is to say, the pragmatist simply declines to affirm it. But the pragmatist need not go so far as to actively affirm its contrary in her “theoretical voice,” as Price puts it (2011: 258). The pragmatist is banking on her metaphilosophical prescription proving most fruitful but recognizes that this, too, is little more than a hypothesis, a prediction concerning what will emerge in the course of inquiry. It therefore cannot serve as a theoretical standpoint from which to dismiss alternative philosophical programs, including those committed to the hierarchical conception of philosophy’s structure.

      This is not to say that the pragmatist cannot offer criticisms of those alternatives. To be sure, pragmatist metaphilosophical minimalism can offer internal critiques of those metaphilosophies; as pragmatists have long argued, such views look circular and question-begging. The point here is to avoid presupposing one’s own metaphilosophical views and using them as the key argumentative premises when criticizing another’s. External criticism along these lines is simply name-calling or brow-beating. Similarly, pragmatist minimalists can devise forceful criticisms of hegemonic metaphilosophical programs that—like Dewey’s—aspire to police the discipline of philosophy according to their own methodological commitments. Those arguments can be cast as internal critiques; metaphilosophies are fragile things, and no metaphilosophy is so firmly established as to be fit to police the others.

      One important implication of this conception of pragmatism’s metaphilosophy is that it presents pragmatism as exclusively a second-order idiom. After all, if pragmatism is indeed the combination of a methodological suggestion for philosophical inquiry with a holistic view of the relations among different compartments of philosophy, then it looks as if pragmatism itself proffers no distinctive first-order results. To be sure, the pragmatist’s first-order commitments will tend to be empiricist and naturalist; but this is because these commitments look to her the most promising given the current state of inquiry. She must concede that new findings and unexpected results could compel her to adopt first-order views of a quite different stripe. More importantly, the pragmatist must recognize that at present there is a broad range of first-order philosophical views that are consistent with well-ordered inquiry and yet not consistent with each other. The pragmatist thus must recognize that there are pragmatist-compatible options on all sides of many standing philosophical debates, and in fact can be acceptable internal to very particular pragmatist orientations. Accordingly, those disputes must be pursued on non-metaphilosophical terrain. This requires the pragmatist to acknowledge that her current first-order commitments are still only hypotheses that could readily be defeated in the course of inquiry, and that defeat could come from not only pragmatist viewpoints, but also from positions she is presently disposed to regard as non-pragmatist.

      The minimalist metaphilosophy we’ve proposed for pragmatism hence looks to be a minimalist conception of pragmatism itself. Pragmatism emerges as a methodological suggestion that has an empiricist and naturalist bent, but ultimately is compatible with almost any first-order view. Accordingly, in debates regarding first-order issues, there will be no distinctively pragmatist view. In fact, the very idea of a pragmatist first-order view has begun to look strained; with pragmatism understood as a minimalist metaphilosophy, there are only pragmatist considerations, appeals to pragmatist methodological ideas about how to conduct inquiry into a given subject-matter. To be sure, in some cases, minimalist pragmatism can press severe criticisms of first-order views that seem to be lacking support in human inquiry and experience. That is, minimalist pragmatism still has claws. Still, what pragmatism cannot be on this minimalist picture is a philosophy unto itself. To put matters succinctly, on the minimalist version, pragmatism is at most a way of arriving at and holding one’s first-order philosophical views, whatever they may be.

      There is no doubt that some pragmatists will regard this as objectionable; and some may go so far as to regard it as a reductio of the position we’ve sketched. For those invested in the classical pragmatisms of James and Dewey, it is crucial to retain the idea that pragmatism is at once a metaphilosophical stance and a first-order program. We have indicated why we think this double-duty conception is problematic. But a further consideration in favor of the minimalist view now presents itself. However important the first-order contributions of Peirce, James, Dewey, and the others may be, it is nonetheless important to retain the idea, central to the classical pragmatists, that, as a forward-looking philosophy, pragmatism envisions a philosophical future that is better than philosophy’s past and present. This means that pragmatists have to not only invite, but try to occasion, the development of philosophical views—at the at the first-order and beyond—that are better than their own.

    

    Notes

    1 See Chapter 1 and Talisse and Aikin (2008).

    2 See Misak (2013: 29ff.) and Hookway (2012: Ch. 9) for discussion.

    3 Hilary Putnam expresses this sentiment nicely when he characterizes pragmatism as the “insistence of the supremacy of the agent point of view” (1987: 70). Robert Brandom characterizes this insistence as “fundamental pragmatism” (2011: 65–67).

    4 See Misak (1995) for a sustained study of the several varieties of late nineteenth-and twentieth-century empiricism.

    5 Peirce calls his commitment a “prope-positivism” (CP5.423). We follow Misak (2013: 17ff.) in holding that the pragmatic maxim is compatible with a cognitivist conception of value judgments.

    6 See Forster (2011) for a comprehensive examination of Peirce’s engagements with the debates regarding nominalism.

    7 One struggles to find an example of a philosophical tradition that stands in favor of irrelevance and tedium. Charges of philosophical irrelevance and tedium are always second- or third-personal, insults directed at one’s philosophical opposition. As such the aspiration to make philosophy more “relevant” and less “tedious” is by itself vacuous. Philosophical idioms disagree about what relevance is, and what level of precision is called for.

    8 In Chapter 9, we will term this phenomenon ‘self-sealing’ metaphilosophy.

    9 Dewey criticizes James for assigning to pragmatism the task of resolving traditional philosophy’s debates; according to Dewey, pragmatism shouldn’t bother with problems that it has not generated (MW4: 109).

    10 Misak’s (2013: 136–138) review of Dewey’s replies to Randolph Bourne’s criticisms of overestimating human impartiality, Walter Lippmann’s charge of relying on a particular notion of rationality, and Royce’s challenge that his ethics simply ignores hard problems bears this out. In every case, the challenge of excessive optimism in the face of the problems is met with Dewey’s reply that it is not his job to solve the problems he predicts when he observes that moral and rational life is a series of problems.

    11 Rorty also expels Peirce from the pragmatist trajectory, claiming his only contributions were to have “given it a name, and to have stimulated James” (1982: 161).

    12 See especially Haack (1993: Ch. 9); Price (2003); and Talisse (2001) for pragmatist critiques of Rorty.

    13 Misak (2013) begins to tell the fuller story. See also Burke (2013).
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Pragmatist Metaphilosophy and Skepticism

    Pragmatism’s appeal lies arguably in its brass-tacks approach to philosophy. The pragmatist holds that philosophical questions are elliptical for problems in experience; they are practical challenges made theoretical. The pragmatist program reorients philosophical speculation toward our lives and away from idle abstraction, integrating theory with practice. And so, at its core, pragmatism is a metaphilosophical program; it is ultimately a philosophical view about philosophy, particularly about how philosophy is properly done.

    This feature of pragmatism is not distinctive. Many of the major historical philosophical movements—from Aristotelian naturalism and Cartesian rationalism, to Hegelian idealism, logical positivism, and phenomenology—are largely metaphilosophical programs, systems that begin with an (often-explicit) account of how philosophy should be done, and then proceed to address problems according to that metaphilosophical prescription. Still, all such views confront difficulties. For one thing, philosophical programs that are driven by a metaphilosophical prescription too often appear to cook the books from the start; the seeds of their substantive first-order philosophical views are latent in the metaphilosophy. Further, in beginning with a conception of how philosophy ought to be done, one invites intellectual insularity; critical stances toward one’s program will naturally originate from outside of one’s professed metaphilosophy, and thus they will appear to be rooted in an erroneous conception of philosophy. And so objections to one’s views will strike one as irredeemably defective. In fact, they will seem to not even rise to the level of being objections, but merely noise. The result of such self-sealing metaphilosophies is retrenchment and resentment, especially if one’s favored tradition does not hold sway in the broader philosophical community.

    Such is the case with much contemporary pragmatist philosophy in the classical idiom. What are proposed as first-order substantive philosophical views are too often mere restatements of the metaphilosophical prescription to attend to “lived experience” and the “problems of men” (rather than the problems of philosophers). Moreover, a good deal of work in neoclassicalist pragmatism drips with an uncomprehending resentment toward non-pragmatist views. Consider the hiss implicit in the ubiquitous (thus hackneyed) Deweyan epithet “the epistemology industry.” Clearly, something’s gone wrong. Much of neoclassical pragmatism seems devoted to the thought that one should take care of the metaphilosophy and let the philosophy take care of itself.

    Nicholas Rescher offers a refreshing and fruitful alternative. His program presented in The Strife of Systems (1985) and more recently in Philosophical Dialectics (2006) presents an identifiably pragmatist metaphilosophy, yet it avoids the insularity and resentment that plagues much of the pragmatist idiom. To demonstrate this contrast, we will examine the problems evident in William James’s metaphilosophy as articulated in “The Present Dilemma in Philosophy.” Then we will show that Rescher’s program not only does not suffer from these problems, but it provides a model for philosophical progress that is not itself beholden to exclusively pragmatist dogma. However, Rescher’s metaphilosophy is not free from difficulty, as it seems clear he must be able to distinguish his view from a form of metaphilosophical skepticism. We hold he cannot; but this is not bad news. This is because metaphilosophical skepticism is a more comfortable position, especially for pragmatists, than is generally appreciated.

    
      James’s Metaphilosophy

      William James begins his “The Present Dilemma in Philosophy” with the observation that the history of philosophy “is to a great extent that of a certain clash of temperaments” (WWJ: 363). On the surface, he contends, the contestations are theoretical disagreements, questions about what commitments argument supports best. But James asserts that, at a deeper level, our philosophical commitments are manifestations of our psychological comportments. He concludes that there is a “certain insincerity in our philosophical discussions: the most potent of our premises is never mentioned” (WWJ: 364). On James’s view, then, philosophical disputes are proxies for conflicts among different individuals’ temperaments, and at bottom, all philosophers are “temperamental thinkers.”

      The principal contrasting temperaments James sees are those of tough-mindedness and tender-mindedness. The tough-minded have inclinations toward empiricism, facts, materialism, pluralism and skepticism. The tender-minded prefer rationalism, idealism, monism and dogmatism. Although the history of philosophy is organized around the battle between these two tribes, most people have “a hankering for the good things on both sides of the line” (WWJ: 366). That is, James holds that most people have mixed temperaments; they’re a jumble of tender and tough elements. Accordingly, longstanding philosophical debates strike most people as distant, alien, and irrelevant. Hence James resolves that there should be a philosophical program that reflects that mixed psychology. James “offer[s] the oddly named thing pragmatism as a philosophy that can satisfy both kinds of demands” (WWJ: 373). The apparent dilemma of philosophy, between the two grand traditions of rationalism and empiricism, thus is broken by a third option—a pragmatist rapprochement that synthesizes the spirit behind the two supposed antitheses. James terms the exclusivity of the two traditions a “barbaric disjunction,” and he calls for pragmatist reconstruction of philosophy.

      At first blush, the Jamesian metaphilosophy seems ecumenical enough, and it certainly seems plausible as a causal theory about why individuals espouse the views they do. The personal appeal of one view over another often seems to be less a matter of how truth-like they are and more a function of how well they resonate with our tastes and inclinations. How often does the discussion of philosophical ideas turn to autobiography? Often enough for James’s genealogical claim to sound about right.

      Further, if, as James alleges, philosophical exchange is entirely a matter of the various temperaments of humankind to find expression, then surely the most widely held temperaments should be heard in the philosophical canon. If James is right, then pragmatism has a place at the table as the mixed- or middle-temperament. It is only fair, and it certainly is appealing to those who have minds neither exclusively tough nor tender.

      We may say, then, that James proposes a metaphilosophy that offers a causal account of the psychological origin of our philosophical commitments, and then proposes a first-order philosophy designed to accommodate a psychological type that he claims has been neglected in the history of philosophy. However, as his pragmatism develops, James’s deployment of his metaphilosophy changes. His first step is to extend his metaphilosophical explanation into a complaint; he claims that, as the broad majority of humanity is of pragmatist-style mixed temperament, philosophy has been held hostage by radicals of the pure temperaments. That is what makes the philosophical dilemmas “barbaric disjunction[s]”; and further, the work that must be put into these pure programs gives them the “whiff of pure artificiality.” They are products of a “sick man’s dream,” and they are “out of plumb and out of key and out of ‘whack’” in a way that makes it so that they cannot be the kind of philosophical views that cannot be lived out (WWJ: 374–5). Hence James’s descriptive causal explanation of philosophical commitment has become a normative theory aimed largely at criticizing non-pragmatism.

      James’s extension of what he calls pragmatism’s “mediating way of thinking” in “What Pragmatism Means” is a full endorsement of the normative turn on the tempermentalist metaphilosophy. The pragmatic method of settling disputes by tracing “practical consequences” is posed not only as a means of clarifying the views at issue, but of identifying their resolution (WWJ: 377). Pragmatism emerges, then, as not simply a temperament given voice but as an all-purpose philosophical method, with means of interpreting all competing views and with preferred mixed outcomes. James poses this point with an analogy. He asks us to imagine all philosophical views as inhabitants of a grand hotel.

      
        In one (room) you may find a man writing an atheistic volume; in the next someone on his knees praying…; in a third a chemist.… In a fourth a system of idealistic metaphysics is being excogitated; in a fifth the impossibility of metaphysics is being shown.

        (WWJ: 380)

      

      Given this analogy, all of the various philosophical views have an actual position; each is in its own room in the hotel, and the hotel itself stands as a map of philosophical space. But where is pragmatism located? Given James’s description of how philosophical commitments emerge, one would expect the pragmatist to inhabit her own room, neighboring the representatives of the other grand philosophical idioms. But no. James identifies pragmatism with the hotel’s corridor, what connects each and every one of the rooms. On James’s account, pragmatism is what makes the atheist and the theist relevant to one another; it is what allows the metaphysician and anti-metaphysician to have anything to say to each other. Pragmatism is the intellectual space where all of the other philosophies meet. Hence James,


      
        But they all own the corridor, and they all pass through it if they want a practicable way of getting into or out of their respective rooms.

        (WWJ: 380)

      

      
And so, with his corridor metaphor, James expands his pragmatist metaphilosophy even further. James starts with the sensible point that fairness requires that those of the mixed temperament be allowed at the philosophical table. He quickly inflates this view into the idea that pragmatism is the superior, non-artificial philosophy. And then he inflates further: pragmatism is the philosophical perspective that enables all other philosophies to interact and be relevant.

      Such is what we call James’s bait-and-switch pragmatist metaphilosophy. It begins with a descriptive thesis about the genesis and sustaining causes of philosophical views and ends with the triumphalist assessment of itself as the only appropriate option. Of course, the other traditions will object to the idea that they must adopt pragmatism as their means of interaction, but after all, that is exactly what one would expect of those who grew up confined only to a hotel room.

      Notice the self-sealing that Jamesian metaphilosophy invites. In appointing itself the conduit for all intellectual exchange, pragmatism thereby insulates itself from critique. Consider the obvious non-pragmatist response that although philosophy may begin with temperamental expression, it ultimately is about the truth of the theories at issue; the criticism continues that the pragmatist mixing of temperaments is a thinly disguised form of embracing contradictions. And James indeed provides critics with sufficient ammunition. He advocates “free-will determinism” as the “true philosophy,” and further, “pluralistic monism,” and contends that thus “practical pessimism may be combined with metaphysical optimism” (WWJ: 366). Yet, to the non-pragmatist critical ear, this is no philosophy but only a hash of views. The Jamesian then rejoins by embracing the hash, asserting in her metaphilosophical register that philosophical theses don’t matter as views, but only as expressions of temperament. The non-pragmatist critic then responds that the pragmatist is simply ignoring the fact that the views can’t both be true—we may be of a temperament to want them both to be true, but wanting isn’t a good criterion for assent. The Jamesian naturally replies with an appeal to her distinctive ideas about truth, which are in turn motivated by the same metaphilosophical prescription that drives the entirety of the Jamesian program.

      Given our discussion in Chapter 8 of metaphilosophical creep, readers should be familiar with how these dialectical exchanges run. The point to emphasize here is that once the Jamesian pragmatist metaphilosophy has diagnosed its non-pragmatist opposition, the pragmatist can no longer regard her opponent as pressing a critique—to the pragmatist ear, the non-pragmatist simply gives voice to an alien (and artificial) temperament. The pragmatist asserts that the “intellectualist” and “rationalist” scrambles about with a notion of truth that is an “unutterable triviality,” and even if well-structured, “rationalism’s sublimity does not save it from inanity” (WWJ: 339–340). Although James begins by identifying such views as expressions of the temperaments of their advocates, he quickly condemns the views and temperaments that give rise to them as ultimately objectionable; he then concludes that rationalism and intellectualism cannot give rise to a philosophical criticism worth responding to.

      Hence James’s bait-and-switch is complete. A descriptive metaphilosophy about how philosophical views arise and why they are sustained has now become a normative view about which philosophical views are sustainable and which worth ignoring. Moreover, once the switch is complete, criticism from outside is reconstructed according to the metaphilosophy as mere temperamental expression, and so muted and rendered inert. If the inhabitants of the philosophical hotel have any complaints, the only way to the front desk is through the corridor. But the corridor imposes its own commitments and criteria concerning what is to count as a reasonable complaint and what qualifies as a successful resolution. All criticism thereby is rendered moot. The walk to the front desk is a waste of time.

      To sum up, Jamesian pragmatist metaphilosophy embodies two objectionable features. The first is the deceptive move of introducing a causal thesis then turning it into a normative program. The second is the self-sealing the program performs once in place. The first is a form of genetic fallacy, and the second is sheer triumphalist dogmatism. We take it that it is not controversial that a successful metaphilosophy be neither established fallaciously nor (excessively) dogmatic in its normative role. James’s pragmatism is imperiled.

    

    
      Rescher’s Metaphilosophy

      We see a metaphilosophy of both similar and dissimilar form in Nicholas Rescher’s work. Rescher, too, tells genetic-causal stories about how philosophical views arise and why they appeal, but his causal story does not then become the overriding normative program for assessing philosophical alternatives to pragmatism. And so Rescher’s metaphilosophy avoids both the genetic fallacy we see plaguing James’s, and it is a form of undogmatic minimal pragmatism that is neither self-sealing in its deployment nor self-congratulatory in assessments of the pragmatist program in action.

      In The Strife of Systems, Rescher is careful to distinguish descriptive from prescriptive metaphilosophy. The descriptive program is “one of factual inquiry handled in terms of the history of the field.” The core finding of the descriptive program is what Rescher calls Orientational Pluralism: “conflicting positions are… maintained and their justificatory backing trace to different probative value orientations” (1985: 261–262). People value different things, are comported in diverse ways, and have natural compulsions to care for some things and not others. We share a good deal of rational norms, but not basic orientations, and so we can understand why some arguments often cannot achieve consensus. “Philosophical positions hinge on diverse views regarding matters of cognitive value, so that philosophical disagreement becomes inevitable” (1985: 125).

      This may look identical to James’s temperament story. However, the crucial difference is that on Rescher’s view, those in the minority on some matter are not dismissed as a fringe element, nor are those with mixed orientations valorized as cosmopolitan and open-minded. Rescher’s view is a “pluralism”; it holds that that there is diversity of orientations but assigns no valence regarding the relative merits of the varied orientations. James, we can now see, is in fact a kind of anti-pluralist; he holds that the more widely held mixed orientation is best.

      Notice further that given Rescher’s descriptive metaphilosophy, there is no obvious way for any one temperament or orientation to ground a specific normative metaphilosophy without thereby becoming dogmatic. If some orientational perspective were to be used to justify a normative program for philosophy, one that overtly favored itself and thus the first-order conclusions it produces, it would rightly be called self-congratulatory and question-begging.

      And so Rescher’s normative metaphilosophy itself must be grounded in something independent of orientational pluralism, yet it must speak to the psychological truths of such orientational diversity. Rescher’s prescriptive program begins with an important difference from James’s. Recall that James’s program was that philosophical commitment had less to do with propositional content of the views at issue, but more with the temperaments expressed by them. And so, James’s view seems not merely unperturbed by contradiction, but it positively courts it. James thinks that pluralist-monism, determinist free will, and empiricist-rationalism are all appealing commitments. The trouble, to repeat, is that this makes a hash out of all that was supposed to be synthesized. Rescher, in contrast, holds that the normative program in philosophy begins with maintaining the meanings of those commitments in conflict and working to manage in light of those conflicts. He holds that at its core, “philosophy is a cognitive endeavor” (1985: 171), and so the truth of our commitments and the justification we have to hold them as true is important, even central. Consequently, resolving conflicts in philosophy requires we sometimes reject one side of a contradiction as false, other times we refigure what a commitment really means, and at other times it comes down to making the right distinctions, so we may carve up our commitments, keeping some parts, rejecting others.

      This program of spotting inconsistencies in our theoretical, practical, and valuational commitments Rescher calls Aporetics. An apory is a “group of contentions that are individually plausible but collectively inconsistent” (2006: 17). Now, what provides plausibility at first are our natural plural orientations—so some may have apories that others don’t, since some views are more appealing to some than others. But many apories are easy to see ourselves into, regardless of particular orientation. Consider:


      
        	Knowledge is grounded in observation.

        	We can observe only matters of empirical fact.

        	From empirical facts, we cannot infer values.

        	We have knowledge of values.

      

      
Individually, these commitments are all plausible, but together, they create a real problem. We might call it the problem of moral knowledge. Or consider another apory:


      
        	Some facts are satisfactorily explained.

        	No explanation is satisfactory if it uses unexplained facts.

        	No circular explanations are satisfactory.

        	All explanations require some further fact as part of the explanation.

      

      
Here, we see another reasonable problem, the regress of explanation. With any of these problems, Rescher holds, the options for solution are numerous, at least as numerous as the number of commitments comprising the apory. Consequently, apories allow us a means of discussing solutions to problems in terms of what components are revised or rejected. “Aporetics is thus less a method of innovation than of regimentation” (2008: 3). We may reject one or more of the commitments in the apory and resolve the paradox, and logic tells us that we must do so. But logic does not tell us which one to reject. That’s where we are, again, returned to our base orientational pluralism. Because some commitments are more plausible than others for different people, the solutions will be more or less plausible for different people. And so, with the problem of moral knowledge above, denying (4), moral skepticism, may be an acceptable solution, but for others, it will strike them as horrendous. One must deny (1) and posit a different moral epistemology, or deny (2) and explain how a naturalism about value can work. Or one may reject the whole lot. Each strategy of elimination comes with costs, and as a consequence, argumentative burdens.

      The norm of elimination is what Rescher calls “the quest for consistency.” It is an indispensable part of treating the commitments comprising an apory as worthy of assent. But, as Rescher notes, “the cruel fact is that theorizing itself yields contradictory results” (2006: 75). The reason why the drive for consistency yields more contradiction is, again, a fact of orientational pluralism. Individually, one may pursue a more consistent set of commitments, but the variety of ways to do that are as wide as there are options for elimination. And one does not just solve one apory by itself, but we find that apories come in groups and how we solve one may influence how we solve others. And that’s just on the individual level. Given orientational pluralism, a wider and wider variety of internally (minimally) consistent solutions to sets of apories can be proposed, but these solutions are all inconsistent with each other.

      The emerging picture of Rescher’s normative metaphilosophical program is not one that tells of a philosophical method that ties all together and provides criteria for solutions, amounting to a method that establishes an intellectual convergence. Instead, Rescher predicts wider and wider realms of disagreement, more systematic argument between camps, and fewer and fewer stable solutions. Philosophical progress, then, isn’t to be found in establishing agreement, but in having dialectically deeper dialectical understanding of issues. Rescher calls philosophy’s normativity at this secondary level more “consciousness raising” than solution finding (1985: 163). And consequently, no philosophical work is ever complete, as there are always both internal and external inconsistencies to address. There are always more apories that arise, even as we may resolve the ones immediately in front of us. “The development of a philosophical position is accordingly a potentially never-ending task that takes on the form of a dialectical cycle” (2006: 83).

      The norms at the core of the dialectic are, again, those of reasoned establishment and maintenance of consistency. We move from apory to reasoned resolution by modifying some of the aporetic commitments. What matters is the reasoned part of that maintenance, and Rescher outlines the three desiderata of that process as:


      
        	We want domain definitive answers to philosophical problems.

        	We want cogent answers, backed by evidence, argument, and demonstration.

        	We want economical answers, ones that do minimal damage to the rest of our commitments.

      

      
These, Rescher calls the “three prime goals of philosophizing” (2006: 13), and they are regulative of how apory-resolution should run internally and externally. The trouble, however, is that given the story Rescher tells about the consequences of orientational pluralism, these three objectives will never be fully met. Rescher writes,


      
        Our solutions to philosophical problems engender further problems.… [I]n consistency-averting elaboration at one point only engenders further difficulties at another. No articulation of a philosophical system is free from problems.

        (2006: 84)

      

      
The consequences, it seems, are tragic. And a form of metaphilosophical skepticism looms. The norms that animate our primary goal in philosophy, that of pursuing truth about our deeply held views, not only guarantees that we can never fully have knowledge of those truths, but in following those norms we make it impossible to ever completely satisfy their demands. All philosophy is destined for shipwreck.

      Out of the failure of both our primary (collectively possessing the truth) and secondary objectives (definitive cogent and economical solutions), Rescher finds a tertiary objective we can achieve to varying degrees: complexity and nuance. We begin with very rough ideas, brute affordances of our orientations, but over time these views are refined in the apory-solution-apory dialectic. Thus Rescher,


      
        We arrive at a model of philosophical development that is essentially exfoliative. Every philosophical position is linked to and developmentally derived from a prior doctrine that contains its root idea.

        (2006: 87)

      

      
The history of philosophy progresses, then, in the sense that it is “an ongoing confrontation between competing positions perpetually in conflict, though changing in detail through increasing sophistication and complexification” (2006: 87). Rescher calls it “a dialectical process of Hegelian proportions” (2006: 84). But the grand synthesis does not await us at the end; rather, greater and deeper disagreement and more refined views in the mix. He explains,


      
        We can already discuss how [philosophy] will end, not because we can detect some great ultimate convergence, but, more mundanely, because we are already there. It will end where it began—in disagreement and controversy.

        (1985: 274)

      

      
It should be clear that Rescher’s metaphilosophical program, in both its descriptive and normative modes, does not suffer from the self-sealing and triumphalist tendencies latent within Jamesian pragmatism. Philosophical disagreement arises out of contingencies, our histories, our physiognomies, and those conditions for their arising produce constraints on how we ought to proceed. These genealogies are useful and appealing, and seem to be great hallmarks of the broader pragmatist program of philosophy—tracing philosophical issues to their lived and personal antecedents. This genealogical approach is clear in James’s theory of sentiments, and also in what Dewey calls his “denotive method” in Experience and Nature (LW1: 18). Hook notes that philosophical views are “interpretations of existence from the standpoint of value” (1991: 18), and Rorty calls his a program of redescription and solidarity (1996: 21). Rescher’s own pragmatism is announced in both the genealogical and methodological features of the metaphilosophy. The genealogical pragmatist line is that philosophy’s significance depends on the lived complications it makes explicit:


      
        If the deliberations of philosophy were not connectable to those of human experience through a process of developmental emergence, they would become pointless.

        (1994: 59)

      

      
And even in method, Rescher invokes the pragmatist notion of working to explain how philosophical programs can best run:


      
        Philosophical problem-solving is, in the final analysis, an evaluative matter—though, to be sure, it is not aesthetic or ethical values but specifically cognitive values that relate to matters of importance, centrality, significance and the like. In philosophy, our problem resolutions always involve us in issues of precedence and priority.

        (2006: 25)

      

      
This view of philosophical method is pragmatic at its core, but it is not a form of pragmatist triumphalism. The triumphalist pragmatist holds that this method is the tool for both the clarification and singularly pragmatist resolution of philosophical dispute, as seen with James’s corridor metaphor. Rather, Rescher’s normative metaphilosophy emerges from the shared norms of contradiction-management that favor pragmatism no more than any of its competitors.

    

    
      Pragmatism and Skepticism

      But one must wonder whether Rescher’s metaphilosophical program is ultimately a form of metaphilosophical skepticism. Rescher of course holds that he is no skeptic. We are not convinced. We think that the skeptical outcome is not only obvious, but welcome, especially for pragmatists.

      Rescher distinguishes skepticism from theories of cognitive finitude. The skeptics “call into question the very possibility of knowledge”; according to Rescher, skepticism therefore “doesn’t make much sense” (2006: 100). By contrast, a theory of cognitive finitude shows that “the reality of the situation of finite knowers is that there are limits to knowledge,” which he claims “makes very good sense indeed” (2006: 100). This is a helpful line to take, as it allows us to save a good deal of knowledge, but also encourages us to keep mindful of our limitations. But then we must confront the task of identifying those limits. For all cases of insolubilia (things we cannot know) and accounts as to why they are so, we see equally controversial philosophical theories. Theoretically adequate answers elude us as to what is unknowable and what it knowable, and Rescher concedes that “we cannot make a reliable assessment of the extent of our ignorance” (2006: 107).

      Several questions emerge. First, we should ask just how different this view is from skepticism. Both commitments hold that there is much we do not know—the skeptic holds there is vanishingly little we do know, Rescher’s view is that there is some (and perhaps much) we do know. But once we concede that the methods of demarcation between what is and what is not known are themselves not known to be reliable (and are perhaps themselves insolubilia), the skeptical problematic looks inevitable. If, as Rescher asserts, any commitment may in principle be saved by modification to our broader commitments, so too may any be rejected. This is both the benefit and cost of aporetic method. And again, given valuational pluralism, not only may any substantive commitment in principle be subjected to this dialectical scrutiny, but they are. Skepticism looms.

      Part of what is objectionable about certain forms of skepticism is that they seem to require what is prima facie impossible, namely that we refrain from all belief. It is plausible to say that we cannot doxastically divest ourselves entirely. However, it should not be forgotten that many skeptical programs accommodate this fact; they are designed to proceed in light of the fact that even though all is dubitable, we must still have beliefs. The crucial thing for skepticisms of this kind is that we do not lose sight of the fact that all beliefs are dubitable, and must be held tentatively. The Pyrrhonians thus allowed the skeptic to live in light of commitments provided by the fourfold of our natures, individual inclinations, culture, and training (PH 1.17). The Academic skeptics allowed a second-class form of commitment, one based on what Carneades termed to pithanon, “the believable,” and Cicero termed probabile and veri simile (2006: 2.99). Montaigne, Descartes, Hume, and Wittgenstein all recognized this constraint on the skeptical project as either intermediate features, as Descartes did with his theory of ‘Provisional Morality’ in his Discourse on Method (CSM 1.122), or as endpoints, as when Wittgenstein says that his “spade is turned” (1953: 217).

      Pragmatists, we think, wrongly resist the skeptical tradition, holding the radical skeptic in contempt as a manifestation of the spirit of total impracticality. But this is a mistake. The skeptical tradition is a reminder of how contestable all our claims to knowledge are, how our confidence arises more from ignoring many challenges than from answering them all. To be sure, we must act; but we also must be intellectually honest. The same goes for metaphilosophy. The skeptic claims that we humans are drawn to philosophy, and so we do it. But given the longstanding problems, the breadth of disagreement and the interminability of the debates, philosophical proposals look like indexes—to particular orientations, under specific dialectical circumstances, in light of scientific and historical developments at the time. We may, given these restrictions, still sort the better from worse solutions, the failed versus the successful defenses, but these are not yet conditions for knowledge. They are conditions for blameless weak assertion or qualified acceptance, or as Carneades called it, the believable.

