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. . Why is Pragmatism Liable to he Oversimplified and hMisunderstood?
B (Ante Pazanin®, £54) v i v TEio0

--A Reflection on C. S. Peirce’s Review of John Dewey’s Shidies in Logicel Theony and an Interrelated Letier

Prof. Dr. Zhang Qingdong
(Departiaent of Philosophy, Fudan Untersity)

Ahstract: Pragmatic doctrine has been subject to oversiraplification and misurnderstanding. This happened not oy in Chira bt
also in Arerica. Besides the external occasions, are there any internal grounds? Peirce revealed that Dewey didn’™ pay enough
attention to clanfy a set of important concepts such as nonmatree logie and rethod of inguiry theory so as to cause such kind of
corfision and distortion. It is worth to think rmoch of this Peirce’s Critigue in order not to follow the same old disastrous road.
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John Dewey’s Pragrnatism has been often oversiraplified and risunderstood. This happened not only after his death bt also during
his lifetiree, niot only in an alien land such as China but also in his horeeland T34 . Wher? This problemn should not to be sneezed at.
Heze I wonld hike to quote a rernark from fhe Columbia Hisfory of Western Philosophy which was published m 1999:

Dewey tried to do this by transfonming education into trairing in problemn sobving. The progresstve educational moverent that
grew out of Dewey's views has changed what s taught in school and how it is tanght. The role of formal subjects such as
roathemmatics and foreign-language traiming has been decreased in favor of subjects and methods that help youngsters adjust to
their world so that they can be producttve problera sobrers 1 it. Devrres's teaching havee not been followed exactly, and in roany
ways they have been simplified, watered dowr, and even distorted. There has been a backlash against progresstve education in
the last decades, and the teaching of mathermatics and phosical sciences as fornal subjects 18 again being eraphasized (partly to
sobve probleres in a world concerned about atorde energy, computers, astrophysics, and moleeular biology) [ 1]

Dewesy stitved to put his Pragmatic ideas and raethods into practice in many dormains, especially in education. He tanght fivst at the
Unrversity of Iichigan (1824-1204), next at the Untversity of Chicago (189419043, and finally at Colurdbia Tneeersity (1904
1931). One of his major works was in reforring education by ermphasizing learning through experience rather than learning in terros of
studying a fiwed formal curtieuhon. Dewey opposed authoritarian teaching, and instead proposed that students be taught through
problern-sobing acttvities. He set up an experimental laboratory schiool within the Unmversity of Chicago, and his work led to the
progresstve education moverent.

&mong foreion philosophers Dewey may the most farmous figure in China besides Ilare and so0 on. Recoraraended and introduced by
hiz student Hu 5hi Dewrey gavee lectures in Bedjing, Hanjing, Sharghal and other major cities in Chana from 1919 to 1921, During that
tirne a new culture movernent took placed in China, which had significant influenee on Chanese intellectual elite. Since then on
pragroatismn and hardsm have become two corapetitive doctrines in Chinese society.

Dewey’s Pragroatism was popilar, yet unforturately it was subject to be oversitaplified, raisunderstood and therebyr distorted. The
followring phenomena were not seldomy the pragmatic theory of trath, in which the workabilitsy or effectiveness of any doctrine or
proposition in its application is eraphasized, has been distorted as that the useful is true; the Pragmatic theory of edncation, in which
traiving student’s ability of problem sokdng is wndetlined, has been distorted as that only applied knowledze is useful while theoretical
krowledge is not necessary; the pragmatic ethical theory, in which the fulfillment of hurean needs and acclimatization of exvironrent
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This reruinds me of the troublous time of “cultural revolation”, during which pragmatism had been oversimplified and then conderaned
ot the one hand, bat on the other hand this oversiraplified pragmatisra has been in fact regarded as principle to gmde education
reforrnation. Under the catclowrord of “real knowledge corung out of practice”™ and “education corbining with productive labow™
theoretical knowledze had been despised o that by way of exaraple a professor for genetics had been looked down because as the
story goes that his ability of following the plough was lower than an experienced farmer, and a professor for dymarnics had been
sneered because he conld not carry so heavy bardens as a porter, and so on. Therefore students had been sent to fartories and
courtryside to recedve the re-education by workers and farrers.

