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Preface
The current trend of philosophy in America, insofar as we are concerned with that philosophical
tradition which is the most commonly studied within universities across the country, is by no means
that which we might call “American Philosophy.” Philosophy in America today can be described as
still living in the Analytic epoch. Yes, there are, of course, American philosophers who have gained
great prominence in the Analytic tradition, namely Richard Rorty and W.V.O. Quine, while still
upholding some of the naturalist traits that we so often associate with American philosophy. The
fact of the matter, however, is that the American philosophical tradition is still alive and well, despite
not enjoying the popularity in the United States as it did in the days of William James and John
Dewey. In the field of metaphysics, which analytic philosophers have more or less eliminated,
consider the descriptive naturalism of Justus Buchler. Buchler has essentially invented an entirely
new metaphysical vocabulary, not to mention the creation of a unique systematic framework the
broad and general features of which satisfy the demands for a coherent metaphysic. Buchler’s
important work in metaphysics has ignited some fresh and much needed discourse in contemporary
American philosophy over the last thirty years.

While the American philosophical tradition does not encompass that region which we have
come to call the ‘philosophy of language’, for the sole reason that this particular region of
philosophy has only accepted the contributions made by the Analytic tradition, it has made
significant efforts in the development of hermeneutic theory. We need look no further than the
writings of C.S. Peirce and Josiah Royce. Peirce’s offering of the “Theory of Signs”—i.e. his
‘semiotics’—established a theoretical ground and inner logic for not only his hermeneutics, but also
his epistemology, phenomenology, and metaphysics. It is no wonder then that Royce was so
inspired and influenced by his contemporary. Not only did Royce take Peirce’s semiotics and

rework it into his own hermeneutic theory, but he also made clear the necessary relationship



between the human act of interpretation and the communal process. For Royce, in fact, reality in its
wholeness is communal and the real world is but a world of interpretation.

Despite these groundbreaking works in hermeneutics, contemporary interpretation theory
has shied away from the American tradition and has focused mainly on the continental hermeneutics
of such philosophers as Martin Heidegger, Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Jacques Derrida. Rather than
adopting the optimism shared by Peirce and Royce in an interpretive community, contemporary
American hermeneutics has been held hostage by the skepticism and subjectivism of the continental
thinkers.

Although apparently unpopular, American philosophy is still quite active. One of the
primary goals of this paper is to help sustain, and hopefully enhance, some of the discourse that is
currently occurring in the American tradition. I will try to achieve this goal by writing about two
very important modern day forces in American philosophy: 1) Robert Corrington and 2) the
Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children (IAPC), established by Matthew Lipman.

Since this paper is written for the IAPC, I will not spend too much time writing about the
very basic assumptions of the program as I would do for the lay reader. The major focus in this
paper will be Corrington’s thought and its relationship to the Philosophy for Children program
(P4C). As I see it, Corrington’s philosophy, which places great emphasis on the descriptive
naturalism of Buchler and the semiotics of Peirce and Royce, is crucial for a greater understanding
of P4C, especially the workings of a “community of inquiry” (CI). Corrington’s delineation of
Royce’s ‘community of interpreters’ adds great insight to this most fundamental aspect of P4C.

In order to do this I shall divide the paper into three parts. The first part will deal with the
lineage of Corrington’s thought. In this part I will briefly discuss the philosophy of three legends in
the American tradition: Peirce, Royce, and Buchler. I might add here that these three philosophers

also play a crucial role in Lipman’s thought. In this regard, P4C and Corrington might be



considered distant cousins and I will consider it my obligation here to, in a manner of speaking,
introduce Corrington to P4C at the family reunion. I will limit the first section of this paper to a
discussion of the influence that Peirce, Royce, and Buchler have had on Corrington. A strong
understanding of the thought of these three will lead to a strong understanding of Corringtton’s
philosophy. In the second part of the paper I will relate Corrington’s thought to P4C. Corrington
offers us a highly theoretical account of communal life in his discussion of the community of
interpreters. This will become relevant to any analysis of the communal life of CI.