      It should be no surprise that pragmatism is methodologically consistent with a form of mitigated skepticism. Pragmatism’s first rule is that one should never block the road of inquiry. Skepticism, properly deployed, is no block to the road of inquiry. Note that when Peirce introduces the First Rule of Reason (CP1.135), he pauses to positively reference the Academic skeptics as those who were exemplary in following the rule. We discover our ignorance, we have fallible means of inquiry, and we desire to have the truth as best we can. A skeptical metaphilosophy, or as Rescher terms his, one that tracks the severe limits of knowledge, does not prevent inquiry, but is a spur to the development of more robust programs of research, far-seeking questions, and ambitious systems. Sextus Empiricus pauses at the opening of The Outlines of Pyrrhonism to note that it is those who think they know who stop inquiring, but it is the skeptics, the ones who recognize they do not know, who are genuinely zetetic, that is, inquirers. The pragmatist tendency to dismiss skepticism wholesale is misplaced. In fact, we think that pragmatism would do well to incorporate skeptical elements into its metaphilosophical perspective. Hence we will close with a brief sketch of our own skeptical pragmatic metaphilosophy. It is greatly influenced by Rescher’s program, as we think that what we’d termed the minimal and “tertiary” goals of philosophy are the achievable ones—nuance and dialectical robustness. The primary goal of knowledge, and even the secondary goals of definitiveness, cogency, and economy of solutions, are achievable only to varying degrees and regularly at costs in other areas.

      It is regrettable, but a reality nonetheless, that all philosophical views are mixed bags. This, we think, is clear if one goes to any textbook on any problem area in the discipline or looks at any interpretive debate about the history of the discipline. There is reasonable disagreement all over. And one of the most reliable signs of the failure of training of a young philosopher, we think, is the inability to name a philosopher that has a good argument for a view one thinks is wrong or a figure that has a challenging objection to one of one’s most closely held views. It is all too often that engagement with opposition has an author referring to the reasons given by opponents as “arguments,” but always in the scare quotes. For sure, there are many sets of claims arranged to mimic argument, and so the use of scare quotes for them is appropriate. But this cannot be our default attitude toward our intellectual opponents, and when it is, the real arguments are rendered undetectable.

      Without argument, philosophy is mostly bullshit. Or worse. It becomes hectoring, self-indulgent, play-acting, poseurdom. And all the primary, secondary, and even tertiary objectives in philosophy are lost—no knowledge, no completeness, no cogency or economy. And no complexity or nuance, either. Why? Because for any of these things to emerge, the reasons need to hang together, there needs to be salience, there needs to be some rational management of information. It’s argument at the core, or else, it’s all noise. Nuance, for example, without being motivated by dialectical considerations, to answer an objection or avoid a confusion, is just fussy gewgaw.

      Further, argument makes sense only if one can see one’s opposition as minimally reasonable. They may have different priorities and beliefs, but we share a love of reason, understanding, and solutions. And so we exchange our reasons, and they come on a variety of levels, and the justification we assess ourselves and our opponents having depends on how well we account for and are accounted on these levels. On the first level, every view can be evaluated by itself—what reasons can be mustered in its favor, what intuitions are preserved by it, what aspirations it captures. And so arguments for views are places where we must start, and the capacity to judge them as they are is necessary. Understanding why someone would even want to hold a view that you see as false (and perhaps contemptable, too) is an important step in understanding what any debate or issue context is about. And it is with this first step that we cross the threshold of seeing our dialectical opponents less as those with whom we clash and more those with whom we can disagree.

      On the second level, once we have appreciated the range of views and their individually supporting reasons, there arises a dialectical interplay between them. Take three views on an issue: A, B, and C. A has reasons in its favor, and B does, too. And once this is clear, A’s reasons may seem to force those who hold A to pay a price of not maintaining the intuitions captured by holding B. And C, too, itself may not initially seem to be so appealing, but it may not be so easily objected to. And so, though A and B have very strong reasons for them, they have costs. C, too, may have costs, but smaller ones, even if the reasons for it are not especially compelling. And the exchanges can go on from there—making judgments in the sort of dialectical context of appealing views and their costs requires a good deal of judgment and experience. It is not an accident that Aristotle said that philosophy is not appropriate intellectual work for children.

      Finally, there is the third level of assessment, which is how well those who hold these views can honestly articulate their initial driving reason for holding the views they do, the costs of the view and its benefits, and why the contrastive judgment should favor their view over competitors. This is a demand for a kind of cognitive command of the dialectical terrain and a kind of deliberative honesty of the pros and cons that comprise the running debates. Those who hold views at the end of such exchanges, of the dialectical back-and-forth, and of the clarification of the best arguments against one’s view, cannot be said to know their view is best or even correct. That seems absurd, as few who honestly have performed such tasks ever honestly take themselves to know at the end. Rather, they take themselves to reasonably believe or are fallibly justified or have seen the verisimilitude of an option. Again, the model of the ancient skeptics is useful. Cicero reports:


      
        Nor do our arguments have any purpose other than to draw out or to formulate the truth or its closest possible approximation by means of arguing on either side.

        (2006: 2.7)

      

      
We do not know in philosophy, but we may yet reasonably hold views. This is a function of a three-levels assessment of the command we have of (a) arguments for our views and our competitors, (b) objections to competing views and rebuttals to objections to our own views, and (c) acknowledgment of the costs for our own views and the contrastive case that they are still worth the mixed bag. No view in philosophy comes without a cost, and being dishonest with others and oneself about them is either sheer dogmatism or blinkered rationalization. This skepticism is not a metaphilosophical view that is as absurd as Rescher calls it, but rather it is a way of inhabiting a domain wherein knowledge is severely restricted.

      We believe that this metaphilosophical picture is fully in line with a broadly pragmatist program. This is primarily because it yet returns us to life, puts philosophy to work in medias res. Yes, we acknowledge the costs of our views, but we realize that we cannot make the perfect the enemy of the good—or even the good enough. We have lives to lead, other debates to hear, and dinners to make. There is no obvious order to how we might ask and answer questions, and there is no obvious degree to which we must have justification for fixing one answer and turning to others. And this may be the cost of our skeptical metaphilosophy—there very well may be a proper order to questions, and knowledge may await those who follow it. The problem, however, is that for every systematic program, there is yet another that is not only different, but stands in a dialectical position of deep critique of the former. And so, as metaphilosophical skeptics, to think that the views one holds are exempt from the question of whether this skeptical challenge is intellectually dishonest. Better, we think, to be unsystematic, omnivorous, and zetetic.

    

  
    Part 3
Pragmatist Proposals

  
    10
Can Pragmatists Be Pluralists?

    In 2005, we published a paper titled “Why Pragmatists Cannot be Pluralists” that argued that pragmatism and pluralism are incompatible (Talisse and Aikin 2005a). The central argumentative strategy of that essay is straightforward. We began with two taxonomies. First, we distinguished three varieties of pluralism: deep, modus vivendi, and shallow. Deep pluralism is the view according to which ongoing value conflict is due to the structure of value itself; it is thus an ontological thesis. Modus vivendi pluralism is the name for the norm of non-interference and non-engagement in the presence of irresolvable value disputes. Shallow pluralism is the epistemic thesis that toleration, inclusion, and open-mindedness should prevail when confronting value conflict. Second, we then identified two varieties of pragmatism. Meaning pragmatism is the semantic thesis that disputes—including disputes concerning value—can be resolved by way of the application of the Pragmatic Maxim, or some similar pragmatist rule for clarifying ideas. The thought driving meaning pragmatism is that, as in the case of James’s campers and their squirrel dispute (WWJ 376–7), once our ideas are sufficiently clarified, all conflicts will be revealed to be either based on semantic confusions or easily resolvable. Inquiry pragmatism is the view that all seemingly intractable disputes—including value disputes—can be reconstructed in ways that render them resolvable in the course of well-ordered inquiry.

    Given this taxonomy, a few conclusions follow. Neither pragmatism is consistent with deep pluralism. Deep pluralism involves the thesis that attempts at pragmatic amelioration—either by way of semantic clarification or experimental inquiry—are necessarily futile. Modus vivendi pluralism implicitly accepts the deep pluralist’s view about the permanence of value conflict and proposes a kind of benign neglect in light of that permanence. It is thus inconsistent with the idea that value disputes should be engaged at all, and so is inconsistent with both pragmatisms. As for shallow pluralism, it is consistent with both pragmatisms, but it is not clear why shallow pluralism is pluralism at all. In fact, as it is nothing more than the injunction to be open-minded and tolerant, it is not clear that shallow pluralism rises to the level of a philosophical commitment of any kind. Hence our conclusion: there is no pluralism that pragmatists could adopt. Pragmatists cannot be pluralists.

    As certain pragmatists are fond of describing themselves as pluralists, the essay received its share of criticism; however, no response to date has succeeded in defeating the essay’s argument.1 Nonetheless, neoclassical pragmatists persist in embracing the term. Something’s amiss.

    Some of our critics have complained that the success of our argument is insubstantial. They contend that the most we have shown is that some theses commonly called pluralism in the broader literature are not compatible with pragmatism. But that should come as no surprise, they say, because pragmatism embraces its own conception of pluralism. They continue that our 2005 argument in no way addresses the consistency of that pluralism with pragmatism. Hence their conclusion: Indeed, pragmatists cannot be non-pragmatist pluralists; pragmatists can (and must) be pragmatic pluralists. Thus, they say, our 2005 paper is at best no news, and at worst question-begging.

    This would be a good rejoinder to our original argument were it not for the fact that no pragmatist who has proposed it has bothered to take up the dialectical burden of producing an analysis of what pragmatic pluralism is. This is curious. If, as the critics allege, it’s obvious that pragmatists embrace their own conception of pluralism, it should also be obvious what that commitment amounts to. That no one to date has provided a formulation of the conception of pluralism that pragmatists embrace provides a kind of evidence that there isn’t a clear formulation to be found. Our suspicion is that contemporary classical pragmatists embrace pluralism merely as a code word, not as a philosophical thesis.

    Nonetheless, there is something to the claim that our 2005 argument falters because it gathers some of the views that are called pluralism in the broader philosophical vernacular, and then argues that none of these fits well with pragmatism. Perhaps there is a thesis that could be plausibly called pluralism that is not found in the broader literature, but which, indeed, could be embraced by pragmatists? That is a question worth pursuing.

    In this chapter, then, we will argue that pragmatism is consistent with a view we call modest epistemological pluralism. Hence we have qualified the strong conclusion of our 2005 essay. We still hold that pragmatists cannot be pluralists in any of the going senses of pluralism on offer from pragmatists and non-pragmatists alike, but we now contend that there is a view deserving to be named pluralism that is consistent with pragmatism. Pragmatists can, then, be pluralists after all. However, neoclassicists should be wary. We will argue that there is a sense that pragmatism and pluralism are consistent, but we still hold that they are not intrinsically allied. Our new conclusion is that pragmatists can be (modest epistemological) pluralists, not that they must be.

    An additional caveat is in order. As will become clear, although modest epistemological pluralism is, indeed, consistent with pragmatism, it is not the kind of commitment that neoclassicalists seem most eager to embrace as pragmatist pluralism. That variety of pluralism remains inconsistent with pragmatism. Again, in this regard, we stand by the central thoughts of our 2005 essay.

    Our argument proceeds in six steps. First, we dispense with a common but unacceptable conception of pluralism. Second, we identify what pluralists must assert. Third, we distinguish different varieties of pluralism. Fourth, we argue pragmatists must reject all pluralisms except for what we term modest epistemological pluralism. Fifth, we discuss the prospects for pragmatist-friendly modest epistemological pluralism. Finally, we address the concern that modest epistemological pluralism is not practically distinguishable from monism.

    
      What Pluralism Is Not

      The term pluralism owes much of its popularity to its rhetorical force. It is often deployed as shorthand for a family of admirable cognitive commitments: anti-dogmatism, open-mindedness, inclusiveness, generosity, and so on. To simplify, let’s say that pluralism in this popular sense is not merely the recognition but also the appreciation of the diversity of goods. Notice that popular pluralism has a decidedly second-order flavor; it is not itself a view about what is good, but rather the view that we should embrace the diversity of goods. Hence popular pluralism holds an attraction beyond its rhetorical pull. It purports to stand above the fray of moral conflict, and thus appears not only tolerant, but also irenic, hospitable, and conciliatory.

      Yet difficulties lurk. The most obvious is that popular pluralism is consistent with value monism. There is nothing inconsistent about affirming the positive value of open-mindedness and diversity while also holding that there is but one thing that is ultimately of value. Consider an obvious example. It is hard to imagine a more compelling defense of diversity and open-mindedness than the one found in Mill’s in On Liberty. But Mill is an unabashed value monist. Accordingly, popular pluralism is not intrinsically opposed to monism, but only to views that reject inclusiveness, open-mindedness, and diversity.

      A second difficulty now comes into view. Concepts like inclusion, tolerance, open-mindedness, and diversity, are ideal-dependent. To be inclusive is to include everything that ought to be included; to appreciate diversity is to appreciate the different things that should be appreciated; to be tolerant is to abide all tolerable oppositions, and to have an open-mind is to be open to all possibilities that are worthy of consideration. The content of these concepts derives from the normative theory accepted by the person deploying them. Hence the popular pluralist’s call to appreciate diversity is hollow until she identifies her underlying normative commitments. In other words, the injunction to be tolerant is empty until one provides a conception of what is tolerable.

      We can see better how these difficulties arise by considering two broad methodological points. The first is that the content of a philosophical view is determined not only by what it asserts, but also by which other views it identifies as its primary opposition. Pluralism, after all, is supposed to be an alternative to some opposing view. So the pluralist must assert something that the non-pluralist must deny. If the pluralist says all the same things that non-pluralists say, then pluralism is just a fancy word, a piece of rhetorical flourish, not a philosophical view.

      The second point is that when a view makes a normative prescription, it is subject to the philosophical standards that typically apply to prescriptive claims. We have said that at first blush pluralism looks like a purely second-order view, a view about normative claims, rather than a normative prescription in its own right. Again, one of the main attractions of pluralism is precisely its meta-normative air. However, pluralists frequently wield their view as if it prescribes tolerance, open-mindedness, and diversity. Consequently, pluralism is not strictly second-order; it makes prescriptions, and thus must be examined just as one would examine any other normative view. Hence the pluralist incurs two closely related tasks.

      First, the pluralist must identify what it is that we must be tolerant of, and what contributes to the requisite kind of diversity. This requires that the pluralist adopt not only a second-order view about value conflict, but also a first-order view about what is to be valued. Second, the pluralist must explain why one ought to be tolerant or why diversity is valuable. Here the trouble is that once the pluralist undertakes these tasks, she relinquishes the second-order ground of making statements only about how to manage value conflicts, and must begin also making first-order claims about what is of value; minimally, she must explain why tolerance and diversity are morally preferable to their opposites. Hence the popular pluralist must descend from the second-order and affirm normative commitments at the first-order, thereby acquiring the philosophical chores that such commitments beget.

      In short, if it is to avoid vacuity, popular pluralism must affirm some conception of the value of the tolerance and diversity it prescribes. But once the popular pluralist does that, her view becomes another first-order conception of what is valuable. It thereby becomes yet another contestable first-order moral conception. Popular pluralism thus loses its second-order character, and enters the moral fray. Recall, though, that its second-order status seemed to constitute popular pluralism’s main advantage. Thus popular pluralism is either vacuous or unstable. If pluralism is to be a philosophical view worth considering, it must say more than what’s contained in the popular version.

    

    
      What Pluralism Must Assert

      One way to get a grip on what philosophical pluralism must assert is to look to its primary philosophical opposition. Pluralism’s main opponent is monism. Monism is the view that all valuable things are either instances of the one thing that is ultimately valuable, or instruments toward attaining or producing instances or quantities of that one thing. To borrow Ronald Dworkin’s slogan, monism is the view that “value is one big thing” (2011: 1). Importantly, monism is not the claim that everyone should be the same, or that there is but one way in which all should live. The monist need not prize conformity, nor needs she deny the rich diversity of good things. She asserts only that goodness is to be explained by reference to some one thing that is of ultimate value.

      Think again of Mill’s claim that “utility” is “the ultimate appeal on all ethical questions” (1978: 10). He then adds that as “progressive beings” (1978: 10) we produce the most utility when we each “[pursue] our own good in our own way” (1978: 12). Mill’s is a straightforward monist view. It contends that there is the one ultimate value, but it can be realized in a variety of ways. Monism hence is not a one-size-fits-all conception of value; it says that value is one-thing-that-comes-in-many-sizes.

      Recall now our first methodological point. In order to avoid vacuity, pluralism must make a distinctive claim that monists must deny. Now, the distinctive component of monism is the view that all goods are commensurable. On the utilitarian version, this means that for any two goods, it must be the case that one is better than the other, or else they are equally valuable. Of course, it is open to utilitarians (and other monists) to hold that with regard to certain value pairs, informational and other limitations will make it practically impossible to discover the relative worth of the options. Even in such cases, monists must hold that either one is better than the other, or else they are equally valuable. Commensurability follows from monism: If value is one big thing, then differences among good things are always differences of degree and never of kind. That’s the sine qua non of monism.

      This helps us to see that pluralism is not simply the claim that many things are valuable. Pluralism holds that goods are irreducibly many; that there are differences in kind among values; and that some goods are incommensurable with other goods. Pluralism, then, is the view that there could be two goods that are not equally valuable, where neither is better than the other.

      One immediate implication of pluralism is that there could be conflicts among values that do not admit of a uniquely rational resolution. When goods are incommensurable, there is no answer concerning which one trumps; thus when one must choose between them, there is no uniquely rational moral perspective from which one could decide which is best. Pluralism holds that moral theory runs out, and we sometimes confront tragic choices.

      We now have a clear view of philosophical pluralism. It is fundamentally the rejection of commensurabilism, the monist’s central distinctive contention. Put positively, pluralism is the claim that some goods are incommensurable with others.

    

    
      Varieties of Pluralism

      It should come as no surprise that there are many varieties of philosophical pluralism. These varieties can be distinguished according to their different interpretations of incommensurability. Two broad categories suggest themselves: metaphysical and epistemological. Loosely put, in explaining incommensurability, metaphysical pluralists appeal to what values are, whereas epistemological pluralists appeal to what we know about values.

      Isaiah Berlin promoted a metaphysical pluralism. He regarded values as quasi-Platonic objects vying for instantiation in our lives, but without a unifying Form of The Good (Berlin 2002). We also count William James as a metaphysical pluralist, albeit of a kind that is opposed to Berlin.2 Whereas Berlin holds that goods are quasi-Platonic objects, James held that goods are psychological states. More precisely, according to James, the good is the satisfaction of desire. Yet James denies the homogeneity of desires; he holds that distinct desires can differ in kind and not only in degree. Hence on James’s view, there is value incommensurability: One’s desire for A can be different in kind from one’s desire for B.

      Contrast this metaphysical view with the epistemological version. Epistemological pluralism claims that some values are incommensurable with others because we are unable to commensurate them. Now, epistemological pluralism comes in two grades: strong and modest. The strong grade treats incommensurability as epistemically intrinsic; our epistemic powers, even in full development, are not sufficient to commensurate all goods. The relations between certain goods are epistemically closed to us. Hence strong epistemological pluralism is a form of skepticism concerning the rational resolvability of value conflict (perhaps derived by way of cynical induction or from the fact of peer disagreement).3 Consider next the modest variant of epistemological pluralism. It claims that given the current state of moral knowledge, we are unable to commensurate all goods. The modest view says only that we currently know of no means of reasonably resolving all value conflict. On both epistemological views, the moral explananda outstrip our moral theories, and thus our moral knowledge is incomplete. The views differ on the question of whether this is a permanent feature of our moral epistemology. The strong view says yes; the modest view does not.

      Two further taxonomic points deserve emphasis. First, strong epistemological pluralism is consistent with metaphysical pluralism. In fact, a metaphysical value pluralist is likely to embrace the strong epistemological view, holding that value ontology explains and predicts the intrinsic indeterminacy of certain conflicts. Indeed, the two may support each other: Metaphysical pluralism explains the epistemic indeterminacy, and the epistemic indeterminacy serves as evidence for the heterogeneous value ontology.

      Second, modest epistemological pluralists must be quietists about the metaphysics of value. They must not reject the claims of the metaphysical pluralist, but rather merely decline to accept them.4 Similarly, the modest epistemological view refuses the core of strong epistemological pluralism; again, the modesty of the view consists in its quietism on the deeper epistemological and metaphysical issues. Yet this modesty is not evasion; the modest epistemological pluralist asserts that moral knowledge is not yet sufficiently developed to warrant bolder claims about the nature and epistemology of value. Epistemological modesty means that one does not speak to things about which one does not have sufficient grounds.

    

    
      Pluralism and Pragmatism

      We turn next to pragmatism. Of course, any statement of what pragmatism is will be controversial. Hopefully it will not invite too much trouble to say that pragmatism is a naturalism that takes human practices of inquiry to be fundamental.5 Peirce of course proposed as the first rule of philosophy the maxim “do not block the way of inquiry”; subsequent pragmatists have followed suit in ways too complicated to rehearse here. Typically, the focus on practices leads to other recognizably pragmatist commitments, including fallibilism, experimentalism, collective problem-solving, and ontological parsimony.

      Pragmatists obviously must reject metaphysical pluralism. This is clearest in the case of Berlin’s quasi-Platonist ontology; no pragmatist should embrace a metaphysics that countenances entities of the kind required by Berlinian pluralism.6 Yet pragmatists must also reject Jamesian pluralism. James’s view presupposes a phenomenalism that is as metaphysically objectionable as quasi-Platonism. More importantly, James’s phenomenalism renders moral inquiry impossible. This is evident once we understand that morality is in certain respects a shared human project. If, as James alleges, the only thing that can be good is the satisfaction of desire (WWJ: 621), and desires are states of individual minds, then it is no wonder that James is silent when it comes to collective moral problems. He advises each to satisfy as many desires as possible, including those of others (WWJ: 623). However, a world with twenty desires satisfied cannot be better than a world with only ten desires satisfied, unless a world in which more desires are satisfied is a world in which there is more good. But the central premise of James’s pluralism is that desires are heterogeneous states with “no common character” (WWJ, 621); thus, the satisfaction of a greater number of desires does not cause there to be a greater quantity of good, only more goods. More good in the world is surely better than less good; but what is the value of there being more goods? So James’s prescription seems unmotivated. Indeed, it seems James cannot make any prescription concerning others.7

      As it favors metaphysical parsimony, epistemological pluralism should appeal to the pragmatist. However, the strong epistemological view is objectionable from the pragmatist perspective. The strong epistemological view affirms that certain limitations on human inquiry are insurmountable on the grounds that we have thus far been unable to surmount them. This is surely a block to inquiry of the kind that Peirce railed against.

      Furthermore, the strong epistemological pluralist must distinguish between value conflicts that cannot be resolved due to the limitations of our current resources, and those that are intrinsically irresolvable. And that distinction requires the strong epistemological pluralist to go beyond talking about moral epistemology and say something about the values themselves. Consequently, strong epistemological pluralism depends on metaphysical pluralism. To draw the knot: Pragmatists can’t be metaphysical pluralists, and one can be a strong epistemic pluralist only if one is also a metaphysical pluralist; therefore, pragmatists can’t be strong epistemological pluralists, either.

      This leaves modest epistemological pluralism. Note that it is indeed a pluralism because it does not affirm what monism must affirm: All goods are commensurable. Note that monism contends that this is a conceptual truth; commensurability is a necessary condition for being a good. Modest epistemological pluralism rejects this insofar as it affirms that there is no contradiction in claiming that A and B are both goods, though incommensurable. But modest epistemological pluralists can say little beyond this. Their claim is that our moral knowledge is underdeveloped, and that this calls for further inquiry, even with respect to cases that seem intractable. Yet modest epistemological pluralists also recognize the possibility that inquiry could lead us to adopt a more robust form of pluralism, or even a version of monism. Accordingly, the modest epistemological view is clearly consistent with any version of pragmatism rooted in human practices of inquiry. It is moreover metaphysically parsimonious, and also a comfortable fit with fallibilism, experimentalism, and the application of collective intelligence to shared problems.

      Therefore, pragmatists can be pluralists after all. However, pragmatists need not embrace pluralism. Moreover, there is nothing in modest epistemological pluralism that is distinctively pragmatist. This latter point will no doubt sour contemporary classicalists who think of pluralism as a uniquely pragmatist insight. In any case, our aim at present has been only to argue that there is a pluralism that is consistent with pragmatism, and any pluralism more robust than the modest epistemological variety is unavailable to the pragmatist.

    

    
      Elaborating Modest Epistemological Pluralism

      It has long been an ambition of pluralists to devise an entailment from pluralism to attractive social norms such as toleration, open-mindedness, inclusion, and so on. The ambition is doomed from the start: One cannot derive a conclusion about what is valuable from a thesis about what values are. Any attempt to forge the entailment will commit an is/ought error.8 Nonetheless, we contend that although the prized entailment cannot be forged, modest epistemological pluralism provides a basis for adopting such commitments that other pluralisms cannot quite muster.

      Modest epistemological pluralism holds that our moral knowledge is incomplete, and for all we know, it could be completed with further inquiry. It therefore holds open the possibility of both moral progress and progress in moral philosophy. Hence modest epistemological pluralism thus has a conative component; in inquiry, we strive for something we are not sure can be realized. And this striving is fueled by the realization that we presently do not have adequate knowledge. Though it does not require it, modest epistemological pluralism engenders a kind of epistemic humility that rides alongside its exhortation for further inquiry. And this humility is a natural cognitive counterpart to social and moral commitments to familiar understandings of toleration, open-mindedness, diversity, inclusion, and the rest. That is, modest epistemic pluralism gives us a reason to adopt these norms.

      The connection between epistemic humility and the norms of toleration and open dialogue is not difficult to see. If one is epistemically humble, one’s humility is compromised by acknowledging a constellation of facts about one’s cognitive life:


      
        I am fallible. I am cognitively dependent. I must rely on others to be reliable in providing me with information. I do not have all the facts. My assessment of the connections between pieces of information is fallible. Many others rationally and sincerely disagree with me on many things. In the midst of dialogue, I can correct the errors of others, and they, my errors. I may be wrong about many things, and dialogue with others is an excellent means of making the requisite corrections.

      

      
Given cognitive dependence, widespread disagreement, and fallibility, a sound policy would be for people to share information, to weigh reasons together, and to maintain open dialogue amid disagreement. Further, given the fact that much information gathering should be performed under uncompromised circumstances, we should allow others broad latitude to conduct their experiments in living. And finally, dialogue between views must be as open as dialectically possible, allowing challenges and new considerations from all quarters. We want to live as best as we can, and that requires knowing something about value, nature, and human life. In order to know these things, we must live together in an open society.

      Consider how one’s cognitive aims would be frustrated were open society norms to fail. Imagine yourself living in a society where no one is allowed to question certain ideas. You may find yourself holding firmly to those enforced ideas, but you would see your own beliefs as formed by social pressure rather than by evidence. Or imagine yourself living in a society where information is strictly controlled so that certain ‘dangerous ideas’ can never receive any articulation or support; you may indeed reject the dangerous ideas, but still you would worry that the wool is being pulled over your eyes. Epistemic humility and a companion that we might call earnestness—the desire to believe the truth and follow the best reasons—dovetail with the norms of tolerance, diversity, and dialogue.9 Modest epistemic pluralism does have a normative payoff, but importantly, it is because of its modest epistemic component, not its pluralism.

      By contrast, the other varieties of pluralism cannot offer positive reasons to adopt such norms. There is no reason why metaphysical pluralism would provide a motivation for toleration. The fact that value-objects are irreducibly many could just as plausibly underwrite a Schmittean commitment to authoritarianism (Schmitt 1976). The strong epistemological view says that we are irremediably stuck with value conflicts. Again, this view offers comfort to the authoritarian, who could conclude that when values clash, one should simply eliminate the conflict by eliminating one of the opposed values.

      Of course, this is not to say that proponents of the other pluralisms are precluded from appreciating the values of open-mindedness, diversity, and inclusion. The point rather is that since their pluralism is fully compatible with authoritarianism, it cannot be the source of these commitments. To repeat, modest epistemological pluralism certainly does not entail that we must be tolerant, inclusive, and open-minded appreciators of diversity. But as a call for inquiry, it does contain a need for particular cognitive attitudes—including epistemic humility and earnestness—that encourage the adoption of attractive social commitments. It provides not an entailment, but an encouragement.

    

    
      The Difference: Prospects for Pragmatist Pluralism

      We have argued that modest epistemic pluralism is a form of pluralism because it declines to affirm what monism must affirm; modest epistemic pluralism passively rejects the sine qua non of monism (Price 2011: 258). To repeat, the modest epistemic pluralist holds that some value conflicts resist a single rational resolution because they involve goods that we do not know how to commensurate, but she remains quietist with regard to both the ontology of value and the permanence of the epistemic indeterminacy. The monist, by contrast, must see the inability to identify a single rational resolution to a value conflict as a kind of failure that is remediable, at least in principle.

      Now the challenge for the pragmatist who adopts modest epistemological pluralism is to identify some practical upshot of pluralism, for pragmatism holds that unless some such upshot could be identified, the difference between (modest epistemological) pluralism and monism makes no difference.

      To heighten this challenge, consider again Mill’s On Liberty. To repeat, Mill is a monist about value, and in On Liberty, Mill proposes norms of dialogue, tolerance, and inquiry. These are precisely the kinds of norms proposed by the modest epistemic pluralist. Adopting a Jamesian tone, one may ask, what practical difference is there between modest epistemological pluralism and monism? We believe there is at least one key difference.

      The difference we have in mind concerns the possibility of tragic conflicts. A tragic conflict is one in which one does something wrong no matter what one does. Low-stakes cases of tragedy are common, as when one must tell a lie in order to keep a promise. High-stakes cases are thankfully less common, but no less easy to imagine. (Consider the conundrum presented in Sophie’s Choice.10) Importantly, what makes these cases tragic is not only that one cannot avoid wrongdoing, but also that seems to be no single and rational way to rank order the conflicting values; no matter what one does, one commits a wrong, and yet there’s no way to determine which wrong is the lesser.

      Moral experience leads us to the view that there are indeed tragic conflicts. Yet monist views must deny that any value conflict has a tragic structure. Commensurabilism entails that, for any value conflict, there is always a best thing to do. Again, for the monist, it is a conceptual truth that tragedy is merely apparent, emerging from our limitations, and not a feature of the moral life as such.

      As modest epistemological pluralists decline to assert commensurabilism, they needn’t explain away the moral experience of tragedy in that way. They can affirm the conceptual possibility of tragic conflict; accordingly, they can admit the broader conceptual possibility that our moral lives are irreparably vulnerable to circumstances of inescapable wrongdoing. This somewhat bleak, quasi-existentialist possibility is left open by modest epistemological pluralism, whereas monists must not only deny this possibility, but also hold that it is conceptually incoherent. Recall that the monist holds that if something is a value, then it must be a harmonious complement to every other value.

      We have formulated the key difference between modest epistemological pluralism and monism as turning on a conceptual matter. This might strike some pragmatists as too thin a difference to make a practical difference. But conceptual issues can have practical pay-offs, and we think this one does. Given what has been said, one can see that modest epistemological pluralism requires less revision of ordinary moral experience than monism involves. When it comes to moral experience, saving the appearances counts as a practical payoff. Further, unlike monism, modest epistemological pluralism does not begin from a conception of what value must look like in the final analysis; it thereby provides a kind of safeguard against false unities and syntheses among seemingly disparate values. But perhaps most important of all, in admitting the conceptual possibility of situations that are irremediably morally tragic, modest epistemological pluralism seems a positive inducement toward (though it does not entail) not only the epistemic modesty and earnestness discussed above, but also a measure of moral gentleness, generosity, consideration, and forgiveness in the face of the moral struggles of others.