Forraerly [ concered that such kind of folles could happen only in China because of ite extraordmary politic situation and its low
education level at that tire. As 1 read the paragraph from Poplkin’s book referring to oversinplification of Dewes’s pragratic
teachings I conld not help to feel astorashenent. I wonder if there 1= any other element outside of the sbove mentioned to cause ths
result. Whether or not Dewey expressed his ideas not enough clear or not balanced so that his teachings are lishle to be sirplified,
vratered down, and even distorted?

I think my consideration in this aspect have gotten an nportant support from a enticism on John Dewey by Charles Sanders Pedree
(1238-1914). Peirce, the founder of Pragatisw, introduced to this characteristically &inerican systern of philosophy Dewey, who
was a student at Johnes Hoplins Untrersity where Peirce was then teaching. Owing to this special relationship between the both we
harve to think mwuch of Peirce’s opindon.

&g e know, Dewey’s Pragimatism is also called as Instrurentalism or Experitentalisr, which had its first comprehenstre exposition
in 1903 with the appearance of Sudies in Logieal Theorp, avolurme written “with the co-operation of Ierbers and Fellows of the
Department of Phalosophsy™ at the Unmversity of Chicago. Tust about this book Peirce wiote a review, which was published in The
MNafion (Volurme 79, 15 Sept 1904), and accordingly he wrote a letter to Dewey on @ Junl 904,

In Sfudies in Logieal Theory Deweyr set forth that “logic™ is a “theory of inguiry™, that is, all logieal forms (with their characteristics
properties] arise within the operation of inguiry and are concerned with control of inguivy so that it may yield warranted assertions.
He defined Instrumentalism as an atterpt to constitute a precise logical theory of concepts, of judgments and irderences in their
warions forres, by considering primarily how thought fanctions in the experimertal deterrrinations of future consequence. Further
more, he called “logic”™ as “a natural historsy of thought™, becanse, according to hit, hawan’s episteraclogical progression is a natural
process, in which hurnan as a ratural organism st adapt hireself to natural ersironreent and sobve the problerns he meets n order to
fulfill hrnan needs, this being the final outeome of logical inguirsy. In the wake of Charles Davwin, who founded a theory of biological
evolution throngh anatory of biological species, Dewey wanted to set up a logical theory by means of anatoray of thought. &ccording
to Darwin, all species of organistus arise and develop through the natural selection of small, inherited variations that merease the
indridual's ability to cormpete, survive, and reproduce. According to Dewesy, Logie, naraely the theorsy of inguiry shoild be developed
through forsardly selection of such thinking taethods or procedures that increase the mdradual's ability to corpete, survive, and
achieve a better life.

Peirce’s criticistn in his “Feview of John Dewey’s Studies in Logical Theory™ mainly referred to Dewey’s problematic expression
ahot the sbove mentinned viewpoint. Here Peirce raised crucial questions: when “logic™ is regarded as “a natural history of thought™,
shonld we recognize or not logic as normative Science? When Dewey does not recognized logic as normative Science or want to replace
the normative logic by the natural history of thought, be rost deraonstrate whyr this negation or replacerment is reasonable. When
Dewey recogrizes both the nomvative logic and the logic of iy, he should clearlsy define these two terminologies. What we nsually
urder logic understand is norrmative logic, that s, a formal systera of valid deduction, concerned with the conditions of walid reasoning
ot the strueture and principles of correct inderence. For Peirce, what the logic as normative seienee deals with are mere possibilifies,
whereas what the logic as a natural history of thonght deals with are nof mere possibilities, but empiric process of thoughts and
experimental rethods,

Peirce pointed out that two schools of logical studies conld be roughly distingnished, narnely the English school and the Gerrnan
school. “The group of writers whorn, abandoring all atterngpt at finding a descripttre designation, we may roughly call the English
school of logicians, meaning, for exariple, Boole, De Morgar, Whewell, J. 5. Bill, Tewons, Wenr, Peatson, BacColl, ets, while
pursuing studies often purely theoretical, ave nevertheless taking a road which may be expected to lead to results of high walue for the
positive sciences. Those whor we may as roughly call the Geran school of logicians, meaning such writers as Christoph Sipaeart,
Whardt, Sehuppe, Betnio Erdrnann, Juling Bersmary, Glogao, Husserl, ets, are engaged upon probletas which must be acknowledzed to
urderlie the others, but attack ther in a mannetr which the exact logicians regard as entively inrelevant, becanse they make frufh, which
is & raatter of fact, tohe a ratter of & way of thinking or even of linguistic expressinn. ™ 2] Tn other words, the Ingicians of the English
Schiool regarded logic as a nonmatve science, whereas the logicians of the Gerrnan school wanted to reduce logic to a way of thinking,
and therefore the former were called as exact logicians, while the latter as peychologist. Husserl in his early phiase belonged to this
psychologist school, and latter he attacked this paschologism. Peirce might not know the plalosoplber of latter Husserl, and German
logician G. Frege (1848-1925), becanse he didn’t mention hira.