The third part of the paper will further elaborate Corrington’s ideas of the self and how it
operates in community, especially a community of interpreters. This will become important in
understanding how the self functions in CI. Corrington’s book Nature’s Self (1996) works hard to
probe into the personal and unconscious aspects of the self. This work, however, does not speak of
the communal dimensions of the self; rather it is designed to augment the communal focus in his
other works, namely, The Community of Interpreters (1987) and Nature and Spirit (1992). 1 shall also
draw from these latter texts for a discussion of the self throughout.

Part One: The Lineage of Corrington’s Thought
Charles Sanders Peirce

Perhaps the most notable aspect of Peirce’s philosophy that Corrington draws from is his
theory of signs. This doctrine, also referred to as Peirce’s ‘semiotics’, is, according to Peirce, the
whole of the study of logic. In this sense, logic is semiotic. It is the study of, and manipulation of,
signs. For Peirce, signs, along with what signs represent, are all that there is in the world and they
rely exclusively on an interpreter who addresses these signs. In general terms, Peirce defines signs as
“something which stands to somebody in some respect or capacity.” Therefore, anything

whatsoever which can be identified by a finite interpreter is a sign. Anything which can possibly be

I C.S. Peirce, “Logic as Semiotic: The Theory of Signs,” in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, Justus Buchler (ed.) New York:
Dover, 1955) p. 99.



interpreted is a sign. Hence, Peirce views the study of logic as semiotic precisely because it pertains
to the inquiry into how signs function and how they affect human interpreters.

Peirce divides signs into three categories and this triad is necessary for a greater
understanding of how signs work. Such a categorical triad is fundamental in all of Peirce’s
philosophy and it stands as the first principle, not only of his logic, but also his epistemology and
metaphysics. In fact, Peirce saw that all of reality can be divided into these three irreducible
categories. Before embarking upon a more detailed discussion of Peirce’s semiotic and how it
becomes an essential tool in Corrington’s thought, I would first like to survey Peirce’s
phenomenological principles. It is here that Peirce establishes his three modes of being; the
categorical triad of firstness, secondness, and thirdness, in an attempt to achieve the description of
“the collective total of all that is in any way or in any sense present to the mind.”

Peirce admittedly borrows from Immanuel Kant in forming his categories. This is no
surprise due to the fact that Peirce, reminiscing on his philosophical development, says, “I devoted
two hours a day to the study of Kant’s Critic of Pure Reason for more than three years, until I almost

knew the whole book by heart, and had critically examined every section of it.”’

This is not to say,
of course, that Peirce’s categories are repetitious of Kant’s categorical system. Rather, it is to point
out the similarities between the two systems.

Peirce defines the category of firstness as “the mode of being which consists in its subject’s
being positively such as it is regardless aught else. That can only be a possibility. For as long as
things do not act upon one another there is no sense or meaning in saying that they have any being,
4

unless it be that they are such in themselves that they may perhaps come into relation with others.”

An obvious example of the category of firstness, are such qualities as color and feeling. Such

2 C.S. Peirce, “The Principles of Phenomenology,” in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, p. 74.
3 C.S. Peirce, “Concerning the Author,” in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, p. 2.
4 Peirce, “The Principles of Phenomenology,” p. 76.



qualities are not dependent upon anybody to experience them rather they are qualities that present
the possibility for experience. Corrington describes firstness as the category of “bare immediacy.”
It is what is immediately present to an observer, prior to any cognition, awareness, or experience. It
is the immediate beginning of every cognitive experience.

Those qualities that belong to the category of firstness are mere possibilities that could
become organized, reflected upon, or cognized. For the most part, Peirce sees the facts of thought
and experience as sufficient conditions for this mode of being. Although thoroughly indescribable,
firstness can be said to be a necessary condition for all phenomena.

If firstness can be characterized as the immediate or beginning of any phenomenon, then the
category of secondness can be thought of as its end. Firstness comprises the qualities of
phenomena and, by contrast, secondness comprises the actual fact of phenomena. We experience
secondness as other: “a shock to habitual patterns of awareness.” Peirce explains this notion of
‘other’ by writing, “[in] the idea of reality, secondness is predominant, for the real is that which
insists upon forcing its way to recognition as something other than the mind’s creation.””” We might
consider such phenomena as cause and effect, where there exists a relation occurring between pairs.
Causation, then, belongs in the category of secondness.