    

    Notes

    1 The essay was published with critical replies from Michael Eldridge (2005); Cheryl Misak (2005); Henry Jackman (2005); and John Lysaker and Michael Sullivan (2005). We replied to these essays in our 2005b. In the time following the original exchange, other critical replies have surfaced. See, for example: Ralston (2008); Rogers (2009a); Koopman (2009a); Dueck (2014); and J. Anderson (2015).

    2 Much hay has been made about this point in response to our 2005a, as it seems clear that James can be interpreted as a metaphysical pluralist, as can many other pragmatists. We can concede that many pragmatists have been (or can be interpreted as) pluralists without evacuating our original position, as our argument is not that pragmatists have not been or aren’t pluralists. Rather, our claim is that pluralism (in all but the variety we develop later) is inconsistent with pragmatism. That pragmatists have been inconsistent isn’t up for debate, and the regular reminder of it as a matter of historical display makes no philosophical headway. For a development of this point, see Aikin and Talisse (2011a: 6, 2011b: 33–34). That this point has not been appreciated is clear in the replies from Eldridge (2005); Sullivan and Lysaker (2005); Ralston (2008); and Putnam (2011). Again, it’s not that pragmatists have not been pluralists, but whether they can consistently be pluralists. We have tried to clarify this last point in our 2005b and 2011b.

    3 This is Richard Gale’s interpretation of pragmatist ethics (1999, 2005, 2010, 2011). For replies to Gale on this point, see (Aikin and Talisse 2011b) and Aikin (2014).

    4 We cannot discuss the matter here, see our discussion of Price’s view of passive rejection (2011: 258) in Chapter 9.

    5 See our introduction to The Pragmatism Reader (Talisse and Aikin 2011: 4–5) for an account of how differences of emphasis on these two foci yield diverse research programs.

    6 See our case for this in our (Talisse and Aikin 2005a: 108).

    7 For a more complete case against the Jamesian pluralist ethical program, see Chapter 5.

    8 On this, see Talisse (2010a, 2010b, 2012a, 2015).

    9 For a more complete development of this line of argument from epistemic commitments to open society norms, see Aikin (2006); Talisse (2007, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c); Aikin and Talisse (2014); and Chapter 14. In particular, if we see ourselves as having formed our beliefs under social conditions that determine what beliefs are acceptable, it undercuts our reflective endorsement of those beliefs. In many ways, this is what we, in Chapter 3, call the reflective endorsement test for the Method of Authority.

    10 See, for an early version of this line of argument, Cheryl Misak’s (2005) reply to our (Talisse and Aikin 2005a).
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The Ethics of Inquiry

    The thesis that scientific inquiry must operate within moral constraints is familiar and unobjectionable. This view usually extends to the commitments that inquirers should not falsify or fabricate evidence, they should avoid conflicts of interest, they must avoid (or at least minimize) harm to their research subjects, and so on. However, in Science, Truth, and Democracy (2001) and related work (1997), Philip Kitcher envisions a more controversial set of constraints. He argues that inquiry ought not be pursued in cases where the consequences of its pursuit are likely to affect negatively the lives of individuals who comprise a socially underprivileged group. This constraint is controversial because it imposes moral obligations upon scientific inquirers that they do not have as moral agents generally.1 That is, whereas the familiar prohibitions against the violation of the rights of experimental subjects, for example, amounts to extending the general prohibition on harming others to the laboratory, Kitcher argues that scientists incur in virtue of their role as scientists a set of distinctive moral obligations with regard to individuals belonging to underprivileged groups. In this way, Kitcher is proposing an autonomous ethics of inquiry rather than arguing for the extension of familiar moral obligations to scientific inquiry. In this regard, we see Kitcher’s program here as an instance of the longstanding pragmatist view that practical considerations bear on theoretical programs; and in this case, Kitcher’s view is that practical reasons direct research programs regarding whether some questions are likely to have salutary consequences or not.

    Much of Kitcher’s argument is directed squarely at sociobiological and psychometric research concerning the native abilities of the sexes and races. Kitcher’s “ambitious” conclusion against such inquiry is that “were we to recognize certain kinds of truths, the impact on some people would be to erode their sense of worth and make it difficult, even impossible, to frame a conception of their lives as valuable” (2001: 96). That is to say, the truth about some things will set no one free, and in such cases “free inquiry may be too dangerous to be tolerated” (1997: 280). His weaker conclusion is that given the political frame of these issues, we have no reason to embrace the Millian optimism that the truth will out. In fact, he claims, there is reason to believe such research, regardless of its conclusions, will most likely further entrench the standing prejudices.

    The question of what kinds of moral considerations, if any, should constrain scientific practice is so difficult and complex that it cannot be properly addressed in a single chapter or likely even a whole book. Accordingly, our objective at present is modest: We shall argue that Kitcher’s proposal is inadequate. Further, given that the issue of moral constraints on inquiry is especially pressing under contemporary social and political conditions, we propose a few guiding norms for the politics and communication of controversial scientific findings.2

    
      Kitcher’s View

      Kitcher begins with the observation that scientific investigation occurs within particular societies, and that most contemporary societies, if not all, are home to significant but remediable unjust inequalities with respect to the well-being of individuals. These inequalities range from economic disadvantage and lower-than-average life expectancy to restricted access to valuable opportunities and positions (2001: 96; 1997: 281). Following Kitcher, we shall call members of the group whose lives go considerably less well than justice allows the underprivileged, U for short. Kitcher asks us to suppose that a partial cause of the diminished quality of life for those in U is the belief, B, that those in U are naturally inferior to the rest of the population, and so are worthy of only a restricted range of educational and professional opportunities. Kitcher reasons that, since B generates injustice, a reduction in the number of persons who hold B, or in the degree of confidence with which persons hold B, is likely to increase justice in society. Kitcher asks us to suppose that until the recent past B was widely and strongly held, and so once exerted considerable influence on central political institutions and policies. Although B is now widely and officially repudiated, residual forms of it are manifest in the private attitudes and practices of various sectors of the population. We present these claims as follows:


      
        	There is an underprivileged class (U).

        	A partial cause for the lack of privilege for those in U is that the belief (B) that those in U are inferior was at a point in the recent past widely held.

        	Insofar as B is presently widely and officially repudiated, society has made moral progress; insofar as B is still present in residual forms and those in U suffer the consequences, there is room for further progress.

      

      
Now, imagine that there is a set of researchers investigating whether B is true. Specifically, they are testing the hypothesis that “people with a particular characteristic (call it C) are naturally less well-suited for a particular role (call it R)” (2001: 97). The research program of an area of science S promises to yield evidence with regard to B. So:


      
        	4. Science S can yield evidence for or against B.

      

      
But because of B’s political implications, S operates under what Kitcher calls political asymmetry. That is, as a social and psychological fact, people are in general doxastically conservative—they seek to retain their current beliefs. So, with regard to evidence that supports their beliefs, they attend carefully to it and it strengthens their belief. Alternatively, they tend to ignore or dismiss countervailing evidence, and hence such evidence has little doxastic impact. Thus if S yields even modest evidence in favor of B, B will become more openly and widely held, the general attitude toward those with C will worsen, and injustice will increase (2001: 97; 1997: 281). However, if S yields even strong evidence for the negation of B, there will be minimal further eradication of B and thus no significant moral progress. So:


      
        	5. If S yields even modest evidence in favor of B, recently achieved moral progress will be partially undone.

        	6. If S yields even strong evidence contrary to B, no significant moral progress will follow.

      

      
Given the causal connection between B’s being widespread and the suffering of those in U, it seems clear that if recently achieved moral progress with regard to U is undone, those with C will suffer. And if no additional progress is made in the form of further eradication of B from the population, then those with C are not helped, either. So:


      
        	7. If acceptance of B increases, the quality of life for those in U will be further reduced.

        	8. Without significant eradication of the residues of B, there will be no notable improvement in quality of life for those in U.

      

      
Kitcher notes a further psychological fact that complicates the matter, namely, that we often take ourselves to have more support for our beliefs than we in fact have. That is, in general, beliefs are subject to what Kitcher calls epistemic asymmetry (2001: 97; 1997: 282). With regard to B, this asymmetry yields the following result:


      
        	9. Those that hold B assign to it a higher probability of truth than reliable methods would warrant, and they will correspondingly deflate the probability of the truth of the negation of B.

      

      
Consequently, unless S yields evidence against B that is clear, powerful, and easily translated into terms that can be readily understood by the population at large, there will be no significant headway in eradicating B’s residua. As the current results of most research in the biological and psychological sciences are cast in a precise and technical vocabulary that presumes a high degree of mathematical and other forms of sophistication, we may conclude that research in S cannot make significant progress in furthering justice with regard to U by furthering the eradication of B. So:


      
        	10. Research in S cannot make significant strides in eradicating B’s being widely held.

      

      
What follows, then, is:


      
        	11. Research in S cannot further social justice by effecting notable improvement of the lives of those in U.

      

      
Importantly, when the political and epistemic asymmetries are coupled with the moral consequences of B becoming more widely and strongly held, research in S places those with C in U in positive danger. Kitcher captures the conclusion as follows:


      
        If the issues surrounding the impact of having C are confusing or complicated, and if the bias towards overestimating the support for an anti-egalitarian answer is sufficiently strong, then the underprivileged are indeed threatened by the pursuit of S.

        (2001: 97)

      

      
Thus, if S yields complex or inconclusive evidence concerning B, the existing bias in favor of B will yield a marked increase of public support for B. There is, then, “no change of any genuine benefit for the underprivileged.… [T]he expected utility of pursuing S is… clearly negative” (2001: 98). Inquiry in S regarding B, then, should not be pursued. So:


      
        	12. Research in S will lead to a worsening of the quality of life for those in U; thus research in S is morally unjustifiable, and should not be pursued.

      

      
These conditions obtain, Kitcher argues, in cases where those in U are women and those traits in C are those uncontroversially biological traits possessed only by women, and the R-roles are those of privilege and prominence. They also obtain where those in U are those in minority groups in Western countries—African-Americans in the US, West Indians in UK, and immigrants from Northern Africa and the Near East in most European nations (2001: 98).

      The upshot is that research concerning, for example, the Bell Curve thesis, is immoral, even if the proposed research promises to debunk it. It is important to emphasize that the immorality consists not in the research’s likely conclusions, or how experimental subjects are treated, or even the motives of those who pursue such investigations. Rather, such inquiry is immoral because under the abovementioned political and epistemic conditions, it can be expected only to further existing injustice by placing the underprivileged in harm’s way.

    

    
      A Criticism

      We trust that the foregoing sketch will suffice to show that Kitcher has developed a sophisticated pragmatic view of the moral constraints to which scientific inquiry is subject under the political conditions that obtain in most contemporary developed societies. In a parallel pragmatic spirit, we would like to raise two general lines of criticism. The first targets the broadly consequentialist character of Kitcher’s argument; the second aims more generally at the project of indexing the moral obligations of inquirers to the contingent demographic facts of particular societies.

      We begin with the uncontroversial observation that consequentialist arguments must be based upon comparative judgments concerning not only the expected outcome of pursuing some action, but also that of other possible actions, including acts of omission. In light of this, it is odd that Kitcher does not consider the expected result of not pursuing inquiry concerning B. Leaving these consequences out of the analysis severely skews the considerations that Kitcher proffers. This is especially apparent once it is recognized that the moral requirement of refraining from B- related research amounts to the obligation to leave research on race to the racists and research on sex-related differences in ability to the sexists. This is due not only to the fact the racists and sexists may be indifferent to particular moral arguments concerning their views, but also to the fact that part of what it is to be a racist or sexist is to deny that inequities of opportunity and privilege for women or persons of color constitute injustice.3 That is, according to the racist and sexist, the unequal status of women and persons of color that prevailed until the recent past is morally proper, and the extent to which beliefs like B are receding is the extent to which society is unjust.

      To explain: To claim that persons in some demographic group are under-privileged is not simply to note the sociological fact of an unequal distribution of wealth, opportunity, and the like; rather, it is to judge that the inequality is unjust, that the persons in that group are getting less than they deserve by way of social goods or perhaps more than they deserve by way of social burdens. The judgment that some group or individual is under-privileged is therefore partly a judgment about desert. However, given the state of play in the argument, the question of what women and persons of color deserve is partly a question of ability. But this is precisely the question that the racists and sexists aim to investigate and challenge: they aim to show that social inequalities are generated by native differences in ability and thus are not unjust.4 Accordingly, racist and sexist scientists can accept Kitcher’s argument and yet pursue the kinds of inquiry Kitcher seeks to prohibit because they reject Kitcher’s view regarding which groups are underprivileged.5

      Thus Kitcher’s argument can persuade only those who are not racist or sexist to forego B-related research. Consequently, an outcome of Kitcher’s view is that only racists and sexists will pursue race- and sex-related research. Yet surely this state of affairs would exacerbate existing epistemic and political asymmetries concerning B. That is, if only racists are doing the research, then presumably the majority of the reports on the research in S would be in support of B.6 Given that B is subject to both political and epistemic asymmetries, we would find that whatever moral progress we have made would be undone with the same kind of reversion that Kitcher argued would come if S yielded support for B in 5. If that is the case, then those in U are most certainly put in harm’s way. So:


      
        	13. If research in S is taken to be morally unjustifiable, then only those who do not care for moral justification at all or those who reject the proposed determination of the membership of U will pursue S.

      

      
To simplify, let us call those who will persist in pursuing the research Kitcher seeks to restrict the racists. Hence, we infer:


      
        	14. If the racists are the only ones doing work in S, then most research in S will support B.

        	15. Consequently, the remaining research in S will lead to lowered quality of life for those in U.

      

      
The thought here is that if left unchecked, racist and sexist science and pseudoscience threatens to undermine whatever moral progress had been made in eliminating B. We can sustain and perhaps augment that level of moral achievement only if there are mainstream and level-headed answers to racist arguments and scientific research aimed at debunking supposed evidence for beliefs like B.7

      Even granting Kitcher’s central premises, once the expected consequences of refraining from the kinds of inquiry he deems immoral are countenanced, a strong case against Kitcher’s constraints emerges. But consider a likely rejoinder. It could be argued that there is a further consequence of Kitcher’s view that mitigates the above argument, namely, that public knowledge and policy will come to reflect the view that research in S is morally repugnant and politically beyond the pale. That is, Kitcher’s view would generate a moral onus that hangs over those who persist with such research or use the conclusions of such research in public deliberation. Further, this onus is the reason why most researchers may begin to neglect the program and why its conclusions are disallowed from public deliberation. So, Kitcher’s view, if widely adopted, can be expected to generate a public that is committed to the following:


      
        	16. Research in S is not to be countenanced, not because it fails to be indicative of what is true, but because it is morally reprehensible to pursue S’s program or consider data from it.

      

      
But thoughts such as 16 lead to a kind of epistemic backlash where those who hold B or some residuum of it become suspicious that the popular conception of the matter is more an institutional requirement than a moral one, that the egalitarian party line is being taken as more important than the truth. Insofar as such politically prudential reasons are given for them to no longer proffer B as a public reason for policy, they will grow suspicious that the truth about B is being legislated instead of inquired into. The backlash consists in taking this as a case where ideology steps in to conceal uncomfortable truths (Kitcher 2001: 105). The prejudices concerning B can be bolstered and buttressed by such requirements, because those who espouse and pursue research supporting B take themselves to be and present themselves as playing Galileo to a politically correct bishop of Padua. So:


      
        	17. If research in S is shunned in popular opinion, then the moral progress noted in 3 is jeopardized.

      

      
What follows, then, is:


      
        	18. If results from S are banned (or informally publicly debarred), then those in U are put at risk of lowered quality of life.

      

      
Kitcher concedes that this consequence of backlash looms for programs banned or even ones from whom funding is merely withdrawn. But he maintains that “these gloomy reflections do not touch the argument that the research under scrutiny is unjustified” (2001: 106). Yet it is unclear, now, given the expected consequences of barring B-related research, that pursuing it is so objectionable. The dilemma is that if S is pursued, then it is likely that either its results will refute B, but be too complicated for popular understanding, or else support B. If the former, it will not have any effect on changing the public attitude toward B (even though it refutes B), and if the latter, it will weigh public opinion heavily in B’s favor. As a consequence, if B-related research is pursued, then those in U will either have no improvement or be adversely affected. So pursuing B-related inquiry is unlikely to improve the lot of those in U and is very likely to worsen their standing. But as we have argued, refraining from pursuing or barring such research guarantees the reversion into previous injustice and thus ensures a worsening of the well-being of those in U. In refusing to do the requisite research or debunk the theories, the scientists forego the social process of public scrutiny and criticism that stands to eliminate biases behind injustice.8 Although it is admittedly not without risks of the sort Kitcher has identified, pursuing S seems the better option. Thus, these “gloomy reflections” surely do touch Kitcher’s argument. In fact, they overturn it.

      Consequentialist arguments are notoriously adaptive. We suppose, then, that Kitcher might be able to meet the foregoing objections by adding additional stipulations that can accommodate our intuitions concerning the consequences of not pursuing B-related research. But even if we suppose that there could be a successful revision of this sort, there remains a more general difficulty with Kitcher’s approach.

      The difficulty we have in mind concerns the very project of indexing an ethics of inquiry to the political and epistemic conditions that prevail in a particular society. The problem is that whereas the epistemic and political asymmetries tend to respect national borders, the results of scientific research programs do not. Kitcher’s argument that it is wrong to pursue B-related research in societies where the relevant asymmetries hold open the possibility that research that is morally forbidden in one society could be allowed in another. Further, given the presumption that science policy should follow the moral requirement to further justice, it allows for the outcome that research that is morally forbidden in one society could be morally required in another. To see this, imagine a society whose major political institutions and practices are as yet directed by racist and sexist views, but is nonetheless not subject to the political and epistemic asymmetries Kitcher has specified. We might further suppose that the racism and sexism of this society is generated by the wide acceptance of empirical research that supports such views, and that members of this society hold their racist and sexist views because they believe that the best scientific evidence supports them. Under such conditions, it would be the case that scientific refutation of the racist and sexist theories is necessary for even the possibility of social improvement. Surely in such a society such research would be not merely permissible; it may be positively required by justice.

      However, beliefs such as B are true or false regardless of which society or scientific community inquires into them, and the news regarding scientific research and the results of current experiments has a habit of crossing geographical, national, and political borders. The border-crossing tendency of science is, on the whole, a good thing—it makes for an efficient division of scientific labor, and thus produces the great benefits that come with sharing information and combining epistemic resources. It is this aspect of science that frustrates Kitcher’s ethics of inquiry. Research regarding sex- and race-related differences that would be on Kitcher’s argument immoral to pursue in, say, the United States could be morally permissible elsewhere; and the results of such research will surely reach interested parties in the United States. Accordingly, the negative effects of B-related research for U are not avoided by the moral constraints implied by Kitcher’s argument, since those constraints are generated by relatively local considerations.

      We can generalize the point in this way. Questions of social justice with regard to historically underprivileged social groups are by necessity indexed to particular societies. It is the business of states to enact what social justice demands. When it comes to science, however, the story is quite different. The moral result sought by Kitcher requires a global ethics of inquiry; however, his arguments derive from the historical and sociological facts of a specific society, and so generate constraints in inquiry that are particular to that society. In short, the strategy of appealing to local factors in order to achieve a global result cannot succeed.

    

    
      Kitcher’s Moderated View

      Kitcher’s view may be moderated so as to deflect some of our criticisms. In his 2007 reply to our criticisms, Kitcher concedes that our strong interpretation of his view is “quite mad” (2007: 666), but he holds that a weaker version of the view is immune to our critical line. However, we believe Kitcher’s more refined line is still vulnerable to our original criticisms.

      Kitcher’s moderated view holds that there are some cases of difference research that have the requisite asymmetries for the argument to be sufficient, not that all cases are subject to this reasoning. Recall that our main critical argument was that in many cases, the expected disutility of not doing the research was equal to or exceeded the expected disutility of pursuing the research, given the observed epistemic and political asymmetries. Our main line of criticism was a simple counter-example, and so with the weakened line (of all to some) Kitcher seems to have blocked this criticism. Kitcher now concedes our counter-examples, but he holds that his argument addresses instances where the disutility of not performing the research is lower or nil:


      
        So I thought that the consequences of omission were being considered, that they were the status quo, and that the appropriate utility was 0.

        (2007: 667)

      

      
And so, now, the matter is not whether the asymmetry argument applies to all cases of B-related inquiry, but to the relevant class of some where the baseline of omission is by hypothesis less than that of performing the research.

      Kitcher’s first argument is that our expectation that others, whom we termed the racists and sexists, would take up difference research if those moved by the asymmetry argument do omit such programs, is not plausible. His reasoning is that research opportunities are in fact unique; consequently, it is highly unlikely that someone else will do the research you omit doing, because they don’t have the same research opportunities you have. He writes,


      
        There are many occasions on which scientists have unique opportunities to pursue a line of research: they have special access to a particular population in which they could collect data, and if they forego the opportunity to generate the statistics, nobody else will.

        (2007: 667)

      

      
This point is correct—often if one researcher omits pursuing a line of research, it is unlikely that another will come along and in short order pursue that exact same line. But this is not the relevant contrast class for omission we are considering. The matter regards research about the contents of belief B, which is of a class, one that is pursued by many instances of research by many people. The matter is not that a particular research program with unique populations and singular data points will or will not be pursued by another, but that if the researchers moved by Kitcher’s arguments forego their programs in the relevant domain, the only others working in the area are those not moved by the argument.

      Put in a different way, our point is that if one cedes the field with regard to the domain (and a domain with all the identified asymmetries), the only ones doing research in that domain will be those whose results will most certainly have the worst effects. To this point, Kitcher introduces a rider to his requirement that one forego difference research. He writes,


      
        On my account, her correct choice to refrain from pursuing the research itself, while committing herself to responding to any such biased research that may ensue. Nothing in my approach interferes with the thought that scientists have an obligation to engage in methodological critiques of biased research.

        (2007: 668 emphasis added)

      

      
The rider seems reasonable, but it arguably breaks Kitcher’s rule. Critique of the methods of difference research will also be subject to the asymmetries under which the first-order matters with regard to B suffered. In fact, it seems that without being actively involved in rebutting active research as opposed to merely undercutting methodological critique, such resolutions guarantee both epistemically and politically asymmetric response. Unless it’s imperative that one weigh in on issues despite asymmetries, Kitcher’s case against research bears equally on his case for critique.

      Notice that our line of argument here has only been to apply Kitcher’s asymmetry argument consistently, not to challenge it head-on. Others have taken this more robust line against Kitcher. According to this line of critique, Kitcher’s view manifests a kind of pessimism about public argument and information-sharing, specifically, that given epistemic and political asymmetries, open inquiry will not lead to truth, but to entrenched prejudice. The optimistic rejoinder to Kitcher’s pessimism is that only with the free exchange of reasons and research can the asymmetries be identified, criticized, and overcome (as argued by Wray 2001; Eigi 2012). In fact, the exchange of information and critique of the asymmetries as popular prejudice or unjustified presumption is effective in challenging them. At the most optimistic end of this response, Lawrence Torcello argues that, in fact, scientific findings are unique in this regard, as “the scientific process is particularly adept at identifying and neutralizing influence of ideological bias” (2014: 10).

      Our argument need not embrace that strong optimistic response to Kitcher; we are rather proposing a more modest program, one that even concedes that some asymmetries may be resistant to even the especially well-run studies on the target belief and public misrepresentation of data about it. Our view is that even if the moderate and strong optimistic views are untenable, the pessimistic turn to forego difference-research is not justified. And our reason remains the same: The expected consequences of omission are too often too costly, and Kitcher’s own rider to the prohibition bears this out.

      We have not provided a positive program in the place of Kitcher’s directives. One positive norm we think is worth highlighting is one regarding the communication of research in asymmetric domains.9 In particular, we think it is important to highlight not only issues at hand but also the asymmetries that bear on them. This is in the spirit of the Millian hope that by making matters explicit, we can overcome the challenges of the asymmetries. However, we do not believe that the optimistic consequences are likely, only that we might obstruct the worst consequences of epistemic backlash to curtailed inquiry.10

    

    
      The Very Idea of an Ethics of Inquiry

      Thus far, we have pursued two lines of criticism against Kitcher’s proposal and its modified version. Both lines of argument have been directed at Kitcher’s means rather than his ends; that is, we presumed the soundness of Kitcher’s ends and tried to demonstrate the inadequacy of his proposal to achieve them. This presumption is not uncontroversial. We close by raising two concerns regarding Kitcher’s ends.

      The project of developing an ethics of scientific inquiry is similar to the project of developing an ethics of individual action in that both require the identification of some discrete entity to serve as the object of moral evaluation. In the case of standard ethical theories, this entity is the act, the intention to act, or sometimes the person; in the case of an ethics of inquiry, it is the research program. To be sure, there is controversy among philosophers over what acts, intentions, and persons are. Yet such controversies do not normally obstruct ethical theorizing since there seems to be a sufficient degree of agreement at the commonsense level over when a person can be said to have acted or intended and when not. However, the case is not so clear when it comes to parsing scientific research programs. Consider, for example, an epidemiologist pursuing a new treatment for sickle-cell anemia. Is this scientist engaging in a race-related research program of the sort covered by Kitcher’s argument? Or again, is a psychologist investigating patterns of cognitive development among boys for the purpose of developing new strategies for dealing with childhood behavioral disorders acting immorally?

      This kind of question becomes especially thorny if we accept even a modest version of confirmation holism. Suppose that in the course of pursuing research related to the treatment of attention deficit disorder, our psychologist unwittingly discovers some fact or principle that, when considered in the context of the findings of an otherwise unrelated and seemingly innocent research program in evolutionary biology, implicitly bears upon B. Does this render the psychologist’s research immoral? Does it render the program in evolutionary biology immoral as well? Does a third scientist who makes explicit the connection between the two findings and their relevance to B act immorally?

      Given the possibility of such cases, what conclusion are we to draw? The fact that research programs are not easily parsed into discrete categories such as “race-related” and “not race-related” complicates greatly the very project of developing an autonomous ethics of inquiry. More importantly, given even a modest confirmation holism, it seems that any research program, no matter how distant it may appear from issues of race and sex, may produce results that nonetheless bear significantly upon B. Furthermore, whether a given research program is likely to produce results that bear significantly on B in part depends upon what other researchers are working on and what the likely results of their research will be. The result, then, seems to be that, on Kitcher’s view, all scientific research is potentially suspect and all researchers have the responsibility to consider the possible consequences of their inquiries vis-à-vis B. Such evaluations are extremely difficult to make with confidence under the best circumstances; moreover, if a more robust confirmation holism is true, they may be impossible.

      Hence Kitcher’s view does not simply amount to a moral prohibition on research that is overtly directed toward race- and sex-related differences in ability. It results rather in a requirement to subject all research to moral evaluation. Given the difficulty, if not impossibility, of calculating the likely consequences of some proposed research, this seems an unduly demanding moral burden.

      Of course, to demonstrate that a proposed moral obligation is highly demanding is not to demonstrate that no such obligation exists. The demandingness of Kitcher’s proposal occasions our second point of concern. Bernard Williams long ago raised a compelling criticism against consequentialism that focused upon the kind of person consequentialist theories require us to become. More specifically, Williams argued that consequentialist theories in general and utilitarianism in particular could not assign the proper moral weight to long term moral commitments, what Williams called “projects” (Smart and Williams 1963: 110).

      Kitcher’s view invites the analogue of Williams’s critique. Scientific research programs require ex ante commitments of personal, institutional, and financial resources. Contemporary research programs often involve the coordination over many years of several researchers working in different sub-fields and in different locations.11 Long-term commitment is necessary for effective science. However, Kitcher’s view requires scientists to subject their inquiries to perpetual moral evaluation based upon the likely consequences for particular social groups of seeing the research to its conclusion. As we have seen, the relevant consequences are partly determined by a range of contingent facts, including facts about what other researchers are doing and the degree to which the general public is subject to the kind of asymmetries Kitcher has identified.

      These factors, including a population’s epistemic attitudes, are prone to short-run fluctuation. It seems, then, that Kitcher’s moral scientist, like Williams’s utilitarian, will have to monitor these factors regularly (daily? monthly?) and adjust his activities accordingly. But this means that Kitcher’s scientist cannot commit to a long-term research program, for research that may be permissible today could prove impermissible tomorrow. The consequence is that contemporary science, much of which proceeds by way of long-term research agendas, is hobbled. In this way, Kitcher’s ethics of inquiry threatens to render contemporary science impracticable. This is clearly an unacceptable result, but it seems unavoidable if one adopts with Kitcher the aim of morally prohibiting research into particular questions for the sake of furthering specific social ends.

      We noted earlier the importance of the issues Kitcher has addressed. It is reasonable to expect that the question of the nature of the moral constraints appropriate to scientific inquiry will become increasingly pressing in the coming years, as we find more arenas in which moral reflection is necessary as the sciences continue to advance. It is a hallmark of pragmatism that practical reasoning is relevant to theoretical programs, and Kitcher’s proposals are pragmatist in the spirit we endorse despite our disagreement over the details. It is worth making sure we have not lost sight of this core pragmatist aspiration that inquiry is spurred by troubled practice and is in the service of furthering our practical ends. And it is in this spirit of practical deliberation about consequences in particular that we have pursued our critical line and our suggestions about norms of communication.

    

    Notes

    1 One could imagine a view according to which one is morally obligated at all times to act so as to not worsen the lot of underprivileged social groups. As far as we know, no one has proposed such a view, and we strongly suspect that any such a view would face insurmountable difficulties.

    2 The critical attention Kitcher has received for Science, Truth, and Democracy has come mainly from fellow philosophers of science, such as Brad Wray (2001) and Helen Longino (2001). Contemporary work in ethics and political philosophy rarely engages directly the issues Kitcher has addressed. We think the lack of cross-over work is unfortunate.

    3 Many forms of racism and sexism are morally blind insofar as they are accompanied by a wholesale rejection of moral considerations relevant to race and sex. Such moral blindness is usually accompanied by an epistemic blindness, by which we mean a wholesale disregard for epistemic considerations with regard to beliefs about race and sex. Thus the blind racists and sexists may be disregarded, since their blindness to the evidence means that they are not subject to the asymmetries Kitcher identifies. However, many prevalent forms of racism and sexism are not blind in this way; sophisticated racists and sexists are sensitive to moral and epistemic considerations, but hold that both support their views. Sophisticated racists hold that persons of color are decidedly not under-privileged, believing instead that they are over privileged and that it is primarily white males that suffer in the form of unjust policies such as affirmative action. See the interviews in Carol Swain and Russ Nieli, eds. (2002).

    4 As noted by Michael Levin (1997).

    5 Many who pursue race- and sex-related research do so precisely because they see the social status quo as offering to undeserving groups special advantages, thereby under privileging white males; see Levin’s Why Race Matters (1997). Christina Hoff Sommers argues in The War Against Boys (2001) that existing inequalities in public education in America constitute injustice to boys and young men.

    6 We take it that this is a plausible assumption for two reasons. First, on Kitcher’s own notions of epistemic and political asymmetries with regard to B, those who hold it will be more likely to take B to be well-supported and take evidence running contrary to be misleading. Researchers holding B, then, will have such asymmetries at work when regarding their own data. Second, research in social psychology has shown that groups operating without serious intellectual confrontation with those who disagree tend to become more extreme and more confident in their commitments. This research is canvassed in Sunstein (2003).