Which school was the Chicago school led by Deweyr sirndlar to? Peirce pointed out that the Chicago school was more like to the
Grerrman school other than to the English school. “The Chicago school or group are manifestly in radical opposition to the exact
logicians, and are not waking any studies whoch anybodsr in his senses can expect, divectly or indivectly, n any considerable degree, to
influence twentisth-century science [ 3] “Prof. Dewey regards hiraself as radically opposed to the Cerman school, and explains how
he 15 30. We st confess that had he not so rauch erphasis upon it, we should hardly havee deerned the point of difference so

ireportant; bt we suppose he roust knoow what his own affilistions are and are not.”[4] Peirce meant, T think, that there wers
affiliations between Dewey and Gerrnan school becanse they all wanted to explain lngical laws in accordance with peychological laws
and on the basis of historical experiences about knowing, that resulted to confuse normative science with empirical science, and to
ignore the fiundamental differernce between the necessary truth of logic and the relative truth of erpirical selences.
In the end of this teview Peirce expressed his core concern:
[f calliog the oew oatural bistory by the oase of *logic® (3 suspicious hegiooiog) is to he 3 way of
prejudgiog the guestioo of whetber or oot there be ¢ logic which iz wore thao @ were optural biztory,
iogzauch a= it would prooouoce oog proceediog of thought to he szouod aod walid aod soother to he
ntherwize, theo we should regard thiz appropriation of that odse to he TtEelf Frezh coofireatioo of oor

opioioo of the urgeot oeed of such 3 oorwative scieoce at thiz dap, [D
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his Chicagn school frankly and directly in his a provate letter to ki, He firstly explained whir he wrote this letter:
[ tgdn, if [ cao oaodge 11, tn et =nme ootice of the book of vour Iogical =chool foto the Hatioo, But
the editor Fightz very sby of the zubject gz [ write about it aod it iz oecezzary to dilute aod
decorgte Tt 30 that the result bas oot wyuch walue For zerfous studeots, [ will therefore write to

D

e¥press bow your positioo sppears s wiewed Frow mine.[ﬁl
Then he clearly pointed out why he opposed to Dewey's theory of logic:
fou propose to substitute For the Morwgtive Scieoce which o oy judgeeot i: the grestest oeed of our
3ge @ “Mpturgl Hiztorg® of thought or of experigoce, Far he it Frow we to do sopthiog to bioder § wao’
5 Fioiog out whatever kiod of truth be 7z oo the waf to Fiodiog out, But [ do oot thiok aofthiog |ike @
patural biztory cdo aoewer the terrible oeed that [ see of checkiog the awful wazte of tbought, of
timeg, of goergy, Eoiog oo, io coozequence of seo’: oot uoderztaodiog the theorg of inFerence.m
Dewey llustrated logic as a nptura | biztory of thought invirtue of the two concepts “evolution” and “comparative anatomy”
that carne frora biology. fuecording to Dewey, thought is a process of evalution, and we can find out the logic of thought by
cotaparative anatormy of thought, just like that we can find ot Iaw of biological evolation though cormparative anatoray of Iving
organisms. For Peirce, “evolution”™ iz indeed a very important concept, bt it cannot be used to explain everything, even in the
biological dorain, fior exaraple, the doctrine of evolution has not ranch affected physiology, becanse by means of “evolution”
biological function per se cannot be explained, though its process of developing may be explained. The comparatnee anatory of
thoughts is certainly usefinl for explaining the developraent of thought concerrning howr harvan beings inguive the world, but it is not
dhle to explain the “thought™ of normatre logie. Peirce wrote:
Thergupoo, [ resmark that the *thought® of which fou zpeak caoont he the “thought® of oormative logic.
For it iz poe of the characteristics of 311 oorastive soieoce that it does oot coocero Ptzelf io the
lgast with what actually takes place fo the universe, harriog alwiys its @ssuaptinoo that what s hefore
the wiod alwsps baz thoze characteriztics that gare Fouod there aod which Pbiopweoplogie T3 sszuwmed to
bave wade out, But 3z to particolar aod wariable Facts, oo ooreative scicoce bas aof coocero &ith thes,
further thao to resark that they fors @ coostaot coostituent of the pheondeono, Mow oothiog |Tke the