While firstness deals with the qualities of phenomena, secondness deals with the phenomena
of change. Therefore, what we experience through time belongs to the category of secondness. For
example, I may hear a note from a violin. The immediate sensation of the note belongs to the
category of firstness which is permanent, in the sense that it is ‘stuck’ in the present. However,

throughout the duration of time the sound of the note changes as it may fade or bend. The

> Robert Corrington, The Community of Interpreters (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1987) p. 4.
6 Ibid.
7 Peirce, “The Principles of Phenomenology,” p. 79.



immediate is a possibility while the whole sound of the note, throughout its duration, is what is the
actual. Hence, firstness is possibility and secondness is fact.

If we can categorize the category of firstness as beginning, and the category of secondness as
end, then we must refer to the category of thirdness as duration, or the between. Peirce writes, “By
the third, I mean the medium or connecting bond between the absolute first and last... The end is
second, the means third. The thread of life is a third; the gate that snips it, its second.” Belonging
to this category are such things as laws and ideas of generality. Of all the categories, thirdness is the
most complicated because it is conceptual rather than perceptual. Even Buchler saw that the
category of thirdness, as a metaphysical concept, suffered from great obscurity.’

Cause and effect is a second since it is a relational phenomenon occurring between pairs.
But if we were to speak of a “law of causation” then we would categorize such a law as a third.
Another example of thirdness would be the idea of growth. A person, considered from birth to
death, experiences or goes through a process of growth. The immediate point of birth functions as
a first, as does the immediate point of death. The two points together; i.e., the actual fact of a
person’s life, functions as a second. The continuity which lies between the two pints functions as a
third. Growth, as the mediation between the first and the second, belongs to the category of
thirdness.

Peirce’s triad serves his semiotics in the same respect as his phenomenology. The only
difference is that his principles of phenomenology are divided into one triad while his semiotic is
categorized with three triads—i.e., a triad of triads. However, we need not, for the purposes of this
papert, delve into all three triads. Therefore, I shall only discuss the essential triadic relationship

which all three semiotic triads share.

8 [bid., p. 80.
9 Justus Buchler, “Introduction,” in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, p. xvi.
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When interpreted, signs create in the mind of the interpreter an equivalent sign. For
example, I may interpret a painting and that painting is a sign because it stands for something,
namely the “object” which it represents. Even a painting of something as basic as a human face, for
example, will not represent a human face in all of its possible dynamic manifestations. Nevertheless
the painting, or sign, of the human face refers to the “idea” of the object. Here, Peirce in using the
term “idea,” is referring to the Platonic notion of the eternal, universal idea. The eternal idea of the
painting Peirce calls the “ground” of the sign.

Since the immediate sign of the painting—what Peirce calls the “representamen”—stands
before an interpreter who embodies it, the painting creates in the mind of the interpreter an
equivalent sign. Peirce calls this sign an “intepretant.” All thought, according to Peirce, functions
by way of signs. Therefore, the subject matter of logic is signs. Every sign (representamen) is
connected to three elements”: the representamen’s object, its ground, and its intepretant. However,
this is not the essential triadic system of all signs since an object and its ground are corollary. The
representamen is a first because it is what is immediate to an interpreter. The object and its ground
are a second because they stand before the interpreter as other. The intepretant is what determined
by the first (sign-representamen) and the second (object-ground). The intepretant is, in turn, also a
sign-representamen and, as a third, it becomes a first when it stands in a new triadic relationship
with a second and a new third. Therefore, the process of sign interpretation is, theoretically, endless.