    7 Claim 3 seems to be the central point of conflict for Kitcher’s argument. The moral progress with regard to racism and sexism is in part posited on a set of results that have set the society on the right moral track. Presumably, the moral progress is partly the result of successful efforts to debunk racist and sexist theories. As a consequence, Kitcher’s argument relies on the established progress of research in S for the conclusion that further research in S is morally retrograde. It seems odd that, at a certain point, the research that loosened the bonds for the underprivileged in society would suddenly be taken to tighten them. If the work in S has gotten the society to the point where B is widely repudiated, it would seem that the society needs more of the same. However, it may be noted that the racists, as a consequence of S’s progress, may not have the requisite funding or institutional status to pursue their research, and this may mitigate the consequences. (We thank Kristen Intemann for raising this point.) However, it seems unreasonable, given the stipulated asymmetries, to expect that those funding research or conferring status are literate with regard to or convinced by the previous debunking research in S. In fact, given the asymmetries, it seems likely that there will be sources of funding and positions of status given for the sake of rebutting the debunking literature. If this is the case, things look considerably bleaker.

    8 Brad Wray has argued on the basis of the requirement of challenging and utilizing bias in social scientific reasoning that the Millian ideal of free inquiry is attainable even when epistemic asymmetries are pervasive with respect to central issues (2001). When members of a community forego the Millian ideal, then, they not only forego the chance to challenge bias, but they themselves appear biased in a way that undermines their claims to legitimacy.

    9 Torcello calls this a position of “rhetorical asymmetry” (2011: 198), and he holds that researchers and journalists have unique duties given these. However, given Torcello’s Millian optimism, they are norms regarding clarity in dialogue, not that one must refrain or avoid dialogue or research.

    10 Aikin and Harbour (2010) delineate norms of education and communication in asymmetric circumstances (e.g., difference research, evolutionary biology) that accommodate the Kitcher thought that open-ended discussion regularly yields epistemically worse results.

    11 See Galison and Hevly, eds. (1992).
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Global Expressivism

    Is It Still Cool?

    Expressivism about any domain D is the view that statements that belong to D are properly understood not as fact-stating or representational but rather as expressive of some non-cognitive condition of the person making the statement. Almost everyone is an expressivist with regard to some domains. Consider humor. When someone declares, “That joke was hilarious!” it seems proper to understand her as expressing her amusement rather than reporting a fact or predicating the property of hilariousness to the joke. One might say that the declaration, “That joke was hilarious!” is just another way of laughing. When applied to the domain of humor-talk, expressivism is a mundane thesis. The interesting issues arise once we take up the question of which domains are properly understood as the expressivist proposes.

    Many of the philosophically interesting forms of expressivism reside in the normative areas of philosophy. In fact, by expressivism, philosophers typically mean expressivism about the domain of morality. One such expressivist view is emotivism.1 The emotivist claims that statements within the domain of morality are properly understood as expressions of the approving (or disapproving) attitudes of the person whose statements they are. Thus the hackneyed, but nevertheless accurate, example: according to the emotivist, when Jack declares that “murder is wrong,” he is to be understood as announcing “Boo, murder!” Another example of expressivism is prescriptivism.2 The prescriptivist about morality holds that statements within that domain are properly understood to express the speaker’s directives. Thus, according to the prescriptivist, when Jack declares that “murder is wrong,” he is not offering a representation of how things stand with murder; properly understood, he is saying, “Don’t murder!”

    Emotivism and prescriptivism are odd doctrines, and so one might wonder what could motivate them. In their traditional varieties at least, their central selling point is that they promise to preserve both the meaningfulness of moral statements and the intelligibility of our moral practices (including our practices of making moral statements), while eschewing any appeal to metaphysically unruly or “queer” entities, such as moral facts or properties (Mackie 1977). The traditional forms of expressivism represent attempts to save the moral appearances from the encroachment of the scientific and naturalist worldview, a worldview that seems to entail that there could be no entities, properties, or facts that moral statements could be responsive to.

    Unsurprisingly, the expressivist’s way of saving the appearances of morality has costs. As was already mentioned, traditional expressivism is a variety of non-cognitivism; expressivism about domain D holds that statements in D are not truth-apt. Moral expressivism, then, contends that as moral statements do not aspire to represent the way the world is, they are neither true nor false. The expressivist holds that although moral statements are often formulated as if they are attempts to state the facts, and thus appear as if they should be truth-evaluable, the grammar of moral statements is fundamentally misleading. Again, to return to the emotivist saw, the statement “murder is wrong” is properly understood as “Boo, murder”; the latter, though meaningful, is not an attempt to represent the world and does not have a truth value.

    Thus, expressivism involves the claim that there’s something systematically misleading about our everyday uses of moral language. Hence the expressivists’ attempt to save the appearances of morality doesn’t go all the way—some appearances are saved at the expense of others. Still, at the time these versions of expressivism arrived on the scene, this seemed a small price to pay. The alternatives in moral philosophy ranged from a crude Moral Realism and an untenable Intuitionism to a counterintuitive Error Theory and more radical forms of relativism and skepticism.3 That is to say, the nonexpressivist views seemed to be far worse.

    Moral expressivists conceded that even though their view could not capture the ways in which moral statements behave as if they are truth-apt, it nonetheless could preserve nearly everything else the person-on-the-street does by way of her moral thinking and language. But could it? One wonders how much of ordinary moral practice could survive in the face of the thesis that no moral statements are fact-stating. Indeed, one wonders how much first-personal moral thinking could proceed once one gives up on the idea that moral statements are truth-apt. To capture this worry, consider the line of argument now known as the “Frege-Geach Problem”: We certainly think that elementary inferences work when the premises include moral statements.4 That is, we think the inference from “all murders are wrong” and “Jack has committed a murder” to “Jack committed an act that is wrong” is valid. And we also think that its validity consists in the very same feature that makes any instance of an inference from “all A is P” and “x is an A” to “x is a P” valid. That is, the inference is valid because the form of the reasoning is such that the truth of the premises guarantee the truth of the conclusion. However, if statements in the domain of morality are given an expressivist gloss, this is an illusion. An inference can be valid only if the statements that compose it are truth-apt. That’s just what valid inference is—deduction that is non-accidentally truth preserving. Emotivists cannot make sense of moral reasoning, even of the most elementary kind, because there’s no truth to preserve between premises and conclusions. It turns out, then, that expressivism is highly revisionary of our most fundamental moral activities, namely reasoning about our actions. Insofar as its selling point was its capacity to preserve the appearances of everyday morality, emotivism seems to fail.

    Due to considerations like these, many concluded that expressivism should be abandoned. The aspiration then was to find some way of preserving the sense that moral discourse is not only meaningful but also truth-apt, without thereby inviting commitments to implausible metaphysical extravagances like distinctively moral facts or properties. Naturally, a wide variety of options has been proposed. But we need not survey them here. We are interested at present in examining a recent expressivist proposal that has been explicitly allied with pragmatism, what Huw Price (2011: 9ff.; 2013: 29ff.; 2013: Ch. 8) and others (Macarthur and Price 2007) have called global expressivism.

    Global expressivism begins with the following diagnosis. The trouble with traditional expressivism is its concession that some domains are fact-stating and truth-apt, while others (the ones suited for an expressivist analysis) are not. As the name of the doctrine suggests, global expressivism is the view that expressivism is the correct analysis for all domains. Put in a different way, global expressivism is the view that all assertions and declarative sentences are non-representational. This anti-representationalism is then combined with a variety of deflationism about truth, and the global expressivist result is cognitivism. That is, according to the global expressivist, non-representational statements—statements that do not state facts—can nonetheless be truth-apt. Global expressivism is also a cognitivism.

    In Price’s version of global expressivism, the truth-aptness of assertions and declarative sentences owes not to their representational content, but instead to the fact that there is a well-ordered discourse regarding their acceptability. Put otherwise, Price holds that statements in a domain are truth-apt in virtue of their being the potential foci of well-ordered disagreement; the fact that well-ordered disagreement over statements within a domain suffices for a cognitivist rendering of that domain. Price argues that this conception of cognitivism is consistent with an expressivism, provided that the latter is global. As it explains truth-aptness in terms of human practices, Price’s global expressivism is rightly considered to be some kind of pragmatism.5 The question we address in this chapter is whether Pricean global expressivism is a viable pragmatist option.

    We hold that Price’s view invites troubling counterexamples that together occasion a pincer argument against global expressivism. On the one hand, the view seems to be too wide: there are cases where well-ordered disagreement is possible with regard to statements that are not truth-apt. On the other hand, the view looks too narrow: there are cases where there are truth-apt statements for which, at least at a time, there is no possibility for well-ordered disagreement. Now, pincer maneuvers rarely amount to refutations; they are rather exercises in troublemaking. Accordingly, even if our argument is successful, it remains open to the global expressivist to simply bite the bullet; he might conclude that the trouble is worth enduring. Our conclusion simply is that global expressivism might not be worth the pragmatist’s trouble.

    
      Going Global

      It will help if we begin by simply presenting Price’s global expressivist view. Let us start by emphasizing the two features of global expressivism that would make it attractive to pragmatists. The first is that global expressivism, like its traditional forerunner, enables one to regard ordinary moral discourse as intelligible and functional without invoking the metaphysical apparatus of moral fact and properties; as pragmatists should want to preserve the intelligibility of ordinary practice and generally eschew metaphysics, this is a considerable virtue from the pragmatist’s perspective. The second feature is that global expressivism, unlike its ancestor, aspires to preserve the truth-aptness of moral discourse. The global expressivist maintains that disagreement over moral matters is, at least in principle, tractable by means of inquiry. Moral arguments and inferences are indeed arguments and inferences, despite the fact that moral statements are devoid of representational content. Once again, the pragmatist is keen to recognize that among our moral practices are practices of moral disagreement, discussion, and disputation; that is, the pragmatist recognizes that our moral statements are frequently contributions to debates, considerations entered into the process of moral inquiry. We might say, then, that global expressivism looks attractive to pragmatists precisely because it offers a naturalist cognitivism, a way to affirm the possibility of moral inquiry without needing to countenance any metaphysically suspicious entities.

      The success of the combination of expressivism and cognitivism depends, then, on the idea of truth that is employed. Price offers a deflated view of truth according to which the truth-aptness of the claims within a given domain is fully explained by well-orderedness of discourse within that domain. In other words, what it is for a domain to be truth-apt is for the statements that belong to it to be potential subjects of well-ordered disagreement. Thus a great deal turns on what well-orderedness is.

      According to Price, there are three truth-norms for discourse, and discourse in a domain is well-ordered if it adheres to all three: (1) “A speaker is incorrect to assert that p if she does not believe that p” (2003: 173); (2) “A speaker is incorrect to assert that p if she does not have adequate (personal) grounds for believing that p; to assert that p in these circumstances provides prima facie grounds for censure” (2003: 174); and (3) “one be prepared to assert that p is correct if and only if one is prepared to assert that p; and to assert that p is incorrect if and only if one is prepared to assert that not-p” (2003: 180). The third norm is of particular significance, since it requires that one not only manage and track assertions, but also deploy a semantic vocabulary, one that involves negation and affirmation.

      It seems that, thus far, Price has given reason to pursue a cognitivist version of expressivism.6 It is not yet clear that the way to pursue this is to affirm expressivism across the board. Why must expressivism go global?

      Macarthur and Price argue that local cognitivist expressivism is unstable; they contend that once one has adopted expressivism for any domain that one regards as truth-apt, one has “knock-down” reasons to globalize (2007: 92). Their argument is driven by what they call “placement problems” (2007: 94). To explain: Recall that the local expressivist-cognitivist holds that that there is a distinction worth retaining between two domains, both of which are sites of truth-apt discourse, namely, fact-stating and non-fact-stating (i.e., expressive) domains. Placement problems quickly arise once one undertakes the task of categorizing particular domains. This should not come as a surprise, either. The local cognitivist-expressivist needs to formulate a distinction in kind among the domains that does not threaten the claim that they both contain truth-apt statements. The trouble emerges once he tries to explain why it should be the case that statements like ‘this tree is an oak’ have its truth value in virtue of the facts, while statements like ‘murder is wrong’ are also truth-apt, but there are no facts in virtue of which they have the truth values they do. One wonders why the appeal to facts is necessary in the former case, but not the latter. Macarthur and Price reason that the distinction between representational and expressive domains is a distracting morass, too messy to be helpful. They recommend that the expressivist-cognitivist simply avoid the placement problems by going global. The global expressivist claims that all well-ordered truth-apt discourse is properly regarded as non-representational, that is, expressive.

      Global expressivism offers the possibility of both keeping and eating our cakes. On the one hand, everything at the level of our practices is supposed to stay the same, as expressivisms are designed to maintain the discourses in the face of the metaphysical and epistemological problems that arise from interpreting them as fact-stating. One changes the interpretation of the discourse practice in order to maintain the practice as cognitive; and so, moral claims are maintained as cognitive and thereby capable of truth and falsity. As Macarthur and Price put it, “pragmatists are… happy to stand with the folk, and to affirm the first-order truths of the domains in question” (2007: 99). On the other hand, everything regarding how the practice is understood philosophically is changed. When taken as representational, moral claims were thought to state facts about classes of action and their properties. Once given an expressivist gloss, the making of moral claims is part of a broader practice in which speakers regard each other in various ways. What may have seemed to be the representational content of moral claims is revised to be more a matter of how well-ordered they are in cases of disagreement. And again, the expressivist holds that there is nothing beyond this discursive well-orderedness that is required for the truth-aptness of the discourse. Statements are truth-apt because we are able to deploy them in certain ways. In this sense, “truth is in some sense a myth, or at least a human creation” (Price 2003: 190). The global expressivist, then, holds that for all truth-apt discourse, the well-orderedness of the discourse with disagreements and coordination is both necessary and sufficient for the truth-aptness of the discourse. It is, as Price puts it, “expressivism all the way down” (2013: 60).

    

    
      Two Troubles for Global Expressivism

      As we said above, global expressivism occasions two kinds of counterexamples that together provide a pincer objection. One kind of counterexample suggests that global expressivism is too broad, requiring us to regard too much discourse as truth-apt. The other proposes that it is too narrow, forcing a non-cognitivist gloss on discourse that is plausibly regarded as truth-apt. Our strategy is to press the global expressivist from both of these directions, noting that the attempt to address either one more has the effect of intensifying the pinch of the other.

      We begin with the first kind of counterexample. Consider cases of disagreement where two people disagree about something, and they discuss the topic at length in a well-ordered debate, but the issue may be perfect nonsense. For example, one of us once overheard two people arguing in a coffee shop over the following question:


      
        
          Is Keith Urban still cool?
        

      

      
The discussion was quite well-structured. Purportedly evidential considerations were offered, such as that Urban had (at the time) recently moved to Nashville (which is, apparently, a cool town), has an Australian accent, has intricate tattoos, is married to Nicole Kidman, and so on. And there were what seemed to be defeating considerations in play as well. It was claimed that Urban sells cheap guitars on a cable shopping network, hosts American Idol (which is no longer a cool show), and he drives a “dippy-looking” car. To each of these pieces of evidence and counter-evidence, the interlocutors had things to say, each claim with clear normative relevance to the previous one. The disputants were undeniably making inferences, weighing the force of each other’s points, and having a perfectly reasonable and civilized, yet nonetheless critical conversation that should most definitely qualify as a disagreement.

      Consider a similar case. We, the authors, have, as matters of purely sociological interest, attended many comic book and science fiction conferences. At these conferences, there are many discussions of great import. One that regularly captures the attention, perhaps too easily, of the conference attendees is the question:


      
        
          Could Batman beat Superman in a fight?
        

      

      Those in the debate often appeal to Superman’s strength, his laser eyes, his godlike invulnerability to almost everything. Those backing Batman invoke his wiliness, his wealth, and his scientific acumen, which they suppose is sufficient to enable him to manufacture kryptonite. To each of these lines of thought, the other side will have things to say, scenarios to play out, and to these, opponents will have more to say, too. All the hypotheses are relevant, and the issue can be debated well into the evening.

      Other cases of this general sort abound. There were extensive discussions of how to test for witches in colonial New England, Medieval philosophers had detailed exchanges on how to individuate angels, and too many students of classical mythology try to get to the bottom of how many Myrmi-dons were in Achilles’s troop. All of these disputes can be very well-ordered, and some can even contain criteria for successful identification of what relevant evidence is. There might even be ways in which disputants can be said to make progress in the dispute. But none of these discussions are therefore obviously truth-apt.

      In fact, we think they are quite less than obviously truth-apt; indeed, a few of them are obviously not truth-apt, despite the fact that they are often the topics of well-ordered debate. It’s clear that there is no truth of the matter of whether Superman could beat Batman or whether Keith Urban is “still cool.” The same goes for whether dunking is a good means of distinguishing witches from non-witches, whether angels have extension or not, and whether Achilles could field a complete football team with his followers. These questions are either a funny kind of nonsense, or else they admit of answers that are neither true nor false. It seems, then, that pace the global expressivist, the possibility of well-ordered disagreement is not sufficient for the truth-aptness of the statements within a domain.

      Notice the variety of cases that instantiate this class of counterexample. The Keith Urban case is one with a predicate that doesn’t refer or is purely subjective. The second type of case, at work in the Superman and Batman dispute, involves object-terms that do not refer. In both types of case, if the statements are taken to be truth-evaluable, they would all be false, since they all quantify over things that aren’t. We are assuming, of course, that if one is a moral cognitivist, one is not an error theorist, and so holds out the possibility of there being true moral statements. Thus the challenge for the global expressivist: Once the statements in the cases above are understood to be truth-evaluable, there needs to be some account of how any of them could be true, instead of all false.

      This all looks like bad news for global expressivism. The cases involving non-referring terms suggest that the pure sociological fact that some people see fit to spend time engaging in reason-exchanging discourse concerning some topic requires us to admit that the statements about that topic are truth-apt. Yes, the global expressivist saves the truth of ‘Murder is wrong’ and also vindicates inquiry concerning morally vexed matters. But he does so in a way that requires a cognitivist rendering of ‘Keith Urban is still cool’ and ‘Batman could beat Superman in a fight’. Global expressivism overproduces cognitive discourses. Hence it may be more controversial than the initial controversy it was supposed to resolve. Pragmatists might do better to explore other possibilities for crafting a naturalist version of moral cognitivism.

      To be sure, the global expressivist could embrace the argument above, and simply deny that there is trouble in “overproducing” cognitive discourses. In fact, the global expressivist could affirm that the unyielding generosity of his cognitivism is a virtue. He may say that global expressivism doesn’t only provide a clear way to render moral discourse truth-apt; it enables us to account for the truth-aptness of the full scope of normative domains, including aesthetics, social philosophy, political philosophy, and epistemology. Moreover, the global expressivist might contend that there is a similar benefit in his view’s ability to address discourse about fictional entities, and so on. That is, the global expressivist may contend that what we have called “overproduction” is a feature of the view, not a bug.

      This kind of rejoinder prompts us to raise a further point. Cognitivist global expressivism was promised as a means of saving the truth of claims within normative domains without requiring suspicious metaphysics; the global expressivist offers a “no frills” or “California style” (Fine 1986: 177) cognitivism. The standing anti-expressivist claim is that without a metaphysics of moral facts and properties, there is nothing for moral statements to be true of and thus we lose the basis for cognitivism. And many naturalists accept this anti-expressivist claim, affirming that since no metaphysics of moral facts and properties could be viable, morality discourse is talk about fiction. Note that the global expressivist solution confirms that result. Moral discourse is rendered truth-apt in a way that requires a cognitivist rendering of statements about Superman’s battles. The global expressivist claimed our “overproduction” concern was overblown, alleging that his view simply manifests a plethora of fecund consequences; but once one recognizes that the Superman and Batman case is merely the tip of a very large iceberg, our overproduction worry starts looking more like reductio ready to be multiplied.

      We turn next to our second kind of counterexample. The aim here is to suggest that global expressivism is too narrow in that it requires a noncognitivist rendering of statements within domains that are intuitively truth-apt.

      To begin, consider Milesian and other styles of pre-Aristotelian physics. There was Thales, holding that all, at bottom, is water. And Anaximander, that all is apeiron, or unbounded. Anaximenes held that it is all air, Heraclitus that it is all flux or fire, Parmenides that it is all one, Pythagoras that it is number, and Empedocles that there are, really, four roots of all things. The exchanges, at least given our understanding of the dialectic of the period, were not at all well-structured. Regularly, it seems the disputants are talking past each other—how the apeiron is supposed to be an improvement over Thales’s water is unclear, and why a reversion to a manifest type in aer, afterward, is supposed to be a further step forward seems close to a mystery. We can rationally reconstruct how the dialectic proceeded, but this is mostly speculative on our part. Moreover, it seems that physics beyond the three Milesians was rarely ever clearly replying to other programs. The early physicists, as Aristotle observed in the opening of the Metaphysics, were like “untrained boxers in fights, who, in the course of moving around, often land good punches, but are not guided by knowledge” (Metaphysics 1.4.985a.10–17). That is, it seems they often say things that are truth-apt, but they don’t have a well-run dialogue in which their claims occur.

      Consider another example, from the online comments section of almost any article on the politics of the day. Typically, unless comments are moderated, the critical exchanges are not well-run. Ad hominem fallacies abound, if there is manifest reasoning at all. Assessing and sharing adequacy of personal grounds is infrequently performed. Usually there is little more than bald assertion and counter-assertion, followed by umbrage and name-calling. And so, in the badly run comments thread about whether Hillary Clinton had a body double during her ill-fated 2016 Presidential campaign, a discussion about global warming on Facebook, or responses to an article about institutional racism in prison sentencing, things go sideways fast. But it seems perfectly reasonable to say that, despite the fact that all of some commentators’ contributions to a badly run discussion are themselves things contribute to degradation of that discussion, those claims are nevertheless truth-apt. Clinton had a body-double during a public reception? Global warming is a Chinese-funded hoax? There are fewer racist prosecutors than dangerous ‘superpredators’? Regardless of how badly run the discussion in which they appear, those claims are surely truth-evaluable.

      The global expressivist will reply that these truth-apt assessments arise only in hindsight—we see the claims these early thinkers made as truth-apt, because we project our well-ordered discourses back on them. That’s what it is to do the rational reconstructions we often need to do when thinking about the pre-Aristotelian physicists and interpreting what a particular uncle has to say to us in a Facebook rant.

      This reply is well-placed, and it does mute the force of this class of counterexample. However, it is worth highlighting the costs of this strategy. The first cost is that it becomes clear that it is not the well-orderedness of the discourse that the claims occur in that now determines truth-aptness, but the well-orderedness of the discourse from which the claims are assessed. Truth-aptness is now not emergent from, but is conferred by well-ordered discourse. A badly run dispute will nonetheless be composed of truth-apt statements because there is some perspective other than the disputants’ from which a well-run dispute employing those statements is possible. And so, truth-aptness is conferred when the discourse that discourse that uses the statements is conferred or is rationally reconstructed as exemplifying well-orderedness. Thus the global expressivist thinks that truth-aptness is a matter of the possibility of well-ordered disagreement. That strikes us as imposing a significant cost on the global expressivist, but we will return to this in the next section.

      The second cost is that the failed attempts at finding what Price calls “friction” (2011: 164) in these early versions of the discourse are apparently defeasible reasons for disputants to think they may not be trading in truth-apt statements. Consider the great payoff and clarity that should come from the connection between truth-aptness and well-ordered discourse that is supposed to emerge out of global expressivism. This is now foregone. At this point, the issue is how one could refine the discourse to make it well-ordered. The expressivist provides no clear route for it—but considering it as antecedently truth-apt (perhaps as articulating a variety of ways to the arkhē of all things) and then working the definitions so that they fit together as a systematic set of relevant competing views (as Aristotle in fact does with the four causes in the opening of the Metaphysics or in being able to distinguish relevant from irrelevant considerations in political discussion) allows us to make the discussions well-ordered.

    

    
      Instability in Global Expressivism

      Thus far, we have offered two kinds of counterexamples to global expressivism: one points to cases where it is too liberal in assigning truth-aptness; the other offers cases where it is too stingy in assigning truth-aptness. Together, these occasion a pincer argument: in order to get the right results with respect to one of the types of case, the global expressivist must invite the challenges from the opposition direction. As we have indicated, the argument is not intended as a refutation. Our aim has been to show that the global expressivists must clarify, and perhaps reconsider, the connection they see between well-ordered discourse and truth-aptness.

      But the very project of making the intended connection more elaborate will, we think, destabilize the view. Here’s why. No matter what the global expressivist may think of the specific example we have raised concerning Keith Urban and Batman, surely the global expressivist is prepared to recognize cases in which a disagreement looks to those who are engaged in it to be well-ordered, and yet the matter in dispute is not truth-apt. Similarly, no matter what he may make of the examples we posed concerning Presocratic metaphysics and online comments threads, we think the global expressivist should be willing to recognize that there are some truth-apt statements that, for the time being and the foreseeable future, cannot be the focus of well-ordered debate. That is, in both kinds of case, the truth-aptness of the statements in a domain and the availability of processes of well-ordered discourse about those statements pull apart in some cases. The question for the global expressivist now is how to respond to those cases. To say in response to a Batman-style example that some instances of disagreement merely look like well-ordered discourse when in fact they are not obliges the global expressivist to produce a conception of discursive well-orderedness that will threaten to introduce quasi-representationalist content. Similarly, to say about the flailing Presocratic metaphysicians that their statements are, indeed, truth-apt despite the absence of processes of well-ordered discourse, is, again, to invite additions to the account of truth that will inevitably occasion the re-inflation of the truth concept, thereby reintroducing representationalism.

      In short, global expressivism seems to be unstable in roughly the same way that cognitivist local expressivism is. It now appears that the instability of that expressivism does not owe to the “placement problems” that arise from the distinction between representationalist and expressivist domains of discourse, but rather from the very idea of a cognitivist rendering of expressivist discourse. The global version of cognitivist expressivism does not evade this source of instability. In fact, by maximizing the number of cognitivist-expressivist domains, it amplifies the problem.

      This is a dispiriting result. But perhaps there is lurking an important lesson about pragmatism. Global expressivism is attractive to the pragmatist because it promises precisely what the pragmatist seeks, namely, an account of human practices that duly captures the fact that sometimes we aspire not merely to just get along or achieve our aims, but to get things right. Our aspiration to get things right is not only itself normative, but is also inextricably bound up with other normative projects. That is, we aspire to succeed epistemically by means of well-conducted and self-controlled inquiry, but this aspiration is part of broader normative projects aimed at living a good life, treating others with respect, enacting justice, forming friendships, caring for loved ones, contributing to the common good, and so on. Moreover, these latter projects involve the aspiration to get matters right about how best to pursue them and getting things right about whether we’ve succeeded. Our lives, then, are bound up with a kind of striving that is at once focused on our present circumstances and matters beyond them. Global expressivism is an attempt to capture just this kind of duality: the expressivism emphasizes the ways in which we interact communicatively under certain conditions, while the cognitivism accommodates our need to see ourselves as striving for something more. It is no surprise, then, that the resulting view is unstable. One might say that the global expressivist embodies the inescapable tension that all pragmatism confronts between our practical interests and our need to account for those interests by means of theories about their importance, feasibility, and value. And like all pragmatism, it suggests a way to manage rather than relieve that tension.

    

    Notes

    1 See Ayer (1936: Ch. 6) and Stevenson (1944) for canonical versions of emotivism.

    2 See Hare (1952).

    3 See Timmons (2012) for a detailed overview.

    4 See Geach (1964).

    5 Price embraces the term (2011: 229), though frequently with some caution (2011: 11).

    6 Simon Blackburn’s “quasi-realism” is a form of cognitivist local expressivism. See Blackburn (1988) and (1993).
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On a Certain Blindness in Pragmatist Political Philosophy

    Consider a few surprising facts about John Dewey’s political writings. Although there is ample discussion of freedom, community, individualism, autonomy, self-realization, and democracy, justice is barely mentioned. Moreover, what little Dewey does say about justice tends to be unsatisfactory. For example, Dewey claims that “A good society should aim to secure justice” (LW7: 436), which is barely a platitude. He continues that a good society also “should move toward raising all men toward that measure of equality and democracy which has been the ideal and aspiration not only of the finer spirits but of increasing multitudes in the modern world” (LW7: 436). This statement raises may questions, but he offers scant elaboration. He suggests no conception of what the measure of equality might be; nor does he indicate how society should pursue the aim of “raising men” toward it, or what moral constraints there might be on society’s efforts. Surely there are some things a society cannot do, even in the name of equality. Elsewhere, Dewey tells us that “a man has not to do Justice… he has to do justly”; he continues that “to do justly is to give a fit and impartial regard to each” (EW3: 106–107). But it is difficult to see how such an extreme agent-neutrality on the part of individuals could be obligatory. Surely there are cases where to show a “fit” regard to someone is to treat her in a way that is not impartial. And who could favor a view of justice that would entail that in performing the ordinary activities of raising one’s children, one fails at justice? Reviewing these and the few other mentions of justice in Dewey’s writings, one might well conclude that the concerns that typically fall under the scope of justice were simply invisible to him. And given the period in US political and social history during which he was writing, this looks like a serious indictment.

    Perhaps charity demands that we withhold this indictment until other avenues have been exhausted. In this chapter, we will explore the possibilities for constructing a Deweyan conception of justice from the materials provided in his broader corpus in social and political philosophy. We will conclude that Dewey’s work does not offer much guidance. However, given what Deweyans and other pragmatists think about democracy, justice must be theorized. So we will suggest an approach to thinking about justice that pragmatists should adopt. In the end, though, the question of what pragmatists should claim justice requires will be open. Our aim is to put justice on the pragmatists’ explicit theoretical agenda.

    
      Deweyan Resources?

      Let us begin by trying to discern Dewey’s likely thoughts about justice from what he explicitly says about related issues. Alas, the results of this exercise are not especially promising. Consider: It is clear from the general cast of his social and political commitments that Dewey is an egalitarian. Yet the nature of his egalitarianism is uncertain. In a passage of unusual detail, Dewey affirms that “every human being, independent of the quality or range of his personal endowment, has the right to equal opportunity with every other person for development of whatever gifts he has” (LW14: 226–227).1 This suggests the troubling view that those who are already greatly advantaged have a claim on society to provide whatever is needed to give them an equal opportunity to develop their “gifts,” even if these happen to be of marginal or negative social value. Contrast the adult billionaire who has a special talent for origami with an impoverished child who shows remarkable aptitude in science; are we to say that the latter has no greater claim to the opportunity to develop her talents than the former? Further, Dewey’s view leaves those without many “gifts” severely underserved by society, while allowing those who have many and various gifts to horde opportunities for development. What does Dewey make of the fact that the equalization of the opportunity to develop some gifts requires a considerably greater share of social resources than it would take to equalize opportunity to develop other gifts? Finally, Dewey’s view permits a harsh leveling-down that equalizes opportunity by providing none.

      Surely Dewey would need to avoid these implications. But it is hard to see how he could, given his claim that opportunity for development must be equalized over potentialities that are not themselves equally distributed and are not of equal value.2 In the absence of further detail, Dewey’s appeal to “gifts” looks profoundly anti-egalitarian. In order to construct a conception of justice that could be called Deweyan, we must go back to basics.