2

study the Cowparative Aoatowizts are occupied »ith cao he wade of sere porsibilitier, ]E[
Let us tlustrate this paragraph by way of exarple. When & implicates B, and B implicates C, then & iaplicates ©. According to
Peirce, this 15 an mference of merne possibilities. By doing this irderence, we only consider the relation of these possibilities, and we
don’t need care what really happens in the world. The truth of this inference only depends on the norattee principle. What the
cotaparatmee anatorms of thoughts deals with 15 not norreatree principles and mere possibilities of deductnee thoughts, bat ergpirical
methods and real processes of discovery thoughts. So far as norrnattee logic is concerned, thete is no anatorsy of possibilities because
ote can fay in advanee hoar puare possibilities wary and drverge from one another. Naraely, they do so i every possible way. What
renders a comparative avatorey possile is that certain concemwable forms do not oceur. Thas is essential characteristic of empirical
seiences. Though anatoray of erapirical thoughts we can raprove our etapincal sciences and our discovery methods.
What is the relation between nonmattve sclences and erapirical sciences? What is the relation between logical principles and
pevchological lows? Here Peiree didn’™ want to be rvvobeed mosach kind of very difficult probleras and to make any assaraption like
phenomenologists did. But one thing for Peirce was very clear, namely, that it is wrong to reduce logical laws to psychological laws,
and to replace normatree logic by the natural kastory of thought. & severe consequence of corfusing normatree logie with the nataral
history of thought will be neglect the norrmative rules of logic, and this will leads to loose reasoring and disordered thoughts.
Unfortunately Peirce had already found this consequence in the writings of Dewey and his Chicagn school. Perce wrote:
The effect of teachiog that zuch a Matural History cao take the place of a ooreative scieoce of thought
wuzt be to reoder the rules of ressooiog lex; aod 7o Fact [ Fiod you aod four studeots greatly giveo
over to what to we seews |ike 3 debauch of lopze ressooiog, Chicago baso’t the reputatioo of beiog @
woral place; but [ sbould thiok that tbe effect of |iviog there upoo @ mao |ike fou woold be to make
vou Feel 31l the #ore the oepezzary For Opadic diztioctions, —Aight god Wroog, Truth god Falsity,
There are ooly to he kept up by self cootrol, Mow just as Moral Cooduct is Self—cootrolled cooduct so
Logical Thought iz Moral, or Self-cootrolled, thought [9]
& fter thas severe critioue Petree expressed his basic attitude to pragreatisrn and has sineere frendship to Dewesy:
Altbough [ aw stroogly io Favor of gour Praguatistic views, [ Fiod the whole woluse peoetrated with
thiz zpirit of fotellectugl |iceotiousoess, tbat does oot see that aoftbiocg T =o werr Falze, OF course
gou will yoderstaod that [ zhould oot write io such uoderszcored terds to gof ofo with whow [ did oot

Feel 3 verp deep respect aod spapathy, [10)
The rore deep respect and syrpathyr between friends are, the more frankly they should express their attitude with each other. What
Peirce did concerrang his attitude to Dewey can serve as an exaraple, from which we can learn a lot about sineere fretdship.

T

A&z e knowwr, Peirce was a pioneer of pragivatism. Deweyr’s theory of epuiry had been inspirited by Peirce’s theorsy dbout how to fix
or beliefs and how to rake our ideas clear. Concerning the central thesis of Pragratiste, Peirce and Diewrey held the sare position,
nataelsy, that speculatee thought cannot be divorced from action, that the function of speculative thought is the production of habits of
actior, and that the perceptible consequences of arngr theory constitute the test or explanation of its walidity becanse such results fulfill
the very purpose of speculatie thought. But, could we draw out from this central thesis the conclusion that all sciences meluding
norrnative logie can be aseribed to experitnental results? Shout this issue Peirce was wery carefiul. He saw very clearly the difference
between notmative sciences and erpirical sciences. He waked up to that we still needed to make great efforts to explain the relation
between notrative sciences and empirical sciences, between logical dernonstration and experinental verification. Therefore on the one
hard he supported the Pragraatic movemment led by Dewesr, on the other hand he criticized Dewey, when he found that Dewes and his
Chicago school confised the nommatte logie with the ratural kistorsy of thought.