For this semiotic triad to occur there must be an interpreter. Peirce’s sign theory therefore
becomes crucial to Corrington’s communal hermeneutics and ultimately serves as its inner logic. In
individual interpreter is finite, however. Not only is the individual finite in the course of their
biological life but also in the course of their interpretive life. In other words, an individual
interpreter can only perform this semiotic triad up to a certain point when interpretants (thirds)

cease to become new signs (firsts). Individual interpreters can only perform finite hermeneutics



because the individual is limited in their ability to create new sign translations. Peirce saw this and
argued for a “community of science” whose members would act democratically in order to surpass
their own ideological bents which cease the process of sign translation. Ideologies, by definition,
have already arrived at the truth of their interpretations. Ideologies are, in this sense, a product of
finite hermeneutics and are to be contrasted with Corrington’s notion of “horizontal hermeneutics.”
Horizonal hermeneutics is limitless in its probing of signs. Corrington’s form of hermeneutics
therefore demands community because the individual interpreter can only do so much. A
community of interpreters, performing horizontal hermeneutics, can probe more successfully into
semiotic material because an innumerable amount of signs and interpretations can emerge. I will
discuss horizontal hermeneutics more thoroughly in the third part of this paper.

Peirce, however, only went so far in his account of the community of science and how it
performs hermeneutics. Josiah Royce, working from Peirce’s semiotics, laid the theoretical
foundations for the “community of interpreters.” It is Royce that Corrington delineates from in
using the “community of interpreters” and it becomes central to Corrington’s thought, especially for
his theory of horizontal hermeneutics. I shall now briefly expose Royce’s though and its particular
influence on Corrington.

Joszah Royce

Josiah Royce took Peirce’s logic and used it as the foundation for his entire metaphysical
system. First and foremost, Royce was a Christian and wrote extensively to supply the metaphysics
for a Christian ideology. Royce’s theology is not the subject-matter here, however it is important to
discuss his ideas on community. Community is primary to Royce’s thought and this becomes clearly
evident when we consider the two fundamental theses of his most celebrated work, The Problen of

Christianity. These two theses are, in Royce’s words, 1) ““The Christian doctrine of life is dominated



by the ideal of the Universal Community,” and 2) “The real world is, in its wholeness, a
community.”"

Royce’s greatest contribution to Corrington’s philosophy is his notion of the “community of
interpretation.” This community is necessary for horizonal hermeneutics to function. In
Corrington’s words, the community of interpretation “forms the interpretive horizon within which
any sign must receive its determination and validation.”"" If all knowledge of reality can only come
about by the method of sign interpretation then, Royce holds, true knowledge can only be grasped
by a community performing this method. Royce saw the community as necessary for the act of
interpretation of signs to occur at all. He writes, “For its very being as a sign-post consists in its
nature as a guide, needing interpretation, and pointing the way. To know the real sign-post, you
must then learn to interpret it to a possible hearer to whom you address your interpretation. This
being to whom you address your interpretation must be a self distinct from your individual self.”"?
Here we get the notion that the community is the only place in which interpretations can be tested
and validated for further use. This may sound familiar for those knowledgeable of P4C and CI. In
CI the group’s goal is to arrive at a shared judgment about the subject-matter under investigation.
This requires communal dialogue and the building of ideas and arguments. Ideas and arguments are
considered and tested and some are eventually validated. We have to consider the dialogue and its
products of language as semiotic material which are being interpreted. There is no doubt that CI is
equivalent to the interpretive community which Royce refers to if only for the fact that the inquiry
of open-ended philosophical themes is, at the same time, interpretation of rich semiotic material.

The community of interpretation is ultimately striving for truth, or, knowledge of reality.

The question is, of course, whether or not such success is possible. Peirce was a firm believer in

10 Josiah Royce, “The Problem of Christianity,” in The Philosophy of Josiah Royee, ] K. Roth (ed.) (Indianapolis: Hackett,
1982), p. 388.

1 Corrington, The Community of Interpreters, p. 28.

12Royce, “The Problem of Christianity,” p. 391.
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fallibilism, as well as evolution, and therefore saw the community of science as most likely never
arriving at absolute truth but always progressing closer to it. Nevertheless, he was well aware of the
fact that the individual could never arrive at the truth alone. Peirce writes, “The real, then, is that
which, sooner or later, information and reasoning would finally result in, and which is therefore
independent of the vagaries of me and you. Thus, the very origin of the conception of reality shows
that this conception essentially involves the notion of a COMMUNITY, without definite limits, and

capable of a definite increase of knowledge.”"”