      Fortunately, the last 50 years of political philosophy has provided a detailed account of the architecture of theories of justice. That is, although debates about what justice requires continue to rage, there is a surprising degree of agreement about what a conception of justice is. Developing a conception of justice is a matter of addressing a handful of questions. Now, we have already indicated that, given his other commitments, Dewey is an egalitarian. A series of questions now arises. First, we must ask what, according to Dewey, is the relevant metric or “currency” of equality? Is it welfare (Dworkin 1981a), opportunity for welfare (Arneson 1989), resources (Dworkin 1981b), capabilities (Sen 1980; Nussbaum 2004), “access to advantage” (Cohen 1989), some combination of these (Temkin 2011: 70), or something else altogether that justice demands we equalize?3 Then we should ask where Dewey stands on the “luck/choice” distinction (Cohen 1989: 907; Tan 2008). Given the statement quoted above, it may seem that Dewey thinks that justice must be insensitive to endowments; but does he hold also that it must be sensitive to ambition (Kymlicka 2002: 75)?4 And we would need to discern how Dewey would propose that we make the “cut” between endowment and ambition, luck and choice (Cohen 1989: 916)? Would Dewey regard someone’s having “expensive tastes” a matter of luck (Dworkin 2000: 48–50; Cohen 2004 and Cohen 2008)? With these questions answered, we would then ask what Dewey’s view implies about global matters. Do citizens living in wealthy states owe duties of justice to those in impoverished countries, or are there only duties of assistance among citizens of different states?5

      With details like these in place, we would be well on our way toward formulating a conception of justice that could be called Deweyan. However, it is again the case that Dewey’s writings supply little guidance on how to proceed. This is striking for at least three reasons. First, justice is where the rubber hits the road in political theory. Conceptions of justice usually provide guidance for policy and institutional design, matters which are of special interest to pragmatist political theorists. Second, as we have mentioned, Dewey’s work on politics is extensive, spanning all other major concepts and issues within the field; the absence of reflection on justice is unique. Third, as an activist, Dewey participated in movements centrally fueled by considerations of justice.6 Surely he was aware of both the complexities of justice as a normative concept and its importance to political practice. Yet Dewey is nearly silent.7 Again, it seems as if Dewey is blind to justice.

      Dewey’s justice-blindness adversely impacts his other work in political philosophy. Consider his central work in political theory, The Public and Its Problems (LW2). There, Dewey introduces a framework according to which the fundamental unit of political analysis is not the individual, the party, or the voting bloc, but rather the public. On Dewey’s view, publics emerge out of the recognition of shared problems, and democracy provides the social conditions by which the information distributed across the multitude of publics can be harnessed and employed in political decision-making. As we noted in Chapter 6, this image of democracy is attractive. Yet Dewey takes no account of the ways in which socially and economically entrenched forms of exclusion, marginalization, and homogenization block access to membership in publics; he provides no analysis of the social mechanisms that would be required in order to assure equality in participation. Given these omissions, Dewey’s concluding celebration of the “face-to-face intercourse” of the “local community,” and his corresponding warnings concerning the “invasion” of community by “outside and uncontrolled agencies” (LW2: 367), take on a disquieting resonance.8 Dewey’s inattention to justice is not only surprising, but it is also philosophically damaging.

    

    
      Is Justice Invisible to Pragmatists?

      We have argued that Dewey’s justice-blindness weakens his democratic theory. Now, perhaps there is a good explanation for how a major midcentury political philosopher, writing in the United States during several of its most important justice-related travails, would have overlooked justice as a philosophical topic. We don’t know. Whatever might be said about Dewey’s justice-blindness, its persistence in the work of contemporary Deweyans is far more troubling.9 In the extensive contemporary Deweyan literature, when justice is mentioned at all, it is usually in the context of dismissing John Rawls. But rather than engaging with Rawls’s arguments, contemporary Deweyans resort mainly to the kind of name-calling that is characteristic of and encouraged by the triumphalism that lies at the heart of the neoclassicalists’ metaphilosophy.10 The hostility is odd. One might have expected Rawls’s views to be appealing to pragmatists, especially given the origins of Rawls’s fundamental justificatory methodology—reflective equilibrium (1999a: 18)—in Nelson Goodman’s pragmatism (1955). Again, there is a story to be told here about the eclipse narrative and its pathologies, but this is not our topic at present.11 For the contemporary Deweyans are not alone among pragmatists in neglecting justice.

      The program in epistemological democratic theory derived from Peircean (viz., non-Deweyan) pragmatism that Cheryl Misak (2000, 2004b) and others have developed has similarly been inattentive to justice. This oversight is especially surprising given that any theorist favoring an epistemological view of democracy should quickly come to appreciate the ways in which the distribution of the material burdens and benefits of social cooperation can impact the ability of individuals and groups to engage in the activities that epistemic democrats take to be constitutive of democracy. When democracy is understood to be centrally a matter of public reasoning, understood as inclusive processes of collective inquiry and reason-evaluation, then democracy is stunted when key social and material resources are distributed in ways that make access to and participation in those processes significantly more burdensome, costly, and risky for some than for others. The point is undeniable, yet justice remains un-theorized among “Peircean democrats.”

      These puzzles point to a serious philosophical worry. When a broad range of proponents of a well-developed philosophical tradition persistently neglect to address an obvious issue, one reasonably begins to suspect that the tradition in question is unable to do so. To put the point more bluntly, the persistent inattention to justice among pragmatists increasingly looks like evidence of something more pernicious and less incidental than an oversight. It has begun to seem as if there’s a blindness within pragmatism as such when it comes to justice. Could it be that an intrinsically forward-looking and progressive philosophical orientation that takes the world as it is thereby renders one inattentive to old-fashioned questions about how institutions should distribute the benefits and burdens of social cooperation? That would be a most unwelcome result.

      Our strategy is to present a distinctively pragmatist defense of the approach to justice one finds in John Rawls’s democratic egalitarianism. Our thesis is that pragmatists have good reason to embrace a particular interpretation of Rawlsian justice, by which we mean Rawls’s two principles of justice and the justificatory device he employs in defending them. Our defense of this approach is pragmatist in two senses. First, it is a defense addressed explicitly to pragmatists; it aims to show that commitments pragmatists already endorse should lead them to embrace a broadly Rawlsian approach. Second, it deploys identifiably pragmatic considerations in support of Rawlsian justice. One need not be a pragmatist to appreciate the force of pragmatic considerations; accordingly, we show how pragmatic considerations that may be attractive to a range of theorists can be marshaled in support of Rawls’s approach.

      It should be emphasized, however, that our broader conclusion is not that pragmatists must be dyed-in-the-wool Rawlsians. By showing that there is a well-developed conception of justice in currency that pragmatists have good reason to favor, we aim only to establish a starting point for further work. Rawlsian democratic egalitarianism is a place for pragmatists to start theorizing justice.

    

    
      An Ecumenical Conception of Pragmatism

      Our enterprise requires us to begin with a characterization of pragmatism. As this volume has amply indicated, the term pragmatism is a good candidate for being an “essentially contested concept.” Alas, pragmatists tend to reject talk of essences. So we being with what we intend to be an ecumenical conception of pragmatism, one that leaves plenty of room for internal disputes, but which nonetheless could gain wide acceptance. Maybe it can be safely said that at the core of pragmatism is a collection of theses concerning the nature, significance, and social aspect of inquiry.

      Begin with the nature of inquiry. Pragmatists are fallibilists, experimentalists, and underdeterminationists about inquiry. Fallibilism is the view that even impeccably conducted inquiry into the simplest problem can bear flawed results. Experimentalism is the view that the results of even impeccably conducted inquiry must be regarded as hypotheses to be tested in subsequent experience and if necessary, revised or even abandoned. Under-determinationism is the view that even impeccably conducted inquiry can produce results that underdetermine the proper response to the given problem; that is, proper inquiry can yield several responses to a problem that are incompatible yet in accord with the present evidence.

      Together these commitments help to explain some prevalent attitudes among the classical pragmatists. William James associated pragmatism with the “attitude of looking away from first things, principles, ‘categories’, supposed necessities; and of looking towards last thing, fruits, consequences, facts” (WWJ: 380). Charles Peirce expressed himself more succinctly in claiming that there was a principle that deserves to be “inscribed upon every wall of the city of philosophy: Do not block the way of inquiry” (CP1.135). The idea is that philosophy’s primary concern must be with the future rather than the past, and that, accordingly, inquiry is future-directed, aimed at solving problems and bringing about new conditions rather than uncovering facts.12

      The pragmatist view about inquiry is sometimes mistaken for an uncritical faith in progress. The pragmatist orientation toward the future is actually the result of the sobering realization that the world is an unsteady mixture of the stable and the hazardous; pragmatists thus recognize that inquiry is unavoidably risky.13 We must keep open the way of inquiry not because progress is inevitable, but rather because the world is uncooperative—Dewey says “aleatory” (LW1: 43)—and even our most reliable methods can fail. So pragmatists see inquiry as a necessarily ongoing enterprise. The hope is that with ongoing inquiry, we can refine our methods and improve our results. Inquiry is always fallible, but ongoing and accumulating inquiry can be self-correcting. Thus Peirce’s commandment: The best we can do is to keep inquiring.

      There are other commitments concerning inquiry that arguably are distinctly pragmatist, and there are non-pragmatist views that share this view of inquiry.14 Moreover, there are longstanding disagreements among pragmatists about the philosophical details concerning inquiry. However, the admittedly rough characterization provided above is uncontroversial in that it can be gleaned from the major statements of the classical pragmatists and is able to capture what many contemporary pragmatists take to be central. In any case, it is unbecoming for a pragmatist to insist on beginning from a full set of necessary and sufficient conditions for pragmatism.

      Now, pragmatists also hold that inquiry is in some sense central to human life. Dewey sometimes suggests that life itself is ongoing experimental inquiry,15 and that intelligent inquiry is a necessary component of the good life.16 We may leave to the side questions about whether he’s correct in this.17 For our purposes, we need to claim only that pragmatists see inquiry as key to properly-ordered social and political lives. As far as these matters go, pragmatists hold that our individual and collective lives ought to be governed by inquiry.

      This is why pragmatists tend to see their philosophy as intrinsically allied with democratic politics. Pragmatists see democracy as self-government by means of collective inquiry; they say that democracy is not simply a form of government, but an ongoing social and moral experiment in which communities of individuals apply processes of collective intelligence to shared problems. In short, pragmatists hold that democracy is the social and political manifestation of their commitment to inquiry.18 Hence pragmatists advocate an epistemic conception of democracy; they contend that democracy’s distinctive worthiness is largely due to the epistemic dimension of democracy and the modes of life it enables. In other words, what recommends democracy as a mode of social organization is the way in which democratic norms guard, enable, enhance, and encourage processes of collective inquiry. As Hilary Putnam (1994: 64) says, “Democracy is a requirement for experimental inquiry in any area.”

      Importantly, pragmatists hold that this relation is not merely instrumental and one-way. As Putnam notes above, pragmatists are democrats because democracy provides the requisite background conditions for proper inquiry; however, pragmatists also hold that properly conducted inquiry itself is in a crucial sense democratic (Honneth 1998; Bohman 1999). They hold that norms of equality, inclusion, and participation must be honored if inquiry is going to result in successful results. They claim that input from a broad variety of perspectives and ongoing critical reflection from all quarters is epistemically necessary for arriving at intelligent responses to shared problems. In other words, processes of inquiry that manifest norms of hierarchy, domination, marginalization, and exclusion are ipso facto suboptimal from the epistemic, not only the moral, point of view.19 For the pragmatist, democracy and inquiry are reciprocal.

    

    
      Pragmatism and Democratic Norms

      None of this should come as news to anyone familiar with pragmatism. Consider next a point that is less frequently rehearsed. Pragmatists must distinguish between the policies experimentally enacted as responses to shared problems within a democracy and the commitments that govern the basic structure of a democratic society. Put otherwise, there is a difference between the measures taken by a democratic community in response to a shared problem, and the norms and principles that constitute a community as democratic.

      Certain norms must be honored if a society is to count as democratic at all, whereas other policies and rules are democratic just in case they are the products of the collective decision of a democratic community. If this kind of distinction raises suspicions that some pernicious “dualism” has been introduced, consider that it is by means of some such distinction that one is able to recognize that although different democratic states may enact different laws regarding, say, military conscription, no state can sustain its claim to be democratic while denying the equal citizenship of women. In denying women citizenship, a community thereby invalidates its democratic credentials; by contrast, in adopting a policy of compulsory military service, a democratic community does something wise, foolish, or perhaps unjust, but if such a policy is enacted according to proper procedures, the community does not thereby render itself a sham democracy. To put the distinction differently, some rules and policies are democratic due to their procedural pedigree, and others are democratic in virtue of their content alone. The latter are constitutive of a democratic community, and the former are not.

      This distinction does not require a difference in kind between constitutive democratic norms and democratically decided laws. One can think of this distinction as one of degree, and one can see the norms appropriate to the basic structure of a democracy as historicized, contextualized, constructed, transcendental, or what have you. The point, again, is that in order for a community’s response to a shared political problem to count as democratic at all, the processes that produced it must instantiate certain constitutive norms, such as equality, liberty, autonomy, non-domination, inclusion, and so on.

      There is nothing objectionable in this distinction. It enables us to recognize that justice and democracy are distinct. Sometimes democratic communities make morally suspect or even unjust decisions without thereby rendering themselves fundamentally undemocratic. This distinction also allows us to recognize that there are certain policies and rules such that their enactment would render a given community undemocratic, even if the policy or rule in question is exceedingly popular among the citizenry. Injustice at the level of the basic structure is typically sufficient to render a community undemocratic; such injustice typically marks a failure of the community to constitute itself as democratic. By contrast, all but the most egregious forms of injustice at the level of day-to-day collective decision are consistent with a community’s being democratic.

    

    
      Pragmatism, Democracy, and the Rawlsian Principles

      Given these commitments concerning inquiry and democracy, it seems natural for pragmatists to hold that a democratic society’s basic structure must be governed by norms of political equality and basic individual liberty; these are requirements for equal social membership in an inquiring community. Thus a fundamentally hierarchical society is ipso facto non-democratic and for that reason incapable of proper social inquiry.

      Further, since pragmatists hold that democracy is primarily collective self-government among equals through shared inquiry, they should also hold that the basic structure should be governed by a norm that calls for society to grant to all citizens the most extensive share of basic liberty that is consistent with equality. Greater shares of the basic liberties enable fuller and more impactful input into inquiry. And according to the pragmatist view of these matters, democracy calls for the maximization of citizen input into processes of collective inquiry.

      Hence pragmatists should hold that the menu of basic individual liberties commonly proposed by theorists of liberal constitutional democracy is constitutive of a democratic community; the provision and protection of these must shape the basic structure of a democratic society. Accordingly, pragmatists should endorse Rawls’s First Principle of Justice:


      
        Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive scheme of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar scheme of liberties for others.

        (1999a: 53)

      

      Showing that pragmatists should endorse the First Principle is a paltry accomplishment. This principle does not originate with Rawls, and nearly every democrat accepts it. The challenge is to show that pragmatists also have reason to adopt Rawls’s Second Principle:


      
        Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both (a) to the greatest expected benefit of the least advantaged and (b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.

        (1999a: 72)

      

      
We will leave for another occasion discussion of the second part of this principle—the “fair equality of opportunity” principle—as it seems noncontroversial under several plausible interpretations. The focus will be on the more contentious first part, the Difference Principle.

      The Difference Principle is the subject of a vast literature that we cannot survey here.20 Nor need we. Recall that our aim is not to vindicate Rawls’s theory of justice to the letter, but rather to show that pragmatists have reason to favor his general approach. So let us instead focus on what we see as the spirit of the Difference Principle. It says that if there is to be social and economic inequality at all, the fundamental institutions of society should be arranged such that those inequalities can be reasonably expected to benefit those who are worst off. In addition, the Difference Principle says that justice requires us to embrace those arrangements under which the worst off benefit the most, as compared with the available alternatives (including equality). Thus the Difference Principle instantiates the maximin rule; it tells us to make the worst position as best as it can be made (Rawls 1999a: 133).

      The details are notoriously difficult. But it helps to recall that the Difference Principle is supposed to govern the basic structure of a democratic society and its distribution of the all-purpose resources that Rawls called “primary goods” (1999a: 79). The Difference Principle does regulate economic relations as such and does not apply to the distribution of all goods (Rawls 1999a: 6; Rawls 2001: 24). And these are virtues of the principle. One need not be a libertarian to think that the application of the Difference Principle to each and every economic transaction and each and every good would result in a highly inefficient and overly intrusive regulatory order (Nozick 1974: 164). To again invoke the spirit of the principle, it says that inequality in the distribution of basic social and economic goods stands in need of justification, and that in justifying inequality we must look to those who are worst off and try to justify the arrangement to them.

      Pragmatists should find this attractive. There are compelling empirical reasons to think that disadvantage of the kind targeted by the Difference Principle is linked to severe forms of political marginalization. Most importantly, we know that social and economic disadvantage frequently correlate with various forms of democratic disengagement. The poorest in our society face a series of significant obstacles to effective democratic participation. That is, disproportionately high vulnerability to unemployment, malnourishment, violent crime, and insufficient housing, along with disproportionately low access to public services, adequate public education, healthcare, fresh food, and safe neighborhoods are not only serious injustices; they also serve as blocks to effective democratic citizenship.21

      Given the pragmatist view of democracy as self-government by inquiry in which all are able to participate as social equals, we must see the forms of inequality and disadvantage that prevail in the contemporary United States as not only unjust, but counter-democratic. These inequities preclude authentic and meaningful democratic participation among those who suffer them; they thereby cast a shadow over society’s claim to be properly democratic. The Difference Principle instructs us to look first to the least well-off and to fashion the basic structure so as to maximize their social position. As the least well-off are also those most vulnerable to political marginalization, the Difference Principle seeks to secure the conditions necessary for democratic participation among equal members of a community of social inquiry. This is a prima facie reason in favor of the Difference Principle that should compel pragmatists.

      Opponents of the Difference Principle sometimes object that it would require over-taxation of those who are well off. One need not deny that being over-taxed is an injustice. But the over-taxation of those who are well off is an injustice that does not hinder or undermine their capacity to participate as political equals in democracy. Over-taxation of those who are well off is an injustice, but it is not an injustice that threatens the democratic standing of our community. In contrast, allowing the worst off to languish in their conditions, given the consequences for them and for the community, is a threat to the democratic standing of the community.

      Opponents will be unmoved. They will say that if the Difference Principle prescribes the over-taxation of anyone, it is ipso facto incorrect and must be rejected. Pragmatists are especially well-placed to respond to this. The question of whether the Difference Principle states the truth about justice is different from the question of whether it should be rejected. Given the pragmatist’s conception of the nature of inquiry, the latter question always involves a comparative judgment concerning how the Difference Principle fares among its alternatives. For the pragmatists, the relevant comparison has to do with the enrichment of democracy itself; and this means that when we are evaluating competing viable principles of justice, we should look to the impact of each on the prospects for enriching democratic inquiry.

      As was suggested above, the Difference Principle aims to optimize the position of the least advantaged, and this is required to secure conditions necessary for their effective democratic participation as social equals. Hence even if the Difference Principle is false, pragmatists have reason to adopt it, given their views about inquiry.22 Consider: it is inevitable that our society will be organized according to norms. By enacting such principles for the basic structure of society, we seriously affect our individual and collective lives. Accordingly, there are significant risks involved, especially in the case of selecting basic principles dealing with social and economic inequality. When we err in this case, we often cause great harm and hardship to otherwise innocent fellow citizens. Pragmatists hold that inquiry, even at its best, can produce deeply flawed results. Yet we must enact some order or other; we cannot decide not to decide.

      This acknowledgment of the risks inherent in social inquiry counts in favor of the Difference Principle. Even if the Difference Principle is ultimately wrong about what justice requires, the mistake lies in assisting those most vulnerable to marginalization at the expense of the just deserts of those whose status as equal citizens is in no way imperiled. Given the complexities of social inquiry and the stakes that attend to decisions concerning basic principles of justice, the Difference Principle is especially sound from the pragmatic perspective because it effectively focuses the risks on those most able to endure injustice. Hence a second-order pragmatist consideration: Given that no conception of justice yet devised can decisively defeat its opponents, we should adopt a principle that can help us to ensure that ongoing inquiry into justice can be properly democratic. This is precisely what the Difference Principle seeks to achieve.

      It should be added that even if in the course of further inquiry the Difference Principle were revealed to be decisively inferior to some competing principle, society would hardly be blameworthy for having enacted the Difference Principle when it was justifiably believed to be viable. That is, for as long as there is still inquiry to be conducted into the nature of justice, it is difficult to see how a society could be blamed for adopting the Difference Principle. Again, it aims to attend first to society’s least well off, and seeks to secure for those citizens most vulnerable to political exclusion social requisites for political equality. These seem morally laudable goals to adopt in response to philosophical indeterminacy concerning the nature of justice.

      Finally, pragmatists have good reason to adopt Rawls’s view that the principles are “lexically ordered” such that neither basic liberties nor equality of opportunity can be traded for economic gains, even for the least well off (Rawls 1999a: 37). Recall that the basic liberties must be protected if democratic social inquiry is to commence. A community cannot inquire properly if the basic liberties of its citizens are unsecure. Thus our pursuit of social and economic arrangements which aim to enable the least well off to engage democratically must be constrained by the need to secure basic liberty for all.

      Next consider two critical queries. One asks why pragmatists should not embrace a more ambitious conception of justice; another asks why pragmatists should not endorse a more modest conception. We take these in reverse order.

      On a view sometimes called sufficientarianism, justice requires not that we make the position of those least well off as best as possible, but only that we ensure that the least well off attain a sufficient level of social and economic goods (Frankfurt 1987). Sufficientarianism is less ambitious than the Different Principle because it says that once all citizens have been brought to the specified level of sufficiency—once everyone has enough of whatever is identified as the relevant goods—there is no need for further justice-based interventions, no matter how severe the social and economic disparities above the baseline of sufficiency may be.

      Sufficientarianism faces the difficulties of identifying what the relevant goods are, and determining what level of goods is sufficient. Yet even presuming that these matters could be settled, the pragmatist would still reject sufficientarianism for being too modest. There are compelling empirical reasons to think that the social and economic goods that tend to enable and encourage effective participation in democratic self-government are at least in part positional. That is, great disparities of wealth tend to correlate with disparities of political power and influence, even when all citizens are above a threshold of sufficiency. According to the pragmatist, the point of our conception of justice is to ensure that the basic structure of society is designed to enable and encourage the participation of all citizens in the collective processes of democratic self-government; a society that allows drastic disparities of political power and influence is, from the pragmatist’s perspective, failing at democracy, even if everyone “has enough” of the relevant social and economic goods. According to the pragmatist, our conception of justice must aspire to raise the least well off not only to a level of sufficiency, but to the best possible position relative to those who are best off.

      This reply to the second query prompts the first query. If the aim is to do the best we can by way of political equality and democratic participation, why not endorse a more thoroughgoing system of justice, one that seeks to equalize social and economic goods at the highest possible level for all? On such a view justice at the level of the basic structure is not aimed merely at securing the conditions necessary for the effective democratic participation of all; it is aimed at providing everyone with the best possible equal circumstances from which to participate democratically. This conception of justice is more ambitious than the Difference Principle because it would disallow inequalities at the basic structure as such, even those that benefit the least well off, opting instead for a distribution of social and economic goods in which each gets as great a share as is consistent with everyone getting an equal share. Hence the conception of justice we are considering treats primary social and economic goods in the same way that Rawls treats the basic liberties in the First Principle.

      Pragmatists may find this more ambitious view attractive, at least in principle. However, given their commitments regarding the nature of inquiry and the risks inherent in it, pragmatists will also be wary of proposals that require drastic departures from existing practices, especially when such proposals are likely to be difficult to retrieve should they prove unacceptable once implemented. Furthermore, recall that pragmatists hold under-determinationism about inquiry; in the case of social goods, they maintain that there are several distinct goods that society must try to secure. Consequently, the pragmatist rejects libertarianism for being single-mindedly focused on individual liberty, and will want to be careful to avoid making an analogous error in the case of justice. That is, the pragmatist recognizes that there are many different social values that a democratic society must attempt to honor, including the values associated with individual liberty, autonomy, desert, community, and fairness. The more ambitious conception of justice subordinates these other values to justice, thereby exaggerating the degree to which our ongoing inquiries into these values have fixed on a single ordering of them. To put the point another way, the pragmatist sees the Difference Principle as an appropriate principle of justice for the basic structure for now and given where we are in the course of our ongoing social inquiry. The virtue of the Difference Principle for the pragmatist is that in seeking to enable democratic participation, it keeps open the way of inquiry into justice, liberty, autonomy, and other important values.

    

    
      Pragmatism and the Original Position

      Pragmatists may respond that they never intended to fault Rawls’s principles; they may say instead that Rawls’s argument from the Original Position is unacceptable. Here pragmatists borrow from communitarian criticisms that claim that the Original Position is committed to a distorted view of the self.23 Perhaps there was a time when these criticisms were correctly regarded to have some force. However, given the debates over this very point that ensued throughout the ’80s and early ’90s, it is now clear that criticisms of this kind are mere canards. Indeed, one should think that the clarifications offered by Rawls (2001, 2005) would have sufficed to expel worries about the way the Original Position models selves.

      The Original Position is not meant to model selves at all, but democratic citizens (Rawls 2001: 16; Rawls 2005: 24). It is not meant to capture all the moral and social relations that obtain among people, but only those that obtain among citizens as such. This is not to say that Rawls is committed to a view according to which citizens confront each other as antagonistic social atoms; it is rather to say that, as far as the state is concerned and from the perspective of thinking about the justice of the basic structure of a democratic society, we must be understood to be free and equal citizens who seek fair terms of social cooperation and who can make moral claims on each other (2005: 26). Rawls recognizes that we are more than this; but the fact that, in addition to being citizens, some of us are also friends, lovers, siblings, co-workers, caregivers, and so on, is rightly regarded as irrelevant to the state, at least insofar as we are concerned to design the basic structure of our society. For this purpose, the state must conceive of us in a particular way, namely, as free and equal citizens. And when we are thinking about the design of the basic structure of society, we must think of ourselves from the perspective of the state.

      Now, in a democratic community, there is a sense in which we, in our role as citizens, compose the state. So in selecting the principles that will govern the basic structure of society, we must deliberate from within our role as citizens, leaving to the side our other particular moral relations to specific others. The crucial Rawlsian insight is that in order to regard every citizen as free and equal when deliberating about principles of justice to govern the basic structure of society, we should imaginatively place ourselves in the position of society’s least well off. Rawls sees that principles of justice for the basic structure must be justifiable to all, and the proper perspective from which to adjudge the justifiability of such principles is that of those who are least advantaged by the social order under consideration. Principles that are justifiable only to those who fare well under them are ipso facto inappropriate for a society of free and equal citizens.

      Allow us to place a more explicitly pragmatist gloss on this. The Original Position is a device that places constraints on what democratic citizens can cite as justifying reasons in support of the basic terms of social association. It says, roughly, that the basic structure of a democratic society must attempt to secure for every citizen—not simply for those who are well off, not simply for those who are advantaged—full access to the processes of collective inquiry by which we govern ourselves. To do this, we ought to examine proposed principles for the basic structure of society from the point of view of those who are least advantaged by them; that is, we must be able to justify the proposed principles to them. We must be able to demonstrate that, by selecting them, we do not thereby violate their status as free and equal democratic citizens. An insight that is familiar to pragmatists is that typical forms of economic and social disadvantage obstruct access to effective democratic participation. They are therefore unjust.

      Consequently, far from being an abstract exercise presupposing an unduly abstract view of what humans are, the argument from the Original Position insists that the principles that govern the basic structure of society must be justifiable to those citizens who are least advantaged. It thus calls us not only to favor measures that improve the position of the least well off as much as possible, it also is itself an act of democratic inclusion insofar as it fixes our attention on the lives, reasons, and experiences of those in our society who stand most vulnerable to disempowerment and exclusion. From the pragmatist perspective, this kind of inclusion is not only demanded by justice, but it is also a constitutive condition for democracy. As Rawls explained, the commitment to thinking about justice from the perspective of the Original Position is also an expression of our commitment to the social equality of all democratic citizens; it communicates the recognition that, in a democracy, all citizens are social equals sharing in a common social fate (Rawls 1999a: 87), and thus that the most fundamental features of our social order must be consistent with that equality. Consequently, pragmatist hostility to the Original Position as a device for thinking about basic justice is blatantly misplaced. The Original Position models precisely the moral commitments among citizens that are required under the pragmatists’ conception of democracy.

      In fact, the entire Rawlsian framework—the principles, the Original Position, and the mode of argument—expresses an overall conception of the point of justice that pragmatists should embrace. To be specific, the Rawlsian approach to justice is driven by the idea that justice fundamentally aims at establishing, maintaining, and protecting the social conditions that are necessary for citizens to live together in relations of democratic equality. Although the two principles are focused on the distribution of items like basic liberties and wealth, the point of trying to develop a theory of how these are to be distributed is to arrive at a vision of society in which citizens can see themselves and each other as equals. The pragmatist sees social equality as a necessary background condition for democratic inquiry and accordingly has reason to embrace the broadly Rawlsian program concerning justice.

    

    
      Conclusion

      We have endeavored to start an argument rather than end one. We have presented a case for thinking, first, that the absence of justice in pragmatist political philosophy is a problem to be remedied, and second, that one highly influential view of justice admits of one natural interpretation that pragmatist political philosophers should find attractive. This is, of course, only to take a first step—it addresses pragmatism’s justice-blindness only insofar as it puts justice explicitly on the agenda for pragmatism. Unsurprisingly, all of the real difficulties lie ahead. We conclude this chapter by highlighting one particularly difficult problem that awaits the pragmatist who undertakes to theorize justice.

      We have argued that pragmatists should embrace a democratic egalitarian conception of justice; to repeat, this means that pragmatists should adopt the view that the point of justice is to establish and sustain a social and political order in which citizens can live together in relations of social equality. Of course, much needs to be said about what social equality amounts to. Nonetheless, we think it is clear that some model of social equality is what pragmatists should see as justice’s aim. And as we have said, the pragmatist holds that social equality among citizens is required for democratic inquiry.

      So far, so good. Yet a difficulty lurks. Given pragmatism’s conception of democracy as a sharing and pooling of epistemic resources, and given the fact that epistemic resources do not respect geographical borders, it is not clear how the pragmatist could resist a globalist conception of justice. That is, it looks as if pragmatists must be cosmopolitans. Cosmopolitanism is a popular view; however, it is not a comfortable fit with democratic egalitarianism. The former recognizes duties of justice across state borders; the latter sees the point of justice to be that of establishing properly democratic relations among citizens, and therefore is intrinsically statist. One thought might be that pragmatism is in principle committed to some kind of global democracy, but remains statist due to practical reasons of efficiency and feasibility. This strikes us as an uncomfortable posture. It threatens to lose much of what pragmatist democratic theorists traditionally have prized about face-to-face participation and local community. Perhaps in the end, pragmatists will have to jettison their communitarian and localist commitments? We don’t have an answer. In any case, this is the kind of problem that contemporary pragmatist political theory must begin to address, not only in order to overcome its long-standing blindness with respect to justice, but also to correct its democratic vision.
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Public Argument in a Democratic Society

    The preceding thirteen chapters have presented our views about the development, character, and prospects of pragmatism as a philosophical trajectory within twentieth- and twenty-first-century philosophy. Much of that presentation has been dialectical; we have tried to position our views within a broader field of rival and complementary accounts. Yet, as we noted in the Introduction to this volume, our collaborative work is not confined to matters concerning pragmatism’s status and fate; we also think at the intersection of epistemology and political philosophy. We have developed a distinctive view of the epistemic dimension of democracy that highlights the public role of argumentation. And our view of epistemic democracy is, we believe, an upshot of our pragmatist commitments. In this chapter, we largely drop the overt examination of pragmatism and instead present the basic contours of our epistemic conception of democracy in a way that punctuates its pragmatist features.