Az for Peirce hivaself, he made a great contribution to the theory of sighs and syabolic logic so that we can say that be attained a
position of raportance coruparable to that of George Boole (1215-1864) and Gottlob Frege (1248-1925). But urdorturatelsy his lazacy
in the theors of logic had not been inherited and carried forerard by classic pragatists such Deweyr and Jarnes. This might mterpret
whyr logical positivistn from European continert could concpuer &metican local pragraatisin for decades by right of its predorunance in
logical studies. Although a Pragmatic twn in analstic philosophy has taken placed since W. V. O, Chaine (1902-2000) had published
hiz epoch-raking article “Two Dogrua of Empiricism”™, this means in ho way that we can overlook the irportance of logical analysis.
Traly Ouine rejected that there is a findamental cleavage between truths which are analytic, or grounded in meanings independently of
matters of fact, and troths which are symthetics, or grounded in fact, buat this dide’t iroply he roaintained that there is no difference
between normatree logic and empirical science. Qhuine never wanted to replace logical truth by synthetic trath. It is worth to mention



that Chuine rejected to identifyy logical trath with analytical trath:
Logical truth [io oy zeoze, erxcludiog the additiooal category of ezzeotial predication] iz, we 23w,
well eopugh defioable (relativelfs to a Fixed logical ootation), Elementsry logical truth cao eveo be
given @ oarrowly syotactical Formolatioo, such gz Caroap ooce eowizdaged For logic sod mathematics as @
whole [cF, S W¥I[); For the deductive spstes of elementary Iogic iz koowo to be complete, But when we
would supplemeot the logical truths by the rest of the so—called soaletic truths, true by eszeotical
predication, then we gre oo looger shle even to 5aF what we gre talkibg about, The diztiootion itzelf

aod oot serelp go epistesnlogicsl guestion cooperoiog it, i3 what i3 theo io guestion [11]
Of course, debates about these problems of philosophical logie are still ongoing. &5 far as [ concern in this article is only to rerind that
Pragrnatic doctrine should not be oversiraplified. In many ways Pragivatic position as a whole 15 adwirable. But as long as this position
ig ahsolutized, it will fall into ahsurdity. There are different kinds of logics (such as normative logic and discovery logic of iy
theory) and truths {such as truth of norreative logie and truth of empirical natural science), and therefore we should not confiise them
with each other. It is wrong to take the division between analytic propositions and symthetic proposition as a dogena, bt it is 4 more
terrible error to ignore the difference between nonnative sclences such as deductive logie and natural sciences such as zoology. Sny
theory inclnding theory of deductive logic is an instrament to deal with experiences, and in this way we can say that meaning of a
theory of logic in the last analysis lies in its observable practical consequenices. But we must remetaber that the way how they contact
with experiences and the way howr they are testified by observable practical consecquences are totally different. Theories of natural
sriences are mote of less directly testified by ohservable practical consequences, because they can be provided with observation
sentences that irpinge on experiences. Normattve Logic self doesn’t possess of ary observation sentence, and therefore its truth ox
walidity is not ditectly depended on chaervable facts. &z we know, the truth or the validity of a logical inference is decided by logical
norrns of riles. Howewer, we use logical theories in different seientific domains. One logical theory maybe more cotrvendent than others
for a specific sclentific domain, for exaraple, logical law of the excluded middle has been proposed to revise in order to siplify
cjuarturn rechandes. Only this meaning we say that validity of a logical theory depends on its practical consequences.

Today Pragmatism has revived its popularity both in America and in China, Will this popularity once more induce an
orversitiplification of Pragruatic doctrine? In order not to follow the same old disastrons road, it is worth to think reuch of what Peirce
wrote in his Feview and his letter concerving Dewey's Sfudies in Logical Theorp.
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