    
      Plato’s Challenge

      In Chapter 6, we identified a commitment within Dewey’s political thought that is not only alive and well, but most deservedly so. To review, Dewey was among the first to propose an epistemic conception of democracy, a conception according to which the worth of democracy centrally lies in its capacity to realize certain epistemic goods. Specifically, Dewey argued that in a proper democracy, socially distributed epistemic resources are pooled and applied to problems. Democracy’s value, then, lies in its capacity to reliably deliver the epistemic good of intelligent responses to those problems.

      As we have noted, there is a great deal more to Deweyan democracy than this. What we think is most important—and most distinctively pragmatist—is the insight that democracy is the manifestation in the social and political order of our individual epistemic aspiration to manage life’s problems by means of reasons, arguments, and evidence. Individually, we seek to confront problems by inquiring—by examining, probing, testing, and trying. Rarely do we take ourselves to be simply flailing, blindly adhering to prejudices, or succumbing to irrationality. We, when we come to see ourselves as reacting to a problem in any of these ways, begin to regard ourselves as epistemically blameworthy and in need of correction. Although, as with aspirations as such, we often fail to address problems in the way we think we should, in the moment we cannot help but take ourselves to be doing well by our epistemic commitments.

      Democracy is the social manifestation of this epistemic aspiration. According to what we regard as Dewey’s most important contribution to democratic theory, then, the value of democracy is largely, though of course not exclusively, a matter of its being the social upshot of the epistemic values we already embrace. That is, in addition to the moral reasons one has to favor democracy, one also has a compelling reason on a decidedly epistemological kind, namely, that democracy upholds at the social and political levels the epistemic values embedded within our individual epistemic aspirations. In a slogan, we should be democrats because we are inquirers.1

      The very idea that there are epistemological reasons sufficient to favor democracy runs contrary to longstanding trends within political philosophy, including trends within democratic theory. Plato famously observed that there is a massive gulf between popular opinion and what reason supports.2 In informal logic, there is even a name for the fallacy of thinking that the former is a good guide to the latter. It’s called the ad populum fallacy, and it is captured by the thought that just because many people believe it, it doesn’t mean that it’s true. Plato observed that a well-trained speaker or a wealthy person with many connections can get people to believe things that are nonetheless totally unsupported by evidence. Yet in a democracy, it is public opinion rather than wisdom that rules. Democracy hence hands power over to the sweet-talkers, who engage in politics only to gain personal advantage.

      The force of Plato’s criticism is relatively simple, but potentially devastating. Politics must strive for justice. But only those who know what justice is and also have the self-control to enact what justice requires are capable of striving to enact justice in the political order. Alas, the average citizen is dumb and vicious. As Winston Churchill once quipped, the best argument against democracy is five minutes with the average voter. Hence the Platonic conclusion: Democracy is a fundamentally corrupt form of politics; it is the rule of those who neither know nor care about justice. So, in The Republic, Plato’s Socrates argues for a philosophical monarchy, the rule of the wise and virtuous. Case closed.

      Plato reasoned that democracy cannot provide the proper coincidence of reason and politics. One needs, instead, philosopher kings—rulers who understand the issues, see what’s right, have the power to act on that knowledge, and won’t be distracted by self-interest. And it’s not hard to think one’s way into Plato’s view: Who do we want to be in charge, those who know the best answers or those who don’t? One wouldn’t turn to a popular vote in order to decide how to enact a proper root canal, so why do we allow the populace to decide public policy? Philosophers, Plato holds, achieve the correct aspirations; they both know what’s right and are virtuous enough to do it.

      Plato’s criticisms of democracy are especially formidable for those of us who are also committed to truth, good reasoning, and justice. Again, Plato’s challenge is that democracy is ruinous of those things. Hence the idea with which we began—namely that democracy’s value lies in its ability to manifest our epistemic aspirations in a social and political order—is under direct and forceful attack.

      Modern democratic citizens naturally tend to recoil at Plato’s argument. And his positive proposal that philosophers should rule is often met with understandable ridicule. However, Plato’s crucial premise that the average citizen is too dumb and undisciplined for democracy is widely embraced, especially among those who find themselves on the losing side of a democratic vote. For one example, consider a common reaction among social and fiscal conservatives to Barack Obama’s re-election in 2012; it was routinely claimed that the people had been “duped” and “mislead” by the Democrats’ vacuous sweet-talk. And a nearly identical narrative has emerged among progressives and liberals regarding the 2016 election of Donald Trump; the claim there is that Trump supporters are mindless devotees of a narcissistic authoritarian who threatens the very existence of democracy in the United States. These are both instantiations of what we might call The Plato Principle: Citizens who otherwise uphold democracy quickly embrace the Platonic Challenge once they find themselves on the losing side of an important election. Their wholehearted support of democracy, it seems, is contingent on who wins the election. But this is precisely what Plato diagnoses as the central vice of democracy—it leads us to think that politics is entirely about getting what we want. Hence we find ourselves, once again, far removed from the idea that we should favor democracy because it fits our epistemic aspirations to get things right.

    

    
      The Strengthened Challenge

      Maybe Plato is right. Maybe democracy is helplessly foolish and it would be far better to design some alternate arrangement under which the wise rule.3 We should begin by noting that many philosophers, including us, hold that democratic citizens ought to take this possibility seriously. There is nothing anti-democratic about earnestly confronting democracy’s critics, and arguably there’s something on the order of an imperative to examine the strongest criticisms. As John Stuart Mill claimed “He who knows only his own side of an argument knows little of that” (1978: 42).

      In this spirit, it might be worthwhile to pause a moment to formulate a more general version of Plato’s Challenge, one that does not begin squarely with an appeal to the gap between popular opinion and wisdom. Consider: Democracy centrally entails the claim that you may be required to live according to rules that you reject. In fact, democracy is the thesis that you may be required to live according to rules that you reject, simply because those rules are favored by others. To press the critical edge further toward Plato’s version, democracy is the claim that you may be required to live according to rules that you have conclusive reasons to reject simply because others, who are too foolish to appreciate your reasons, favor them. And one further iteration draws us yet closer to Plato: Democracy is the claim that you may be required to live according to rules that you have conclusive reasons to reject simply because others, who are too foolish to appreciate your reasons, favor them, even though they have no reasons at all to do so.

      Call this the Strengthened Challenge. It shows, without any Plato-style premises concerning wisdom and experts, that once it is described accurately, democracy is hard to love, even at its best. And we know that our democracy is not democracy at its best. As Plato’s Challenge is a weaker articulation of the Strengthened version, a successful response to the latter will suffice to defeat the former.

    

    
      Responses to the Challenge

      There are several responses to the Strengthened Challenge, and we’d like to survey a few popular rejoinders before sketching our own. One response denies that politics has anything at all to do with the ideal of basing political rules on cogent reasons. Politics, the response continues, is not about discerning truths or tracking good reasons, but producing stable government. And stability is not a matter of getting things right, but getting things done in ways that prevent revolution, and that’s what a democracy accomplishes.

      Were it successful, this reply would decisively undercut the Strengthened Challenge. Were proper politics not a matter of truth or reasons, but only the effective wielding of power, there would be no sense to the worry that democracies are unwise or irrational; the case for democracy is made simply by appeal to its stability. The trouble with this rejoinder, however, lies in its apparent strength. The idea that proper politics is about effective power forces us to conclude that there’s nothing to criticize in a military junta, provided it is effective enough to be long-lasting, too. In that case, the more terrifying, oppressive, and brutal a dictator is, the more legitimate his rule if it contributes to long-term stability. That’s unacceptable. We should seek to preserve the commonsense distinction between power successfully exercised and power justly exercised. In denying this distinction, the attempted rejoinder presents no case for democracy at all.

      Consider next a more sophisticated kind of reply. It is alleged that critics of democracy make the error of comparing an ideal form of non-democracy to real democracy. In the Strengthened Challenge, democracy is made to look silly by way of an implicit appeal to an imagined alternate political order where reasons always carry the day. This is made explicit in Plato; he compares a real democracy to an ideal monarchy. Yet any evaluative comparison between an ideal X and a real Y will tend to punctuate the flaws of real world while extolling the pristine wholesomeness of the ideal. The reply continues that when real non-democracy and real democracy are compared, democracy looks especially good; and when one compares ideal forms of democracy and non-democracy, democracy is either superior or at least not worse. This kind of response underlies another of Winston Churchill’s famous quips about democracy, this one being that democracy is the worst form of government, except for all the others that have been tried.

      Though it is an improvement on the stability argument considered above, this response concedes too much. It challenges the critic’s positive claim that some form of non-democracy is superior to democracy, yet makes no advance against the underlying criticism that democracy is fundamentally unjust. One could concede Churchill’s comparative point, and then go on to assert that even though democracy is indeed the best we can get, it is no good at all.4 That’s not much of a defense of democracy. It’s at best an apology.

      Another kind of response is less frequently pursued, yet strikes us as the most promising. It consists in taking the bull by the horns, as it were, and making an epistemic case in favor of democracy. Recall that the main force of the challenge we’ve been considering is that democracy is the rule of the unwise. Plato held that political legitimacy depends on knowledge; and so he concluded that the only legitimate form of political rule would be rule of the wise. As he also thought that only a few are capable of wisdom, he argued for a political order in which only a few (or one) would rule. Note that the previous responses that we considered attacked the premise that only knowledge can be a source of legitimacy: the first response held that stability confers legitimacy; the second affirmed that comparative bestness (along some unstated metric) suffices. The epistemic reply attacks the assertion that democracies are epistemically defective.

      Could such a strategy succeed? Isn’t it just obvious that democracy is unwise? Decades of public opinion research shows that the political ignorance of the democracy citizenry is staggering.5 Democratic citizens know almost nothing about politics, and, what is worse, they don’t even know that.

      Now, it is true that the ordinary democratic citizen is strikingly misinformed about the political world in which she lives. But again, it is important to keep our categories straight. The epistemic response we are considering is not committed to any view about the epistemic virtues of individual democratic citizens; it is proposing only that democracies, properly structured, can be wise. One version of this kind of epistemic argument for democracy draws on the “wisdom of crowds” phenomenon, arguing that the outcomes of properly democratic decision-making processes are wiser than non-democratic processes, even when individual contributors to the democratic processes are ignorant (Surowiecki 2004). Another version relies on the “diversity trumps ability” theorem developed by Scott Page (2007), which demonstrates that when cognitively diverse large groups are structured in a particular way, their collective decisions epistemically outperform smaller groups of experts.6

      Alas, epistemic appeals of these kinds encounter difficulties. Note that they concede much of Plato’s original conceptual argument, differing from Plato only in holding the empirical thesis that the only true site of wisdom is the collective democratic citizenry rather than the philosopher king. And though the empirical data concerning the “wisdom of crowds” and the epistemic value of cognitive diversity are suggestive and intriguing, they’re not decisive, and sometimes vexed. So were the empirical data to turn out to support not the “wisdom of crowds,” but the “wisdom of some subset of the crowd,” these theorists would find themselves back on the road to anti-democracy.

      Again, we think the better version of epistemic democracy follows the core Deweyan insight that locates the value of democracy not in the correctness of its outcomes, but in its capacity to support and enrich our fundamental epistemic aspirations. To wit: when we adopt a belief, or begin to wonder, or ask a question, or express a disagreement, or engage in argument, we are attempting to embrace the true and reject the false. This truth-aspiration brings with it the aspiration to discern and follow the best reasons and evidence available. And in this we are inevitably dependent on each other as fellow reasoners; we must rely on others to share and articulate their ideas, as well as to formulate their reasons and to challenge ours. In short, in order to pursue wisdom individually, we need others to pursue wisdom as well. But we also need more. We need to share with others a common social and political world where reasons, arguments, information, and evidence can be freely and openly exchanged. Further, we need there to be mechanisms where the public officials and the basic terms of social association can be scrutinized, challenged, held accountable, and if necessary, changed. These conditions are best secured under a democratic political order.

      Hence our epistemic democratic reply to the Strengthened Challenge: We need democracy in order to pursue wisdom. That is, in order to be entitled to the confidence with which we hold our beliefs, including our moral and political judgments, we need to be able to subject them to the test and scrutiny of the reasons, evidence, argument, and challenges of others. And in order to pursue the aspiration of believing in accord with our best reasons, we need to play our part in sustaining a political order in which we all can participate in the activity of responsible inquiry. This indeed means that we will sometimes, even often, live by laws and policies that we take ourselves to have good reason to reject. But that’s an inevitable cost of living within an epistemic order that secures the conditions under which proper inquiry can commence.

      In addition, it should not be forgotten that democracy so conceived offers an important epistemic consolation to those who are required to abide by rules that they oppose. Under democratic political arrangements, it is possible for one to press criticisms of the standing rules and policies. In fact, democracy recognizes that a collective outcome might be objectionable even though it was produced democratically. That is, democracy recognizes that the value of a collective decision does not derive strictly from the process by which it was reached; democracy doesn’t end once the votes have been counted, because democratic rules are perpetually subject to review, scrutiny, challenge, and contestation. Thus the epistemically consoling thought. Even when your side loses the election, you still get to argue for your view, and could possibly force change in the right direction.

      Our claim, then, is that democracy is the political manifestation of our aspiration to rationally pursue the truth; it is, in other words, the political correlate to our individual epistemic aspirations in that it secures and preserves the social and political conditions under which they can be pursued. Crucially, this version of epistemic democracy does not make any unduly rosy claims concerning the wisdom of democratic decisions, and it is fully consistent with a pessimistic assessment of the wisdom of individual democratic citizens. And yet it is also consistent with the other varieties of epistemic argument; the “wisdom of crowds” and “diversity trumps ability” views, if correct, complement ours. Note further that the epistemic view we have proposed is non-rivalrous with non-epistemic arguments for democracy. Nothing in what we have proposed requires the abandonment of the more common moral arguments for democratic rule; again, we think that our epistemic view complements the moral arguments.

    

    
      The Place of Argumentation

      The question now is how that happens—how democracy enables us to pursue those epistemic aspirations. Begin with logic. Logic, as the study of reasoning, has two foci: a formal focus, and an informal focus. On the formal side, logicians study ways that pieces of information can come together to yield new information. Here are two very simple examples. First, a simple syllogism:


      
        	All cats are mammals

        	Penelope is a cat

        	SO: Penelope is a mammal

      

      
Second, a disjunctive argument:


      
        	Jeff’s out running or he’s at home.

        	Jeff’s not at home

        	SO: Jeff’s out running

      

      
In the formal study of logic, one tries to make explicit how the information in premises has a synergy such that it yields the conclusion. One needs both pieces of information to do the computation. Taken by themselves, one can’t go anywhere; yet taken together, they bring us to a new truth. In formal logic we start with these basic forms of good reasoning and build to computational systems for massively complex information—but it’s all based on this foundation of good, simple computation.

      On the informal side of logic, one examines how we use the information we have to resolve disagreements, answer questions, and properly investigate matters. Research in this area clarifies the importance of this and how one can


      
        	Identify and use reliable sources of information

        	Get all the relevant information, and

        	Ensure that if we have questions about 1 and 2, we can either answer the questions or find alternatives.

      

      
We don’t only want high-quality and relevant information, we want as much of it as we can get, if we are to make informed decisions. This is all a matter of cognitive health. A cognitively healthy thought has the following form:


      
        I believe that p, and p is well-supported by all the relevant evidence.

      

      
The problem, though, is that thoughts of this form are notoriously hard to maintain, because you need to have assessed your evidence as relevant and complete. And so consider how you would view your commitments as failures or as erroneous were you to think any of the following:


      
        	I believe that p, but I’ve ignored a large swath of information about it.

        	I believe that p, but my reasons for it are irrelevant to it.

        	I believe that p, but I don’t listen to or those who hold p is false.

        	I believe that p, but I have no reply to arguments that it is false.

      

      
In order to assess our own thoughts as being properly formed and held, we must be able to see them as being both formally and informally successful. Taking up successfully with others is required for us to see our beliefs as properly formed; consequently, it is required for us to see ourselves as cognitively healthy. It seems, then, that some degree of interpersonal argumentative engagement is necessary for cognitive health.

      Now let’s consider the political implication of this logical program. In order to satisfy our aspiration for cognitive health, we must be able to engage with others in ways that are epistemically well-ordered. Democracies, at least ideally, are organized so that we can do so; to repeat, democracy enables us to live up to our epistemic aspirations. Think especially of the familiar free expression norms—specifically institutional guarantees of free speech, freedom of association, and freedom of the press—that enable and protect processes by which citizens can access, exchange, and scrutinize proposed reasons, arguments, and evidence. Such norms, and their institutional guarantees, must be in place if we are to take any of our beliefs to be properly formed.

      To see this, consider the collective assessment of a democratic policy decision on analogy of the model of cognitive health we laid out above:


      
        We’ve collectively decided policy p on the basis of all the relevant available evidence.

      

      
That’s a way to feel good about a policy decision, even when one also holds that p is suboptimal, or even mistaken. That the decision was made in light of processes by which the relevant evidence was available to one’s fellow citizens helps to legitimate the collective decision, even to the outliers. Those who see the decision as suboptimal or even in error are nonetheless able to view the reasons by which it was driven; they may thus be able to see the collective result as procedurally sound and justified, even if substantively mistaken. Contrast this assessment with the following:


      
        We’ve collectively decided policy q, but relevant considerations regarding q were silenced.

      

      
Or,


      
        We’ve collectively decided policy q, but all the information regarding q was tightly controlled so that none of the evidence against q could get out.

      

      
Or,


      
        We’ve collectively decided policy q, but the case favoring q dominated all discussion simply because those who support q have vastly more resources than q’s opponents, and so they were able to drown out dissenting considerations.

      

      
The point here is that the objection to the policy decision in the latter three cases is driven by the sense that there has been a democratic failure in the decision process: information was withheld, opposition was silenced, discussion was distorted, and hence public opinion was ill-formed. Regardless of the epistemic value of policy q, the collective decision to enact it is unwise. And this is precisely because the decision is the product of a process that violates the cognitive norms recognized and protected by democracy.

      Humans are naturally committed to living up to the norms of cognitive health—you know to do your homework, get all the data, not overlook things. That’s just what it is to have beliefs—you care for their truth, so you do your best to have them reflect what’s true. But it’s the political component that’s important. For the sake of your democracy, you need to learn how to communicate what you know. And you need to learn how to listen to others that may know. For the sake of good policy, you need to make sure that your sources are reliable and information complete. For the sake of justice, you need to make sure all the voices are heard.

      To be sure, these are heavy responsibilities, cognitive and otherwise; but in a democracy, if we’ve taken on the responsibility of governing ourselves, we should take on the responsibility of doing it right. Of course, to assert that we are naturally committed to these epistemic norms is not to say that we tend to respect them. Obviously the world is filled with epistemically corrupt behavior: rationalization, distortion, manipulation, self-deception, and much else. But the force of the norms can be seen in the fact that the rationalizer cannot take himself to believe on the basis of a rationalization; and similarly, those who self-deceive must assess themselves otherwise. The same goes for the rhetorician who employs manipulations and distortions with the aim of moving her audience. Were she to announce her methods, they would lose all effect. Indeed, the rhetorician must present herself as epistemically impeccable—a clear-thinker, straight-talker, open inquirer, and truth-teller—or else lose all hope of success. Again, we may not be especially adept at satisfying the epistemic norms that govern our cognitive lives; but it is telling that our most common, fundamental, and systematic failings are always accompanied by the reassurance that those norms are indeed being met.

    

    
      The Public Nature of Argumentation

      We’ve seen that, for the sake of cognitive health, we must have evidence for our views, and we must have arguments that not only display that evidence but also show that it is representative of and responsive to all the relevant considerations. This requires that our reasoning be dialectical, and there are distinctive failures of reasoning that can be seen from this light. The general term for failures of reasoning is fallacy, and the standard way to think of fallacies is to think of them in a formally. Consider the following:


      
        	X is a polygon

        	If X is a triangle X is a polygon

        	SO: X is a triangle

      

      
That’s a pretty shabby piece of reasoning—it instantiates the formal fallacy of asserting the consequent. Its premises don’t guarantee the truth of the conclusion. But not all fallacies are formal in that way. Consider the following piece of reasoning. Call it the blue cake argument:


      
        	Bill went to the bakery and bought a cake

        	The cake was blue

        	SO: Bill bought a blue cake

      

      
Now, that’s a fine piece of reasoning in one sense; its premises, if true, guarantee the truth of their reiteration as the conclusion. But what if there’s a dispute regarding whether Bill bought a blue cake among those who agree that Bill bought a cake? Imagine someone claiming the following: “Bill went to the bakery, but I don’t think he bought a blue cake… I think it was a red one.” The blue cake argument obviously won’t do anything to resolve the dispute. The premise that Bill bought a blue cake hasn’t been introduced properly. Instead, that premise simply denies that he bought a red cake. One might say that, whatever its other virtues may be, when there’s a dispute over the color of the cake that Bill bought, the blue cake argument is no argument at all. To be sure, it is deductively valid (the truth of the premises does guarantee the truth of the conclusion), and the argument might even be sound; still, the blue cake argument is hardly an argument in the sense that is called for in the face of disagreement.

      So there must be more to argumentative success than meeting the requirements of deductive soundness. When presenting arguments to each other, we are seeking to address questions, resolve disagreements, further inquiry, and flesh things out. The trouble with the blue cake argument above is that it begs the question, and it does so even if it is true that Bill bought a blue cake. The conclusion is identical to the premises, so the argument attempts to resolve a disputed question by merely asserting one disputant’s answer. However, disputes arise among people who disagree, and arguments must be designed to address disputes in ways that could provide a rational resolution to disagreements. In order to rationally resolve a disagreement, the arguments that are proposed must actually address the disputants and attempt to provide them with reasons to come to agree. Accordingly, even a formally unimpeachable argument can fail if it is unable to fulfill the social role of argumentation. To put the matter in a nutshell: in order to be successful, arguments must be sufficiently dialectical.

      What is it for an argument to be sufficiently dialectical? Here are two rough desiderata, both of which point to the necessity for publicity in argumentation. First, an argument must be composed not merely of reasons that support its conclusion, but of reasons that its target audience can recognize as reasons. Accordingly, a flat-footed appeal to the authority of the Pope in a dispute among Catholics and non-Catholics about the permissibility of stem-cell research is a dialectical failure, because the latter don’t recognize the Pope as having any more authority on the matter than anyone else. Second, an argument must address the most pressing concerns and doubts that prevail among the target audience. That is, in order to attempt resolve a disagreement, we must not only assess the reasons for one of the sides, we must assess the reasons for both sides. So a dialectically proper argument presents not merely a case for one’s preferred view; it must also take into account the going criticisms and objections to one’s conclusion.7 Those that fail to satisfy these desiderata, again, beg the question.

      Now, we can see that this dialectical requirement of argument brings with it some added responsibilities for arguers. You must be in a good position to know or have compelling reasons to believe your conclusion true. This requires that you have certain cognitive capacities relevant for proper belief production and maintenance. It also requires that you live and operate within a social and political environment where proper reasoning, inquiry, and communication are possible—where information and reasons can be freely exchanged, where sources of information can be scrutinized, where the powerful can be critiqued and held accountable, and where dissenters can be protected from retaliation. It seems then that proper epistemic practice in the individual depends upon a properly structured social and political environment, and all of it requires that we not only be rational, but our rationality be manifest to each other.

      As we have already indicated, we associate this appropriate epistemic environment of manifest rationality with democracy. Importantly, democratic conditions also occasion disagreements, some of which will concern very serious collective matters. Such disagreements must be managed in ways that manifest our epistemic ambitions. Accordingly, in order to be a proper believer, one needs not only to manage one’s own evidence and credence properly; one needs also to engage well with others. To be more specific, one needs to know about the views of those with whom one disagrees. One needs to learn about their reasons, and why they might (quite reasonably, perhaps) doubt what seems so clearly true. One needs to listen to their objections, and try to formulate replies to them. And in light of this activity, one might have to change one’s mind.

    

    Notes

    1 As with any slogan, one needs to exercise caution. The claim is not that our epistemological reasons are the only reasons we have to be democrats. Nor are we saying that the epistemological reasons we have to be democrats are the most important reasons. Our claim is rather that our epistemological reasons are sufficient for a commitment to democracy.

    2 We refer here to Plato with due trepidation, as it is not clear whether any of the views announced by his character Socrates reflect anything that the author of the dialogues believed. Our references to Plato here should be taken as referring to Plato as commonly understood. We cannot here engage the interpretative issues that arise from Plato’s dialogues.

    3 See Ahlstrom-Vij (2013) and Brennan (2016) for quite different proposals along these lines.

    4 This is the position of many philosophical anarchists. See especially Robert Paul Wolff (1998).

    5 See, for example, Somin (2016).

    6 See Landemore (2013) for a defense.

    7 These requirements have been termed in argumentation theory the dialectical tier, and Ralph Johnson’s Manifest Rationality (2000) is the most developed defense of the requirement. Aikin has defended the epistemic version of this requirement of dialecticality in his (2008b).
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Epilogue

    Pragmatism as Minimalist Metaphilosophy

    The preceding chapters were devoted mainly to defending a series of inter-locking claims concerning pragmatism. If we had to encapsulate our views into a single thesis, it would run roughly like this: Pragmatism is fundamentally a metaphilosophical program according to which it is possible to devise a functional, effective, and philosophically defensible conception of inquiry—in advance of settling the thorny philosophical debates in metaphysics, epistemology, and value theory—that can enable us to successfully address and manage ongoing and emergent practical problems while work on the longstanding issues in philosophy continues. That’s a mouthful, so a little unpacking is called for. Our version of pragmatism can be articulated as four theses:


    
      	The No First Philosophy Thesis

      	The No-Veto Thesis

      	The Mixed Bag Thesis

      	The Possibility of Progress Thesis

    

    
We’ll take these up in order.

    
      No First Philosophy

      In claiming that pragmatism is fundamentally a metaphilosophical program, we are saying that it should not be identified centrally with the characteristic first-order views about meaning and truth that pragmatists are keen to advance. To be sure, this is not to say that pragmatists are not entitled to their characteristic first-order claims—that beliefs are guides to action, that the meaning of a statement is fixed by its behavioral impacts, that representationalist theories of truth are unstable, and so on. Our claim rather is that it is not in virtue of holding any such first-order views that one is a pragmatist. Pragmatism is a second-order thesis about philosophy that tends to suggest or complement certain first-order claims. And that second-order thesis is that, as things stand in philosophy, there is no natural order of philosophical questions, no analytics, no way of establishing that a particular query is analytically prior to another.

      In short, pragmatism resists the very idea of a First Philosophy. It refuses to adopt any view that proposes a blueprint for philosophy that identifies a hierarchy of issues, questions, and areas. Of course, this resistance is consistent with more limited claims about how particular philosophical inquiries should be ordered. Pragmatism is not cognitive anarchism. The claim is only that the traditional aspiration—from Aristotle onward—to begin philosophy by devising a lexically ordered catalogue of its problems is misguided. The pragmatist declines the idea that in order for, say, the moral philosopher to properly investigate moral responsibility, she first needs to settle the metaphysical issue of freewill.

      It is important to emphasize here that the pragmatist need not deny that some particular philosophical queries are conceptually prior to others; she need not reject the idea that, for example, the theory of the moral emotions in philosophy is indeed parasitic on truths about humans that are discoverable by philosophers of mind and cognitive scientists. The idea rather is that any such assertion of priority and parasiticity must be made locally and for a particular purpose. Recall that the traditional First Philosophy picture purported to identify relations of priority and parasiticity among entire fields in philosophy. Again, the pragmatist certainly can allow that, given certain purposes, some philosophical questions are parasitic on others; her claim is that we as yet have no firm account of what priority in any more sweeping sense is, and for this reason, there is no basis for non-local maneuvers aimed at placing the entire discipline in an order of analysis.

    

    
      No-Veto

      The pragmatist’s refusal of the traditional conception of a First Philosophy suggests the second central commitment, namely that the incompleteness of one area of inquiry should not stall work in another. To return to the example above, the pragmatist denies that the metaphysician is entitled to call a halt to moral philosophy until such time as the freewill question is settled. The pragmatist holds this even in cases where there is a presumptively sound relation of priority. That is, the pragmatist denies that moral philosophy is subject to the veto of metaphysics even if it is conceded that morality is parasitic on the resolution of the freewill problem. This is due to the pragmatist’s claim that, as there is no First Philosophy in sight, the most prudent practical stance to adopt is a holistic one; this holism allows for the possibility that work in an area of inquiry A that is correctly regarded to be parasitic on a different area B might nonetheless inform the work in B. For all we know, some insight, result, idea, or problem that emerges within moral philosophy can inform the freewill debate in metaphysics in a way that is currently not appreciated by the metaphysicians. And of course, those working on responsibility surely should be aware of how the debates about free will affect their results, too. But so long as these lines of inquiry may proceed in tandem, neither vetoes work proceeding in the other. Again, the pragmatist affirms the Peircean metaphilosophical rule: Do not block the way of inquiry (CP1:135). Apart from this, everything is eligible for revision.

    

    
      Mixed Bag

      If pragmatist inquiry proceeds piecemeal, in reply to dialectical challenges, by responding to changes in one’s situation, in confronting a world that is both precarious and stable, then it stands to reason that inquiry will, over time, yield inconsistent output. After all, background conditions change, attention to one matter now seems more urgent than before, a new argument shows that some commitment is indispensable, available data underdetermine conflicting outputs, and so on. As fallibilists, pragmatists recognize that every philosophical view will—not just from the outside but from the inside, too—feature both benefits and costs. As we’ve mentioned throughout, every philosophical view is a mixed bag. In order to maintain a commitment, then, one must sometimes bite the bullet, or make a careful distinction, or find a way to dissolve a tension, or debunk an intuition. No philosophy comes for free.

      Notice that the Mixed Bag thesis is a direct consequence of the No First Philosophy and No Veto theses, because in light of them we see that philosophy does not proceed from first principles. Recall that the traditional appeal of First Philosophy is that it enables one to work out a philosophical system in light of principles that are antecedently guaranteed to be coherent; on such a model, a well-ordered philosophy cannot help but be itself coherent and sound. But once one has foregone First Philosophy, one accepts that there is no manifest proper order to questions, and so philosophical progress cannot help but be piecemeal and disorderly. This is a recipe for incoherence and inconsistency. And the pragmatist must accept that, in facing philosophical problems in situ, in addressing puzzles dialectically, from her own perspective, her solutions will have tension within them. And so, there are not only philosophical problems in the first instance (the satisfactory answers to problems as they arise), but there will be philosophical problems in the second instance (mastering the conflicting appeal of our solutions in the first). Pragmatism, then, must be a perspective and a set of strategies for managing the tensions of our practical and cognitive life. This is a far cry from the Jamesian promise that pragmatism provides “harmony” (WWJ: 386), reconciliation (WWJ: 389), and “peace” (WWJ: 349). But the spirit here is the same, as philosophical challenges arise precisely because we feel the tug of the intuitions that make up what Rescher called the “apories” of conflicting lines of thought, and the pragmatist program is one of mitigating the tensions as best one can.

    

    
      The Possibility of Progress

      The fourth commitment follows quickly on the heels of the former three. The pragmatist affirms that, despite not having a roadmap in the form of a clearly delineated ordering of philosophical priorities, and having the attitude that most philosophical solutions are mixed bags, progress in philosophy is possible. Here the claim is not only that by proceeding as if the distinct regions of philosophy are autonomous, we maximize the possibility of arriving at unexpected and fruitful syntheses, overlaps, and elucidations; it is also the claim that distinct areas of philosophical endeavor might indeed be autonomous. Progress, then, is measured by local advances on local philosophical problems, with the broader aim of synthesizing advances in multiple areas. Again, as Sellars put it, we seek to “understand how things in the broadest possible sense of the term hang together in the broadest possible sense of the term” (1963: 1), and we attempt to do this by sustaining conditions under which the community of inquiry can be expanded and its results maximized; the hope is that we may come to be well placed to explore the deep questions concerning the relations among distinct regions of inquiry.

      The difficulty lies, of course, in devising a conception of inquiry that could at once guide philosophers working in quite different areas without thereby cooking the books, methodologically speaking. Put otherwise, pragmatism is the metaphilosophical project of framing a conception of philosophical inquiry that is neutral among competing first-order philosophical claims. What pragmatism insists upon is that the meaning of an idea, claim, or assertion is, at least in part, a matter of the role it plays in practice. Of course, that insistence leaves open philosophical questions about what is meant by practice, and to what extent meaning is fixed by practical roles. These, too, are questions that the pragmatist thinks need to be addressed by means of ongoing inquiry. However, the point is not wholly without bite; the pragmatist contends that conflicting claims need to meet to some extent on the field of action; the practical import of competing philosophical views is where the rubber hits the road and where their engagement can begin.

      We have said that, on our view, pragmatism is a minimalist metaphilosophy. We mean that pragmatism is nothing more than a tentative modus operandi, a program that aspires to keep philosophy moving by suggesting the conditions under which philosophers can engage their first-order disputes. Hence, on our view, pragmatism is not a “reconstruction in philosophy” project, but rather a holistic view of the relations among distinct regions of philosophical inquiry and a plan for keeping the road of inquiry passable.

      Pragmatism thus cannot be identified with any first-order philosophical results. It is not a view about truth, or experience, or the mind, or language, or knowledge. It is not even a theory of meaning, as commonly conceived. Again, pragmatism rather is the insistence that the meaning of a term is at least partly fixed by its practical role. It issues this directive in the service of the aspiration to facilitate philosophical engagement.

      Of course, this is not to say that pragmatists ought not adopt first-order views. The pragmatist is also a participant in the ongoing philosophical inquiries that pragmatism seeks to help facilitate. And given the insistence on keeping the disputes close to practice, the pragmatist will likely be drawn to a version of naturalist empiricism. But those commitments are not themselves pragmatist; rather, they are its products. And they are the products of pragmatism not because pragmatism is itself a version of naturalist empiricism, but rather because the state of philosophical inquiry is such that someone with pragmatist metaphilosophical commitments is likely to see the empiricist and naturalist views as the ones best supported by the standing evidence. Were the evidence to change in the course of ongoing inquiry, the pragmatist would have to change her mind. Hence the pragmatist must recognize that on any philosophical issue, there are several pragmatist-compatible options. What emerges, then, is that pragmatism is not a collection of first-order commitments, but instead a way of arriving at and maintaining first-order philosophical commitments.

      We have noted throughout this volume that our conception of pragmatism stands in sharp contrast with that proffered by neoclassical pragmatists. To them, our pragmatism will look like no pragmatism at all. It will seem to them that our mixed bag approach concedes too much to non-pragmatism and that the minimalist metaphilosophy we have sketched contains nothing distinctively pragmatist.

      In the end, we are not sure that there is anything that is distinctively pragmatist. What we have called pragmatist metaphilosophical minimalism is, fittingly, a minimal commitment; thus it is compatible with a broad swath of philosophical perspectives. And the mixed bag approach makes it so that pragmatism is keenly focused on problems that may be seen best by pragmatism’s critics. It is a program for continuing philosophy in a way that optimizes contact among opposing theses, ideas, and perspectives. It hence regards our first-order commitments as fragile, temporary things that are almost surely destined for the dustbin. Yet it also recognizes the inescapability of the aspiration to see ourselves and our beliefs as the product of responsible inquiry.

    

  
    
      Works Cited

    Ahlstrom-Vij, Kristoffer. 2013. Epistemic Paternalism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

    Aikin, Scott F. 2005. “Who’s Afraid of Epistemology’s Regress Problem?” Philosophical Studies 126: 2.

    ———. 2006. “Modest Evidentialism.” International Philosophical Quarterly 46: 327–44.

    ———. 2008a. “Metaepistemology and the Varieties of Epistemic Infinitism.” Synthese 163.2: 175–85.

    ———. 2008b. “Three Objections to the Epistemic Theory of Argument, Rebutted.” Argumentation and Advocacy 44: 130–42.

    ———. 2011. Epistemology and the Regress Problem. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2014. Evidentialism and the Will to Believe. London: Bloomsbury.

    ———. 2017. “Modest, but not Self-Effacing, Transcendental Arguments.” The Philosophical Forum. 48.3: 287–306.

    Aikin, Scott F. and Thomas Dabay. Forthcoming. “Pragmatist Anti-Skepticism: Worth the Price?” In The Mystery of Skepticism: New Explorations. Kevin McCain and Ted Poston, eds. London: Brill.

    Aikin, Scott F. and Michael Harbour. 2010. “The Ethics of Inquiry and Engagement.” Public Affairs Quarterly 24: 155–66.

    Aikin, Scott F. and R. B. Talisse. 2011a. “Three Challenges to Jamesian Ethics.” William James Studies 6: 1–9.

    ———. 2011b. “Replies to Our Critics.” William James Studies 6: 28–34.

    ———. 2014. Why We Argue (and How We Should). New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2015. “Reply to Anderson.” The Pluralist 10.3: 335–43.

    Ammerman, Robert. 1965. “Ethics and Belief.” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 65: 257–66.

    Anderson, Douglas. 1995. Strands of System. Indianapolis: Purdue University Press.

    Anderson, Elizabeth. 1999. “What Is the Point of Equality?” Ethics 109: 287–337.

    ———. 2006. “The Epistemology of Democracy.” Episteme 3.1–2: 8–22.

    ———. 2010. The Imperative of Integration. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Anderson, Joshua. 2015. “A Critique of Talisse and Aikin’s ‘Why Pragmatists Cannot Be Pluralists’.” The Pluralist 10.1: 107–13.

    Ansell, Christopher K. 2011. Pragmatist Democracy. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Arneson, Richard. 1989. “Equality and Equal Opportunity for Welfare.” Philosophical Studies 56: 77–93.

    ———. 2011. “Luck Egalitarianism: A Primer.” In Responsibility and Distributive Justice. Carl Knight and Zofia Stemplowsak, eds. New York: Oxford University Press: 24–50.

    Atkin, Albert. 2015. Peirce. New York: Routledge.

    Augustine. 1995. Against the Academicians and the Teacher. Peter King, trans. Indianapolis: Hackett.

    Axtell, Guy. 2001. “Teaching William James’s ‘The Will to Believe’.” Teaching Philosophy 24: 325–45.

    ———. 2016. Objectivity. Malden, MA: Polity Press.

    Ayer, A. J. 1936. Language, Truth, and Logic. London: Victor Gollancz.

    Bacon, Michael. 2010. “The Politics of Truth: A Critique of Peircean Deliberative Democracy.” Philosophy and Social Criticism 36.9: 1075–91.

    ———. 2012. Pragmatism. London: Polity Press.

    Berlin, Isaiah. 2002. Liberty. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Bernstein, Richard. 2010a. The Pragmatic Turn. Malden, MA: Polity Press.

    ———. 2010b. “Dewey’s Vision of Radical Democracy.” In The Cambridge Companion to Dewey. Molly Cochran, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 288–308.

    ———. 2016. Pragmatic Encounters. New York: Routledge.

    Blackburn, Simon. 1988. “Attitudes and Contents.” Ethics 98: 501–17.

    ———. 1993. Essays in Quasi-Realism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

    Boersema, David. 2009. Pragmatism and Reference. Cambridge: MIT Press.

    Bohman, James. 1999. “Democracy as Inquiry, Inquiry as Democratic.” American Journal of Political Science 43.2: 590–607.

    ———. 2007. Democracy across Borders. Cambridge: MIT Press.

    ———. 2010. “Participating through Publics: Did Dewey Answer Lippmann?” Contemporary Pragmatism 7.1: 49–68.

    Boisvert, Raymond. 1998. John Dewey: Rethinking Our Time. Albany: SUNY Press.

    ———. 2003. “As Dewey Was Hegelian, So We Should be Deweyan.” In Dewey’s Wake. William Gavin, ed. Albany: State University of New York Press. 89–107.

    BonJour, Laurence. 1985. The Structure of Empirical Knowledge. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Brandom, Robert. 1994. Making It Explicit. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2000. Articulating Reasons. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2008. Between Saying and Doing: Towards and Analytic Pragmatism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2009. Reason in Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2011. Perspectives on Pragmatism. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Brennan, Jason. 2016. Against Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Brooks, Thom. 2009. “A Critique of Pragmatism and Deliberative Democracy.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 50–4.

    Burke, Thomas F. 2013. What Pragmatism Was. Bloomington: University of Indiana Press.

    Campbell, James. 1992. The Community Reconstructs: The Meaning of Pragmatist Social Thought. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.

    ———. 1995. Understanding John Dewey. Chicago and La Salle: Open Court.

    Capps, John. 2003. “Pragmatism and the McCarthy Era.” Transactions of the C. S. Peirce Society 64.1: 61–76.

    Casil, Amy. 2006. John Dewey: The Founder of American Liberalism. New York: Rosen Press.

    Caspary, William. 2000. Dewey on Democracy. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

    Christiano, Thomas. 2008. The Constitution of Equality. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Cicero. 2006. On Academic Skepticism. Charles Brittain, trans. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing.

    Clanton, J. Caleb and Andrew Forcehimes. 2009. “Can Peircean Epistemic Perfectionists Bid Farewell to Deweyan Democracy?” Contemporary Pragmatism 6.2: 165–83.

    Clark, Kelly James. 1990. Return to Reason. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing.

    Clark, Romane. 1988. “Vicious Infinite Regress Arguments.” In Philosophical Perspectives 2: Epistemology. 369–80.

    Clifford, William Kingdon. 1879. “The Ethics of Belief.” In Lectures and Essays. Leslie Stephen and Sir Frederick Pollock (eds). New York: Macmillan and Company. 163–205.

    Cochran, Molly. 2010. “Introduction.” In The Cambridge Companion to Dewey. Molly Cochran, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1–12.

    Cohen, G. A. 1989. “On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice.” Ethics 99: 906–44.

    ———. 2004. “Expensive Tastes Rides again.” In Dworkin and His Critics. Justine Burley, ed. Oxford: Blackwell. 3–29.

    ———. 2008. Rescuing Justice and Equality. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Colapietro, Vincent. 2006. “Democracy as a Moral Ideal.” Kettering Review 24.3: 21–31.

    Cooke, Elizabeth. 2004. “Falliblism, Progress, and the Long Run in Peirce’s Philosophy of Science.” Southwest Philosophy Review 20: 155–62.

    ———. 2006. Peirce’s Pragmatic Theory of Inquiry. London: Continuum.

    Cornman, James. 1977. “Foundational versus Non-Foundational Theories of Empirical Justification.” American Philosophical Quarterly 14.4: 287–97.

    Cortens, Andrew. 2002. “Foundationalism and the Regress Argument.” Disputatio 12: 22–36.

    Dabay, Thomas. 2016. “Knowability, the End of Inquiry, and Epistemic Hope: Outline for a Peircean Response to Fitch’s Paradox.” Cognitio 17: 237–52.

    Davidson, Donald. 1986. “A Coherence Theory of Truth and Knowledge.” In Truth and Interpretation. Ernest Leplore, ed. New York: Blackwell. 307–19.

    Davis, William H. 1972. Peirce’s Epistemology. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

    Debrock, Guy. 1997. “Perice’s Category of Secondness and Information.” In C.S. Peirce: Categories to Constantinople. Jaap van Brakel and Michael van Heerden, eds. Leuven: Leuven University Press. 13–30.

    Deen, Phillip. 2009. “A Call for Inclusion in the Pragmatic Justification of Democracy.” Contemporary Pragmatism 6.1: 131–51.

    Delaney, Cornelius F. 1993. Science, Knowledge, and Mind: A Study in the Philosophy of C.S. Peirce. South Bend: Notre Dame University Press.

    Deutscher, Max. 1973. “Regresses, Reasons, and Grounds.” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 51.1: 1–16.

    De Waal, Cornelis. 1996. “The Real Issue between Nominalism and Realism, Peirce and Berkeley Reconsidered.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 32.3: 425–41.

    ———. 2005. On Pragmatism. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

    Dewey, John. 1969–1991. The Collected Works of John Dewey: The Early Works, the Middle Works, the Later Works. 37 vols. Jo Ann Boydston, ed. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

    Dickstein, Morris. 1998. “Introduction: Pragmatism Then and Now.” In The Revival of Pragmatism. Morris Dickstein, ed. Durham: Duke University Press. 1–20.

    Dieleman, Susan, David Rondel, and Christopher Voparil, eds. 2017. Pragmatism and Justice. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Dietrich, Franz and Kai Spiekermann. 2013. “Epistemic Democracy with Defensible Premises.” Economics and Philosophy 29: 87–120.

    Dueck, Jeffrey. 2014. “Religious Pluralism and the Ethics of Diversity.” In Civility, Religious Pluralism, and Education. V. Biondo III and A. Fiala, eds. New York: Routledge. 62–73.

    Dworkin, Ronald. 1981a. “What Is Equality? Part 1: Equality of Welfare.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 10: 185–246.

    ———. 1981b. “What Is Equality? Part 2: Equality of Resources.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 10: 283–345.

    ———. 2000. Sovereign Virtue. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2006. Is Democracy Possible Here? Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    ———. 2011. Justice for Hedgehogs. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Eigi, Jaana. 2012. “Two Millian Arguments.” Studia Philosophica Estonia 5: 44–63.

    Eldridge, Michael. 1998. Transforming Experience: John Dewey’s Cultural Instrumentalism. Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press.

    ———. 2005. “Why a Pragmatist May Be a Pluralist.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 119–22.

    ———. 2008. “No Need for a Farewell.” Southwest Philosophy Review 24.2: 29–33.

    ———. 2011. “Democracy: Practice as Needed.” In Pragmatism and Diversity. Judith Green, Stefan Neubert, and Kersten Reich, eds. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 85–98.

    Fantl, Jeffrey. 2003. “Modest Infinitism.” Canadian Journal of Philosophy 33: 537–62.

    Fesmire, Steven. 2003. John Dewey and Moral Imagination. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.

    ———. 2015. Dewey. New York: Routledge.

    Festenstein, Matthew. 1995. “Pragmatism and Liberalism: Interpreting Dewey’s Political Philosophy.” Res Publica 1.2: 163–82.

    ———. 1997. Pragmatism and Political Theory. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

    ———. 2009. “Unraveling the Reasonable: Comment on Talisse.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 55–9.

    ———. 2010. “Pragmatism, Inquiry, and Political Liberalism.” Contemporary Political Theory 9.1: 25–44.

    Fine, Arthur. 1986. “Unnatural Attitudes.” Mind 95: 149–79.

    Floridi, Luciano. 1997. “The Importance of being Earnest: Skepticism and the Limits of Fallibilism in Peirce.” In C.S. Peirce: Categories to Constantinople. Jaap van Brakel and Michael van Heerden, eds. Brussells: Leuven University Press. 47–60.

    Forest, Michael. 2007. “Peirce and Semiotic Foundationalism.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 43: 728–44.

    Forstenzer, Joshua. 2010. “Review of a Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy.” Journal of Moral Philosophy 8: 153–67.

    Forster, Paul. 2011. Peirce and the Threat of Nominalism. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Frankfurt, Harry. 1987. “Equality as a Moral Ideal.” Ethics 98: 21–43.

    Freeman, Samuel. 2007. Rawls. New York: Routledge.

    Gale, Richard. 1980. “William James and the Ethics of Belief.” American Philosophical Quarterly 17: 1–14.

    ———. 1999. The Divided Self of William James. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    ———. 2002. “The Metaphysics of John Dewey.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 38: 477–519.

    ———. 2005. The Philosophy of William James. New York: Cambridge University Press.

    ———. 2010. John Dewey’s Quest for Unity. Amherst: Prometheus Books.

    ———. 2011. “Comments on ‘Three Challenges to Jamesian Ethics’.” William James Studies 6: 18–23.

    ———. 2012. “Review of Robert B. Talisse, a Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy.” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 85.2: 435–40.

    Galison, Peter and Bruce Hevly, eds. 1992. Big Science: The Growth of Large-Scale Research. California: Stanford University Press.

    Gaus, Gerald. 2016. The Tyranny of the Ideal. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Geach, Peter. 1964. “Assertion.” The Philosophical Review 74: 449–65.

    Goldin, Richard W. 2014. “Robert Talisse’s Epistemic Democracy: A Deconstruction.” Contemporary Pragmatism 14.2: 33–53.

    Goodman, Nelson. 1955. Fact, Fiction, and Forecast. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Gould, Carol. 1988. Rethinking Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Green, Judith. 1999. Deep Democracy. Landham: Rowman and Littlefield.

    ———. 2008. Pragmatism and Social Hope. New York: Columbia University Press.

    ———. 2009. “Pluralism and Deliberative Democracy: A Pragmatist Approach.” In A Companion to Pragmatism. John R. Shook and Joseph Margolis, eds. Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell: 301–22.

    Gross, Neil. 2009. “A Pragmatist Theory of Social Mechanisms.” American Sociological Review 74: 358–79.

    Haack, Susan. 1993. Evidence and Inquiry. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

    ———. 2003. Defending Science: Within Reason. Amherst: Prometheus Books.

    Hare, R. M. 1952. The Language of Morals. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

    Heney, Diana. 2015. “Reality as Necessary Friction.” The Journal of Philosophy 112: 504–14.

    Hickman, Larry. 1998. “Introduction.” In Reading Dewey. Larry Hickman, ed. Indiananpolis: University of Indiana Press. ix-xxi.

    ———. 2007. Pragmatism as Post-Postmodernism: Lessons from John Dewey. New York: Fordham University Press.

    ———. 2008. “The Genesis of Democratic Norms.” In Democracy as Culture: Deweyan Pragmatism in a Globalizing World. Sor-Hoon Tan and John Whalen-Bridge, eds. Albany: SUNY Press: 21–30.

    Hildebrand, David. 2003. Beyond Realism and Anti-Realism. Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press.

    ———. 2008a. Dewey. Oxford: One World Publications.

    ———. 2008b. “Review of a Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy.” Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews 8.19.

    ———. 2011. “Pragmatic Democracy: Inquiry, Objectivity, and Experience.” Metaphilosophy 42.5: 589–604.

    Hobbs, Charles. 2014. “Epicurean Pragmatism.” In Dewey and the Ancients. Christopher Kirby, ed. London: Bloomsbury. 183–194.

    Hollinger, David. 1997. “James, Clifford, and the Scientific Conscience.” In The Cambridge Companion to William James. Ruth Anna Putnam, ed. New York: Cambridge University Press: 69–83.

    Honneth, Axel. 1998. “Democracy as Reflexive Cooperation: John Dewey and the Theory of Democracy Today.” Political Theory 26: 763–83.

    Hook, Sidney. 1938. “The Democratic Way of Life.” In Sidney Hook on Pragmatism, Democracy, and Freedom. Robert B. Talisse and Robert Tempio, eds. Amherst: Prometheus Books: 275–88.

    ———. 1991. “Philosophy and Human Conduct.” In The Quest for being. Amherst: Prometheus Books. 3–25.

    Hookway, Christopher. 1985. Peirce. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2000. Truth, Rationality, and Pragmatism: Themes from Peirce. New York: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2012. The Pragmatic Maxim. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Hoy, Terry. 1998. The Political Philosophy of John Dewey. London: Praeger.

    Huemer, Michael. 2014. “Virtue and Vice among the Infinite.” In Ad Infinitum. John Turri and Peter D. Klein, eds. New York: Oxford University Press. 87–104.

    Hume, David. 1995. Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

    Jackman, Henry. 2005. “Jamesian Pluralism and Moral Conflict.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 123–8.

    James, William. 1897. The Will to Believe and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 1977. The Writings of William James. John J. McDermott, ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

    Johnson, Ralph. 2000. Manifest Rationality. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

    Kitcher, Philip. 1997. “An Argument about Free Inquiry.” Nous 31: 279–306.

    ———. 2001. Science, Truth, and Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2007. “Reply to Talisse and Aikin.” Journal of Social Philosophy 38: 666–9.

    ———. 2012. Preludes to Pragmatism. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Klein, Peter. 1999. “Human Knowledge and the Infinite Regress of Reasons.” Philosophical Perspectives 13: Epistemology, 297–325.

    ———. 2000. “Why Not Infinitism?” In Proceedings of the Twentieth World Congress of Philosophy. Richard Cobb-Stevens, ed. vol. 5. Charlottesville: Philosophy Documentation Center. 199–208.

    ———. 2004. “There Is No Good Reason to be an Academic Skeptic.” In Essential Knowledge. Steven Luper, ed. New York: Pearson-Longman. 299–308.

    ———. 2014. “Reasons, Reasoning, and Knowledge: A Proposed Rapprochement between Infinitism and Foundationalism.” In Ad Infinitum. John Turri and Peter Klein, eds. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 105–124.

    Knight, Carl and Zofia Stemplowska, eds. 2011. Responsibility and Distributive Justice. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Knight, Jack and James Johnson. 2011. The Priority of Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Koopman, Colin. 2009a. “Good Questions and Bad Answers in Talisse’s A Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy.” Transactions of the Charles S.Peirce Society 45.1: 60–4.

    ———. 2009b. Pragmatism as Transition. New York: Columbia University Press.

    Kymlicka, Will. 2002. Contemporary Political Theory. Second Edition. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Lachs, John. 2012. Stoic Pragmatism. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.

    Landemore, Helene. 2013. Democratic Reason. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Lavine, Thelma Z. 2000. “Have Pragmatists Rejected Classical American Philosophy?” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 36: 393–405.

    Legg, Catherine. 2008. “Making it Explicit and Clear: From ‘strong’ to ‘hyper’ Inferentialism in Brandom and Peirce.” Metaphilosophy. 39.1: 105–123.

    Levi, Isaac. 1991. The Fixation of Belief and Its Undoing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Levin, Michael. 1997. Why Race Matters. Westport, CT: Praeger.

    Lewis. C. I. 1923. “A Pragmatic Conception of the A Priori.” The Journal of Philosophy 20: 169–77.

    List, C. and Goodin, R. 2001. “Epistemic Democracy: Generalizing the Condorcet Jury Theorem.” Journal of Political Philosophy 9: 277–306.

    Longino, Helen. 2001. “Science and the Common Good: Thoughts on Kitcher’s Science, Truth, and Democracy.” Philosophy of Science 69: 560–68.

    Lysaker, John and Michael Sullivan. 2005. “You Talkin’ to Me?” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 137–41.

    Macarthur, David and Huw Price. 2007. “Pragmatism and Quasi-Realism.” In The New Pragmatists. Cheryl Misak, ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 91–121.

    Macbeth, Danielle. 2012. “Varieties of Analytic Pragmatism.” Philosophia 40: 27–39.

    MacGilvray, Eric. 2004. Reconstructing Public Reason. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2010. “Dewey’s Public.” Contemporary Pragmatism 7.1: 31–47.

    Mackie, J. L. 1977. Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong. New York: Pelican Books.

    Mansbridge, Jane. 1980. Beyond Adversary Democracy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

    Margolis, Joseph. 2002a. Reinventing Pragmatism. New York: Columbia University Press.

    ———. 2002b. “Dewey and Rorty’s Opposed Pragmatisms.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 38: 117–35.

    ———. 2009. “Pluralism, Relativism, and Historicism.” In A Companion to Pragmatism. John R. Shook and Joseph Margolis, eds. Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell. 239–248.

    ———. 2012. Pragmatism Ascendant. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

    Matravers, M. 2002. “Responsibility, Luck, and the ‘Equality of What?’ Debate.” Political Studies 50.3: 558–72.

    Mavrodes, George. 1963. “James and Clifford on ‘The Will to Believe’.” The Person-alist 44: 191–8.

    Mayorga, Rosa. 2009. “On Talisse’s Peirceanist Theory.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 65–70.

    McBride, Cillian. 2009. “Communities of Inquiry and Democratic Politics.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 71–4.

    McDermott, John J. 2004. “Epilogue: The Renascence of Classical American Philosophy.” In The Blackwell Guide to American Philosophy. Armen Marsoobian and John Ryder, eds. Oxford: Blackwell. 397–406.

    McDowell, John. 1994. Mind and World. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    McGowan, John. 2012. Pragmatist Politics. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

    McGrew, Timothy. 1995. The Foundations of Knowledge. Lanham, MD: Littlefield Adams.

    McKenna, Erin and Scott Pratt. 2015. American Philosophy: From Wounded Knee to the Present. London: Bloomsbury.

    McReynolds, Phillip. 2002. “Nussbaum’s Capability Approach: A Pragmatic Critique.” Journal of Speculative Philosophy 16.2: 142–50.

    Menand, Louis. 2001. The Metaphysical Club. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

    Mill, John Stuart. 1978. On Liberty. Indianapolis: Hackett.

    Miller, Dickinson. 1942. “James’s Doctrine of ‘The Right to Believe’.” The Philosophical Review 51: 541–58.

    Miller, Richard. 1998. “Cosmopolitan Respect and Patriotic Concern.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 27: 202–24.

    Misak, Cheryl. 1995. Verificationism: Its History and Prospects. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2000. Truth, Politics, Morality. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2004a. Truth and the End of Inquiry. Second Edition. New York: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2004b. “Making Disagreement Matter.” Journal of Speculative Philosophy 18.1: 9–22.

    ———. 2005. “Pragmatism and Pluralism.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 129–35.

    ———. 2007. “Pragmatism and Deflationism.” In New Pragmatists. Cheryl Misak, ed. New York: Oxford University Press. 68–90.

    ———. 2013. The American Pragmatists. New York: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2016. Cambridge Pragmatism: From Peirce and James to Ramsey and Wittgenstein. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Moser, Paul. 1985. “Whither Infinite Regresses of Justification?” Southern Journal of Philosophy 23.1: 65–74.

    Murphey, Murray. 1961. The Development of Peirce’s Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Nagel, Thomas. 2005. “The Problem of Global Justice.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 33: 13–147.

    Nathanson, Stephen. 1982. “Nonevidential Reasons for Belief: A Jamesian View.” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 42: 572–80.

    Nozick, Robert. 1974. Anarchy, State, and Utopia. New York: Basic Books.

    Nussbaum, Martha. 2004. “Beyond the Social Contract: Capabilities and Global Justice.” Oxford Development Studies 32.1: 3–18.

    ———. 2007. The Clash Within. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2008. Liberty of Conscience. New York: Basic Books.

    Oakley, I. T. 1976. “An Argument for Scepticism Concerning Justified Belief.” American Philosophical Quarterly 13.3: 221–8.

    Olen, Peter. 2016. Wilfrid Sellars and the Foundations of Normativity. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

    Oliver, Phil. 2001. William James’s ‘Springs of Delight’. Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press.

    Page, Scott. 2007. The Difference. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Pappas, Gregory. 2008. John Dewey’s Ethics. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

    ———. 2012. “What Would John Dewey Say about Deliberative Democracy and Democratic Experimentalism?” Contemporary Pragmatism 9.2: 57–74.

    Peijnenburg, Jeanne and David Atkinson. 2007. “Infinitism Regained.” Mind 116: 597–602.

    ———. 2013. “The Emergence of Justification.” The Philosophical Quarterly 63: 546–64.

    Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1931–1958. Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce. 8 vols. Hartshorne, Weiss, and Burks, eds. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Peregrin, Jaroslav. 2014. Inferentialism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

    Pettit, Philip. 2012. On the People’s Terms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Pihlström, Sami. 2009. Pragmatist Metaphysics: An Essay on the Ethical Grounds of Ontology. London: Bloomsbury.

    Plato. 1997. Complete Works. John Cooper, trans. Indianapolis: Hackett.

    Pogge, Thomas. 2008. World Poverty and Human Rights. Oxford: Polity Press.

    Pollock, John. 1974. Knowledge and Justification. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

    Popper, Karl. 2002. Conjectures and Refutations. New York: Routledge.

    Posner, Richard. 2003. Law, Pragmatism, and Democracy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Possin, Kevin and Mark Timmons. 1989. “What’s Wrong with Paul Moser’s Intuitionistic Foundationalism.” Philosophical Studies 56: 199–208.

    Post, John. 1980. “Infinite Regresses of Justification and Explanation.” Philosophical Studies 38: 32–50.

    Price, Huw. 2003. “Truth as Convenient Friction.” The Journal of Philosophy 100.4: 167–90.

    ———. 2011. Naturalism without Mirrors. New York: Oxford University Press.

    ———. 2013. Expressivism, Pragmatism and Representationalism. New York: Cambridge University Press.

    Putnam, Hilary. 1987. The Many Faces of Realism. LaSalle: Open Court.

    ———. 1994. “Between the New Left and Judaism.” The American Philosopher. Giovanna Borradori, ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press: 55–69.

    Putnam, Ruth Anna. 2011. “Response to Talisse and Aikin.” William James Studies 6: 24–7.

    Putnam, Hilary and Ruth-Anna Putnam. 2017. Pragmatism as a Way of Life. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Quine, W. V. O. 1960. Word and Object. Cambridge: MIT Press.

    Ralston, Shane. 2008. “In Defense of Democracy as a Way of Life.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 44.4: 629–59.

    ———. 2014. “The Turn within the Pragmatic Turn: Recovering Bernstein’s Democratic Dewey.” In Richard J. Bernstein and the Pragmatist Turn in Contemporary Philosophy. Judith Green, ed. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 98–111.

    Ramberg, Bjorn. 2015. “Davidson and Rorty: Triangulation and Anti-Foundationalism.” In The Routledge Companion to Hermeneutics. Jeff Malpas and Hans-Helmuth Gander, eds. New York: Routledge: 216–235.

    Rawls, John. 1999a. A Theory of Justice. Revised Edition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 1999b. The Law of Peoples. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2001. Justice as Fairness: A Restatement. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 2005. Political Liberalism. Revised Edition. New York: Columbia University Press.

    Raz, Joseph. 1986. The Morality of Freedom. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Redding, Paul. 2015. “A Hegelian Solution to a Tangle of Problems Facing Bran-dom’s Analytic Pragmatism.” British Journal for the History of Philosophy 23: 657–80.

    Rescher, Nicholas. 1985. The Strife of Systems: An Essay on the Grounds and Implications of Philosophical Diversity. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburg Press.

    ———. 1992. A System of Pragmatic Idealism. 3 vols. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    ———. 1994. Philosophical Standardism. Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh University Press.

    ———. 1995. “Peirce on the Validation of Science.” In Peirce and Contemporary Thought. Kenneth Lane Ketner, ed. New York: Fordham University Press.

    ———. 2001. Cognitive Pragmatism. Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh University Press.

    ———. 2006. Philosophical Dialectics: An Essay in Metaphilosophy. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

    ———. 2008. Aporetics: Deliberation in the Face of Inconsistency. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.

    ———. 2015. Cognitive Complications. New York: Lexington Books.

    Richardson, Henry. 2002. Democratic Autonomy. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Riker, William. 1982. Liberalism against Populism. Longrove, IL: Waveland Press.

    Rockmore, Thomas. 2004. Foundationalism: A Strategy for Metaphysical Realism. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield.

    ———. 2005. “On Classical and Neo-Analytic Forms of Pragmatism.” Metaphilosophy 36.3: 259–71.

    Rogers, Melvin. 2009a. “Dewey, Pluralism, and Democracy: A Response to Robert Talisse.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 75–9.

    ———. 2009b. The Undiscovered Dewey. New York: Columbia University Press.

    ———. 2010. “Dewey and His Vision of Democracy.” Contemporary Pragmatism 7.1: 69–91.

    Rondel, David. 2007. “Equality, Luck, and Pragmatism.” Journal of Speculative Philosophy 21.2: 115–23.

    ———. 2012. “Deweyan Democracy Defended.” Southwest Philosophy Review 28.1: 197–207.

    ———. Forthcoming. Pragmatist Egalitarianism. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Rorty, Richard. 1979. Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

    ———. 1982. Consequences of Pragmatism. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

    ———. 1985. “Epistemological Behaviorism and the De-Transcendentalization of Analytic Philosophy.” In Hermeneutics and Praxis. Robert Hollinger, ed. Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press. 89–121.

    ———. 1989. Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    ———. 1991. “The Priority of Democracy to Philosophy.” In Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 175–96.

    ———. 1996. “Solidarity or Objectivity?” In Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: Philosophical Papers. Vol. 1. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 21–34.

    ———. 1999. Philosophy and Social Hope. New York: Penguin Books.

    Rosenbaum, Stuart. 2004. “Pragmatism’s Deliberation.” Southwest Philosophy Review 20.1: 163–172.

    Rosenthal, Sandra. 2003. “On Passing Dewey By: The New Millennium and the Climate of Pluralism.” In In Dewey’s Wake. William Gavin, ed. Albany: State University of New York Press. 161–76.

    Russell, Bertrand. 1996. “Pragmatism.” In Philosophical Essays. New York: Simon and Shuster.

    Rydenfelt, Henrik. 2011. “Epistemic Norms and Democracy: A Response to Talisse.” Metaphilosophy 42.5: 572–88.

    Sandel, Michael. 2005. Public Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Savage, Daniel. 2002. John Dewey’s Liberalism. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

    Scanlon, Thomas. 1986. “Equality of Resources and Equality of Welfare: A Forced Marriage?” Ethics 97: 111–18.

    Scheffler, Israel. 1974. Four Pragmatists. New York: Routledge.

    Scheffler, Samuel. 2003. “What Is Egalitarianism?” Philosophy and Public Affairs 31: 5–39.

    Schmitt, C. 1976. The Concept of the Political. New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.

    Schwartz, Robert. 2014. Rethinking Pragmatism. New York: Wiley-Blackwell.

    Scruton, Roger. 2014. How to Be a Conservative. London: Bloomsbury.

    Sellars, Wilfrid. 1956. “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind.” Reprinted as Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    ———. 1963. Science, Perception, and Reality. New York: Humanities Press.

    Sen, Amartya. 1980. “Equality of What?” In The Tanner Lectures on Human Values. Vol. 1. Sterling M. McMurrin, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 197–220.

    ———. 2009. The Idea of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Sextus Empiricus. 1990. Outlines of Pyrrhonism. R. G. Bury, trans. Amherst: Prometheus Books.

    Shapiro, Ian. 2001. Democratic Justice. New Haven: Yale University Press.

    ———. 2016. Politics against Domination. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Sher, George. 1997. Beyond Neutrality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Short, T. L. 2000. “Was Peirce a Weak Foundationalist?” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 36: 503–24.

    ———. 2004. “Peirce’s Theory of Signs.” In The Cambridge Companion to Peirce. Cheryl Misak, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 214–240.

    Siegfried, Charlene Haddock. 1995. “Devising Ends Worth Striving For: William James and the Reconstruction of Philosophy.” In Recovering Pragmatism’s Voice: The Classical Tradition, Rorty, and the Philosophy of Communication. Lenore Langsdorf and Andrew R. Smith, eds. Albany: State University of New York Press. 115–30.

    ———. 2003. “Has Passion a Place in Philosophy?” Journal of Philosophical Research (APA Centennial Supplement). Robert Audi, ed. 35–54.

    Skagestad, Peter. 1981. The Road of Inquiry. New York: Columbia University Press.

    Smart, J. J. C. and Bernard Williams. 1963. Utilitarianism: For and against. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Smith, Andrew. 2013. “Talisse’s Epistemic Justification of Democracy Reconsidered.” Contemporary Pragmatism 10.1: 131–43.

    Smith, John E. 1999. “Introduction.” In Classical American Pragmatism: Its Contemporary Vitality. Sandra Rosenthal, Carl Hausman, and Douglas Anderson, eds. Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 1–13.

    Somin, Ilya. 2016. Democracy and Political Ignorance. Second Edition. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

    Sommers, Christina Hoff. 2001. The War against Boys. New York: Simon and Schuster.

    Sosa, Ernest. 1974. “How Do You Know?” American Philosophical Quarterly 11.2: 113–22.

    Stern, Robert. 2007. “Peirce, Hegel, and the Category of Secondness.” Inquiry 50: 123–55.

    Stevenson, C. L. 1944. Ethics and Language. New Haven: Yale University Press.

    Stout, Jeffrey. 2004. Democracy and Tradition. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Sullivan, Michael. 2007. Legal Pragmatism. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

    Sullivan, M. and J. Lysaker. 2005. “You Talking to Me?” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 137–41.

    Sunstein, Cass. 2001. Republic.com. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    ———. 2003. Why Societies Need Dissent. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

    Surowiecki, James. 2004. The Wisdom of Crowds. New York: Doubleday.

    Swain, Carol and Russ Nieli, eds. 2002. Contemporary Voices of White Nationalism in America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Talisse, Robert B. 2001. “A Pragmatist Critique of Rorty’s Hopeless Politics.” Southern Journal of Philosophy 39.4: 611–26.

    ———. 2003. “Can Democracy Be a Way of Life?” Transactions of the C. S. Peirce Society 39.1: 1–21.

    ———. 2004. “Towards a Peircean Politics of Inquiry.” Transactions of the C. S. Peirce Society 40.1: 21–38.

    ———. 2007. A Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2009a. Democracy and Moral Conflict. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    ———. 2009b. “Replies to My Critics.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 90–108.

    ———. 2009c. “Reply to Clanton and Forcehimes.” Contemporary Pragmatism 6.2: 185–9.

    ———. 2010a. “Does Value Pluralism Entail Liberalism?” Journal of Moral Philosophy 7.3: 303–320.

    ———. 2010b. “Reply to Festenstein.” Contemporary Political Theory 9.1: 45–9.

    ———. 2011a. “A Farewell to Deweyan Democracy.” Political Studies 59.3: 509–26.

    ———. 2011b. “Towards a New Pragmatist Politics.” Metaphilosophy 42.5: 552–71.

    ———. 2012a. Pluralism and Liberal Politics. New York: Routledge.

    ———. 2012b. “Democratization and Just Cause.” In Morality, Jus Post Bellum, and International Law. Larry May and Andrew Forcehimes, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 191–203.

    ———. 2015. “Value Pluralism: A Philosophical Clarification.” Administration & Society 47: 1064–76.

    Talisse, Robert B. and Scott F. Aikin. 2005a. “Why Pragmatists Cannot be Plural-ists.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 101–18.

    ———. 2005b. “Still Searching for a Pragmatist Pluralism.” Transactions of Charles S. Peirce Society 41.1: 145–60.

    ———. 2008. Pragmatism: A Guide for the Perplexed. London: Continuum.

    ———, eds. 2011. The Pragmatism Reader. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

    Tan, Kok-Chor. 2008. “A Defense of Luck Egalitarianism.” Journal of Philosophy 105: 665–90.

    ———. 2012. Justice, Institutions, and Luck: The Site, Ground, and Scope of Equality. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Temkin, Larry. 2011. “Justice, Equality, Fairness, Desert, Rights, Free Will, Responsibility, and Luck.” In Responsibility and Distributive Justice. Carl Knight and Zofia Stemplowsak, eds. New York: Oxford University Press. 51–75.

    Thayer, H.S. 1981. Meaning and Action. Indianapolis: Hackett.

    Thompson, Manley. 1978. “Peirce’s Verificationist Realism.” Review of Metaphysics 32: 74–98.

    Tiercelin, Claudine. 2002. “Philosophers and Moral Life.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 38: 307–26.

    Timmons, Mark. 2012. Moral Theory. Landham: Rowman and Littlefield.

    Torcello, Lawrence. 2011. “The Ethics of Inquiry, Scientific Belief, and Public Discourse.” Public Affairs Quarterly 25: 197–215.

    ———. 2014. “Moral Agnosticism: An Ethics of Inquiry and Public Discourse.” Teaching Ethics. 14: 3–16.

    Van Hollebeke, Mark. 2009. “Through ‘Thick’ and ‘Thin’: Concerns about Talisse’s Pragmatist Philosophy of Democracy.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 45.1: 80–9.

    Van Parjis, Philippe. 2002. “Difference Principles.” In The Cambridge Companion to Rawls. Samuel Freeman, ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 200–240.

    Von Humboldt, Wilhelm. 1854. The Spheres and Duties of Government. London: Chapman.

    Waldron, Jeremy. 1993. Liberal Rights. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Wall, Steven. 1998. Liberalism, Perfectionism, and Restraint. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

    Weber, Eric Thomas. 2010. Rawls, Dewey, and Constructivism: On the Epistemology of Justice. London: Continuum.

    Welchman, Jennifer. 1995. Dewey’s Ethical Thought. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

    West, Cornel. 1989. The American Evasion of Philosophy. Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press.

    Westbrook, Robert. 1991. John Dewey and American Democracy. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

    ———. 2005. Democratic Hope. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

    ———. 2007. “Replies to Symposium Participants.” Contemporary Pragmatism 4.2: 29–34.

    Wilshire, Bruce. 2002. Fashionable Nihilism: A Critique of Analytic Philosophy. Albany: SUNY Press.

    Wittgenstein, Ludwig. 1953. Philosophical Investigations. G. E. M. Anscombe, trans. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

    Wolf, Susan. 1982. “Moral Saints.” Journal of Philosophy 79.8: 419–39.

    Wolff, Robert Paul. 1998. In Defense of Anarchism. Berkeley: University of California Press.

    Wray, Brad. 2001. “Science, Biases, and the Threat of Global Pessimism.” Philosophy of Science 68: s467–78.

    Young, Iris Marion. 2000. Inclusion and Democracy. New York: Oxford University Press.

    Zamulinski, Brian. 2002. “A Re-evaluation of Clifford and His Critics.” The Southern Journal of Philosophy 60: 437–57.

  
    
      Index

    a priori method 40, 52–3, 144

    abstract objects 144

    accident 146

    Achilles 26, 201

    active and passive rejection 148, 176

    ad hominem fallacy 203

    ad populum fallacy 226

    advantage 208

    agent-neutrality 207

    Ahlstrom-Vij, K. 236n3

    Alpine Climber 63, 69, 72

    ambition 209

    Ammerman, R. 75n10

    analytic philosophy 4, 10, 13, 118

    Anaximander 202

    Anderson, D. 56n2

    Anderson, E. 11, 110–11, 113n3, 222n3, 223n21

    Anderson, J. 16n4, 178n1

    Ansell, C. 17n13, 222n9

    anti-foundationalism 22, 35

    aporetics 157

    Archilochus 14

    argumentation 234

    Aristotle 6, 146, 151, 203, 238

    Arneson, R. 208, 222n4

    Atkin, A. 56n1

    Atkinson, D. 22

    Augustine 16n5, 133n5

    authority 40, 51–2

    autonomy 207, 219

    Axtell, G. 37n10, 129

    Ayer, A. J. 125, 205n1



    Bacon, M. 17n13, 113n1

    basic beliefs 21

    basic liberty 214, 217

    Batman 200–2, 204

    belief 39; correction 54; easy 61; formation 66; management 66; preservation 40, 54; refinement 40

    Berkeley, G. 5–6

    Berlin, I. 14, 172–73

    Bernstein, R. 16n2, 17n8, 37n10, 96, 113n6, 122, 222n9

    Betty Hood 83

    Big Questions 101, 103

    Blackburn, S. 206n6

    Boersema, D. 17n8

    Bohman, J. 113n3, 212, 222n9

    Boisvert, R. 16n2, 17n8, 113n5, 114n12, 223n10

    BonJour, L. 37n19

    Bourne, R. 150n10

    Brandom, R. 11, 16n1, 17n13, 17n14, 35, 37n15, 118, 119–20, 124, 126, 129, 133n3, 149n3

    Brennan, J. 236n3

    British Empiricists 5

    British Idealists 5

    Brooks, T. 113n1

    bullshit 163

    Burke, T. 16n6, 17n16, 17n19, 56n3, 150n13



    Campbell, J. 17n13, 114n11, 222n9

    capability 208

    Capps, J. 17n8

    Carnap, R. 17n16, 119, 125

    Carneades 161

    Casil, A. 222n6

    Caspary, W. 98, 17n8, 222n9, 224n23

    Christianity 86

    Christiano, T. 109

    Churchill, W. 226, 229

    Cicero 161, 164

    citizen 219

    Clanton, C. 113n1

    Clark, K. 36n1, 75n6

    clear-the-decks fallacy 8, 143

    Clifford, W. K. 3, 59–75

    Clinton, H. 203

    Cochran, M. 17n13

    cognitive: command 163; dependence 175; health 232

    cognitivism 197, 202

    Cohen, G. A. 208–9

    coherentism 21, 125

    Colapietro, V. 113n5

    commensurabilism 80, 91, 171

    community 98, 207, 209, 213, 219–20; of inquiry 50, 53

    conceptual priority 146

    Condorcet Jury Theorem 109

    consequentialism 8, 85, 183, 186, 190

    constitutive norm 47

    contextualism 21

    Cooke, E. 38n21, 134n9, 224n22

    Cornman, J. 36n1

    Cortens, A. 36n1

    cosmopolitanism 221

    crime 216

    culmination thesis 9



    Dabay, T. 133n2, 134n9–10

    Darwin, C. 7, 143

    Davidson, D. 11, 37n19, 119

    Davis, W. 37n5

    De Waal, C. 34, 37n17

    Debrock, G. 28

    Deen, P. 95, 113n1

    Delaney, C. 37n11, 37n12

    deliberative honesty 163

    demand 79

    democracy 8, 53–4, 56, 207, 210, 212, 216, 221, 225, 236; deliberative 97; way of life 99; epistemic 108–9, 212, 230

    democratic: disengagement 215; egalitarianism 211, 221; equality 221

    demonstrative method 119

    demonstratives 32

    denotive method 160

    deontology 8

    Descartes, R. 6, 36, 128, 135, 146, 151, 161

    desert 219

    Desire 79

    Deutscher, M. 36n1

    Dewey, J. 3–11, 14, 119–21, 124, 127, 131, 212, 225; justice-blindness 207–210; metaphilosophy 12, 15, 137, 141, 143, 144–45, 148–49, 150n9, 152, 160

    Deweyan Democracy 95–114; defined 97

    dialectical requirement for argument 235

    Dickstein, M. 17n8

    Dieleman, S. 223n9

    Dietrich, F. 114n16

    Difference Principle 215–17

    disagreement 175

    disempowerment 220

    diversity 110; trumps ability 229, 231

    doctrinism 10

    dogmatism 73

    doubt 39; avoidance 49; confrontation 49

    doxastic: norms 62; efficacy 63, 66, 68, 71

    dualism 144

    Dueck, J. 178n1

    Dworkin, R. 80, 90, 93n1, 109, 113n3, 170, 208–9



    eclipse narrative 4–5, 10–11, 14

    egalitarianism 80

    Eigi, J. 189

    Eldridge, M. 3, 95, 113n1, 113n6, 113n9, 114n14, 177n1, 178n2, 222n9

    elections 100

    eliminativism 135

    emotivism 195

    Empedocles 202

    empiricism 15, 119, 121, 125, 149

    End-Of-Philosophy 15

    endowments 209

    epistemic: agency 43–4; aspirations 112, 232; asymmetry 181; backlash 185; character 45; humility 174; justification 21; policy 46; resources 221; responsibility 48, 112; social 49–50; self-delusion 47; stability 48

    equality 106, 207

    essentially contested concept 211

    ethics of belief 59–60

    evidentialism 59, 63, 64

    exclusion 209, 220

    existentialism 135

    expensive tastes 209

    experimentalism 15, 211

    expressivism 36, 119, 195–205

    external world 129

    externalism 21, 125



    fact of oppression 102

    fact-stating 195

    fairness 219

    faith 73

    fallibilism 9, 15, 122, 130, 175, 211

    Fantl, J. 22–23, 37n2

    Fesmire, S. 16n2, 17n8, 113n5, 114n12, 122, 224n23

    Festenstein, M. 17n8, 113n1, 113n4, 113n9, 222n9

    final vocabularies 119

    Fine, A. 202

    First Philosophy 11, 139, 142, 146–47, 237–38

    firstness 27

    Fish, S. 16n1

    Floridi, L. 37n15, 37n16

    flourishing 100, 104–5, 111

    Forcehimes, A. 113n1

    Forest, B. 37n11

    Forstenzer, J. 113n1

    Forster, P. 150n6

    foundationalism 8, 30, 35, 125, 131, 144

    foundherentism 23, 125

    Frankfurt, H. 217

    free speech 232

    freedom 100, 111; of association 232; of the press 232

    Freeman, S. 223n20

    Frege regress 37n6

    Frege-Geach Problem 196

    friendship 71



    Gale, R. 17n17, 66, 75n5, 93n3, 105–6, 113n1, 113n6, 133n2, 178n3, 223n17

    Galison, P. 193n11

    Gaus, G. 97, 113n3

    Geach, P. 206n4

    genetic fallacy 156

    Given, The 35, 125

    global: expressivism 197–99; warming 203

    Goldin, R. 113n1

    good 82

    Goodin, R. 114n16

    Goodman, N. 3, 11, 144, 210

    Gould, C. 109

    Great Community 103, 111

    Greatest Happiness Principle 102, 106

    Green, J. 16n2, 113n5, 222n9, 224n23

    Gross, N. 133n3

    growth 98, 104, 106, 108



    Haack, S. 11, 16n1, 23, 57n8, 118, 125, 145, 150n12

    halo terms 16n3, 77, 132

    Harbour, M. 193n10

    Hare, R. M. 205n2

    healthcare 216

    hedonism 80

    Hegel, G. W. F. 5–7, 12, 16n5, 17n17, 37n10, 126–28, 131, 133n6, 135, 151

    Heney, D. 38n21

    Heraclitus 202

    Hevly, B. 193n11

    Hickman, L. 17n8, 223n10

    Hildebrand, D. 17n8, 113n1, 113n4, 114n11, 114n13

    Hinduism 86

    Hobbs, T. 133n3

    Hoff-Sommers, C. 192n5

    holism 126–27, 147

    Hollinger, D. 75n7

    Honneth, A. 213

    Hook, S. 3, 11, 16n1, 160, 223n18

    Hookway, C. 11, 37n10, 37n18, 45, 56n1–2, 57n4–5, 118, 129, 145, 149n2

    Hoy, T. 222n9

    Huemer, M. 37n7

    Humboldt, W. 90

    Hume, D. 5, 121, 135, 161

    hypothesis of reality 40



    ideal-dependence 169

    idealism 35, 126–27

    immediate reference 24

    indignation 89

    individualism 207

    individuals 99

    infinitism 21–22, 30–31, 33; impure 35; pure 23

    inquiry 39, 44, 51, 138, 141, 146, 162, 175, 211–12, 216, 218, 237, 240; ethics of 179–191

    intellectualist fallacy 13

    intelligence 99

    Intemann, K. 192n7

    intentionality 144

    internal critique 42

    intuition 23, 28

    is/ought error 174



    Jackman, H. 3, 177

    James, W. 3–7, 9, 11, 14, 118, 119–21, 127, 131, 172, 211; metaphilosophy 12, 137, 139–41, 143, 145, 149, 150n9, 152–155; moral philosophy 77–93; will to believe 59–75

    Jesus 86

    Johnson, R. 222n9, 236n7

    justice 97, 186, 207–222, 219, 221, 226; currency 208; luck/choice 209

    justification 55

    justifying reasons 220



    Kant, I. 5–6, 135; moral philosophy 14, 144

    Kant-Sellars thesis 120

    Kidman, N. 200

    Kitcher, P. 17n8, 179–191

    Klein, P. 22–23, 36n1, 37n2, 37n5

    Knight, J. 93n5, 222n9

    Koopman, C. 17n8, 113n1, 178n1, 222n9, 223n10

    Kymlicka, W. 209



    Lachs, J. 17n8, 133n3

    Landemore, H. 97, 113n3, 236n6

    Lavine, T. 16n2

    leveling-down 208

    Levi, I. 11, 145

    Levin, M. 192n4–5

    Lewis, C. I. 3, 11, 144

    lexical order 217

    liberty 219

    linguistic turn 10

    Lippmann, W. 150n10

    List, C. 114n16

    lived experience 15, 151

    local cognitive expressivism 199

    Locke, J. 5

    logic: formal 231; informal 232

    logical positivism 138, 151

    logicism 119

    Longino, H. 192n2

    luck 89

    Lysaker, J. 3, 177n1–2



    Macarthur, D. 197, 199

    Macbeth, D. 118

    MacGilvray, E. 113n3, 222n9

    Mackie, J. L. 195

    Mansbridge, J. 98

    marginalization 209

    Margolis, J. 16n2, 17n8, 17n13, 17n14, 122

    materialism 135, 139

    Matravers, M. 222n3

    Mayorga, R. 113n1

    McBride, C. 113n1

    McDermott, J. 17n8

    McDowell, J. 35

    McGowen, J. 17n13, 222n9

    McGrew, T. 37n5

    McKenna, E. 16n2, 17n8, 17n14

    McReynolds, P. 222n2

    meaning 140

    meliorism 15, 77–8, 80, 82, 84

    Menand, L. 17n13

    metaphilosophy 135; antinomy 136; disagreement 136

    metaphysics 146

    method of science 40

    methodolatry 45

    Mill, J. S. 90, 92, 102, 169, 171, 176, 179, 227

    Miller, D. 75n9, 222n5

    mind/body problem 13

    Misak, C. 3, 9–11, 13–14, 16n1, 16n6, 34, 37n8, 42, 44–7, 54, 56n1, 56n3, 57n9, 57n13, 118, 129, 145, 149n2, 149n4–5, 150n10, 150n13, 177n1, 178n10, 210, 223n19

    Mixed Bag thesis 239

    mixed theory of justification 23

    monism 80, 85, 170–71, 176

    Moore, G. E. 7

    moral: character 44; epistemic humility 92; experience 90

    Moser, P. 37n5

    murder 195

    Murphey, M. 42, 56n2



    Nagel, E. 3, 11, 222n5

    Naïve Realism 7

    Nashville 200

    Nathanson, S. 75n6

    nativism 14

    naturalism 15, 119, 144, 149

    Nieli, R. 192n3

    non-cognitivism 195

    non-referring terms 201

    North Pole 72

    No-Veto thesis 238–39

    Nozick, R. 215

    Nussbaum, M. 90, 113n3, 208



    Obama, B. 227

    obligation 79

    Olen, P. 133n1

    Oliver, P. 16n2

    oppression 105–6

    optimism 82

    Original Position 219–20

    Orwell, G. 52, 130



    Page, S. 229

    Pappas, G. 113n1, 113n4, 113n8, 114n11, 222n9, 223n10, 224n23

    Parmenides 202

    participation 98, 109, 218

    Peijnenburg, J. 22

    Peirce, C. S. 3–6, 9–11, 14, 112, 118–19, 121, 130–31, 133n3, 173, 212; metaphilosophy 15, 137, 140, 141, 145, 147, 149, 149n5, 162

    percepts 29

    perceptual judgments 29

    Peregrin, J. 37n15

    perfectionism 99

    pessimism 82

    Pettit, P. 109

    phenomenology 26, 151

    philosopher king 226

    philosophical standardism 120

    Pihlström, S., 133n3

    placement problems 205

    Plato 8, 133n5, 172–73, 225–226, 229–30: Challenge 227; Principle 227

    pluralism 2, 77–8, 80, 82, 84–5, 100–1, 156, 167–178; deep 167; epistemological 172; metaphysical 172; modest epistemological 168; modus vivendi 167; orientational 156; reasonable 101–2, 105, 107–8; shallow 167

    Pogge, T. 222n5

    political: asymmetry 181; epistemology 39

    Pollock, J. 38n21

    Popper, K. 223n14

    positivism 10, 135

    Posner, R. 16n1, 109

    possibility of progress 239

    Possin, K. 37n5

    Post, J. 37n2

    pragmatic maxim 11, 119, 121, 138

    pragmatic method 118

    pragmatism: analytic 117–133; classical 2, 4–5, 7, 9–10, 77, 123, 125–26, 128–29, 131, 137, 149; inquiry 167; meaning 118, 167; metaphilosophical minimalism 137, 146–149, 237–241, 240; metaphilosophical program 4–5, 11, 14, 122, 133, 137, 237–241; midcentury 144; neoclassical 2–5, 9–10, 15, 117, 123–24, 132, 151, 168, 210, 241; neo-pragmatism 4, 10, 145; orthodox 123; as self-image 6; and skepticism 151–164; triumphalism 6–9, 95, 117–133

    Pratt, S. 16n2, 17n8, 17n14

    predicate 146

    prescriptivism 195

    Price, H. 11, 16n1, 35, 118, 119, 145, 148, 150n12, 176, 178n4, 195–205

    primary goods 215

    problem of deepening dogmatism 59, 63, 72

    public 209; education 216; ignorance 229; opinion 229; reason 106, 210

    Putnam, H. 3–4, 11, 16n1, 149n3, 178n2, 213

    Putnam, R. 16n2, 97–8, 223n16

    Pythagoras 202



    queer entities 195

    Quine, W. V. O. 3–4, 11, 16n1, 17n16, 118–20, 125, 144



    racism 183–84, 187

    Ralston, S. 96, 107, 113n1, 178n1–2

    Ramberg, B. 38n22

    Rawls, J. 90, 100–2, 104, 106, 210–11, 219, 222n5; two principles of justice 214–15

    Raz, J. 114n10

    realism 22, 35, 128, 130

    reasonable persons 101

    reasonable rejection 103–4

    reconstruction 142

    Redding, P. 133n1

    redescription 124, 160

    reductionism 119

    reflective equilibrium 210

    regress problem 21; of analysis 25; of explanation 157

    representational content 199

    representationalism 195

    Rescher, N. 3, 11, 41–2, 120, 129, 134n9, 145, 152; metaphilosophy 155–160

    responsible social epistemic conduct 50

    Richardson, H. 113n3

    right to believe 88

    Riker, W. 109

    Rockmore, T. 35, 125–131

    Rogers, M. 95, 113n1, 178n1, 222n9, 223n10, 224n23

    Rondel, D. 95, 113n1, 222n2, 223n9

    Rorty, R. 4, 10–11, 16n1, 17n14, 35, 37n19, 45, 56, 118–19, 122, 124, 145, 150n11–12, 160, 223n9

    Rosenbaum, S. 96

    Rosenthal, S. 16n2

    Royce, J. 37n18, 150n10

    Russell, B. 7, 73

    Rydenfelt, H. 113n1

    Ryle, G. 125



    Sandel, M. 113n3

    Savage, D. 222n9, 224n23

    Scanlon, T. 222n3

    Scheffler, I. 17n13, 41–2, 56n2, 222n3

    Schmitt, C. 57n13, 176

    Schwartz, R. 17n8

    scientific method 42

    Scruton, R. 224n22

    Second World War 117

    secondness 27

    Seigfried, C. 16n2, 17n8

    self-realization 98

    Sellars, W. 3–4, 11, 16n5, 35, 37n19, 118–20, 125–26, 144, 147

    semiotic 24

    Sen, A. 208, 223n20

    Sense Certainty 131

    sexism 183, 187

    Sextus Empiricus 22, 36n1, 162

    Shapiro, I. 109, 113n3, 223n9

    Sher, G. 114n10

    Short, T. 37n18, 38n20

    Singer, P. 44

    Skagestad, P. 56n2

    skepticism 74, 161; academic 161; metaphilosophical 159–60; Pyrrhonian 22, 16

    smear terms 78, 132

    Smith, J. 17n13, 113n1

    social: epistemology 39, 49, 110, 112; equals 216; toleration 87, 90, 92

    sociobiology 179

    Socrates 133n5, 226

    solidarity 160

    Somin, I. 236n5

    Sophie’s Choice 177

    spectator theory of knowledge 9

    Spiekermann, K. 114n16

    spiritualism 139

    Stemplowska, Z. 93n5

    Stern, R. 37n10

    Stevenson, C. L. 205n1

    Stockholm Syndrome 5

    Stoics 135

    Stout, J. 113n3

    strenuous mood 82, 89, 92

    substance 140, 146

    sufficientarianism 217–18

    Sullivan, M. 3, 178n1–2, 222n9

    summum bonum 81

    Sunstein, C. 113n3, 192n6

    Superman 200–2

    Surowiecki, J. 229

    Swain, C. 192n3



    Tan, K. 93n5, 209

    Temkin, L. 208

    temperaments 12

    tenacity 40, 51–2

    Thales 203

    Thayer, H. S. 9

    thirdness 27

    Thompson, M. 37n17

    Tiercelin, C. 38n24

    Timmons, M. 37n5, 206n3

    toleration 174

    Torcello, L. 189, 193n9

    tragic conflicts 176

    transubstantiation 140

    Trump, D. 227

    truth 33, 45, 55, 196, 231; norms 198

    tyranny 55, 83



    underdeterminationism 211

    unemployment 216

    unificationism 9

    unjust inequalities 180

    Urban, K. 200–2, 204

    utilitarianism 44, 80, 84, 102



    Van Hollebeke, M. 95, 113n1

    Van Parjis, P. 223n20

    verificationism 138

    Voparil, C. 223n9



    Waldron, J. 102

    Wall, S. 114n10

    war 89

    Weber, E. 222n9

    Welchman, J. 17n8

    welfare 208

    West, C. 4, 11, 16n1, 17n7, 17n13

    Westbrook, R. 17n8, 113n1, 129, 222n6, 223n9

    White, M. 11

    Williams, B. 44, 190–91

    will-to-believe 63, 74

    Wilshire, B. 17n8, 17n15

    wisdom of crowds 229, 231

    Wittgenstein, L. 120, 161

    Wolf, S. 57n7

    Wolff, R. P. 236n4

    Wray, B. 189, 192n2, 193n8



    Young, I. M. 109, 113n3



    Zamulinski, B. 70–1, 75n11

    Zeno 26; paradox 26



  OEBPS/Fonts/LinLibertine-BI.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/LinLibertine-B.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/LinLibertine-R.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/LinLibertine-I.otf


OEBPS/Images/logo.jpg
% Routledge

Taylor &Francis Group

NEW YORK AND LONDON





OEBPS/Images/Cover.jpg
PRAGMATISM, PLURALISM,
AND THE NATURE OF
PHILOSOPHY

Philosoph

Scott E. Aikin and Robert B. Talisse

FETUNOY
o