Here Peirce is attempting to point to the idea that
any distinction of the real and unreal can only come about by conflicting opinions between people.
This fact essentially draws us to the conclusion that community is needed, not only to acquire truth,
but to realize the problem of reality in the first place.

If interpretation is an endless process and calls for infinite interpretation, as Peirce makes
clear, then it follows that the interpretive community can never culminate in truth. Royce ultimately
agrees with this conclusion but disagrees with Peirce as to what moves and goads the community on
toward truth. Peirce concluded that this was an evolutionary process ignited by love. Royce,
however, saw the Spirit-Interpreter as pushing the community of interpretation along. This ideal
interpreter lures the finite community of interpreters closer to the ideal community, which Royce
calls the “Beloved Community.” Signs for the Spirit-Interpreter are transparent and their meanings
are validated and thus this ideal interpreter stands outside of the interpretive community, securing
our hermeneutic acts so that we move closer to the ideal community. Corrington stresses the
importance of the Spirit-Interpreter in his own writings as that which guides interpretive
communities towards hermeneutic convergence. As I will show in the second part of this paper,

communities of interpretation, as well as communities of inquiry, can become sensitive to the spirit

by becoming animated by powers of hope and expectation.

13 C.S. Peirce, “Some Consequences of Four Incapacities,” in Philosophical Writings of Peirce, p. 247.
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Justus Buchler

The third and final thinker who has done the most in influencing Corrington’s philosophy is
Justus Buchler, Corrington’s friend and teacher. Buchler’s Metaphysics of Natural Complexces (1966)
initiated the philosophical world to the descriptive system known as ‘ordinal metaphysics.” Ordinal
metaphysics views nature as the “locus of reality,” as that which makes all things available.
Supernatural and transcendental notions are thrown out the window, for when we speak of anything
at all we must speak of it as “in nature.” Corrington speaks of nature in the same manner when he
describes two ontologically different manifestations of nature. For Corrington, nature is both
“nature natured,” the sum total of all things that nature itself has produced; and “nature naturing,”
that which makes all things available and sustains them.

“Things,” for Buchler, are replaced by the concept of “natural complex,” or, simply,
“complex” to avoid redundancy. He famously opens Metaphysics of Natural Complexes with the line,
“Whatever is, in whatever way, is a natural complex.”'* Buchler places great emphasis on the fact
that whatever is must also be, in some way or another, capable of discrimination. A discriminated
complex is, “Anything identified or discovered or imagined or discerned or inferred or sensed or
posited or encountered or apprehended or made or acted upon—no matter whether deliberately or
not.””"” From this definition of discriminated complexes, we can immediately recognize the similarity
with Peirce’s definition of interpreted signs as that which ‘stands before the mind.’

Buchler also understood the endless process that is involved in the interpretation of signs,
and this follows for complexes as well: “A complex...is analyzable and interpretable without end.”*’
The endless process of interpretation is a fact of life for a community of interpreters performing

horizonal hermeneutics. There is no limit to interpretation, no end result where further

14 Justus Buchler, Metaphysics of Natural Complexces, 2°4 ed. (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1990), p. 1.
15 1bid.

16 Ibid., p. 6.
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hermeneutics becomes impossible. However, the hope for the interpretive community is to possibly
arrive at a shared meaning or a shared interpretation. The fact that the interpretive community may
arrive at a shared interpretation, or in Peirce’s terminology, a shared interpretant, does not mean that
it has arrived at truth. It only entails that the community has moved closer towards truth, i.e., it has
expanded the scope of meaning of the subject-matter under interpretation.

The endless process of interpretation is also a fact for CI. The hope of the inquiring
community is to arrive at a shared judgment. However, this judgment which the community has
arrived at is also a shared interpretant, fully capable of further interpretation. In Buchler’s
terminology, a shared judgment which the CI arrives at still maintains its status as a complex which
is analyzable without end. The reason for the possibility of endless analysis of a given complex is
that complexes, in Buchler’s system, cannot be reduced to an absolute, irreducible simple. By
contrast, complexes have as their constituents other complexes which can be said to be their
“traits.” Traits are also regarded as “sub-altern complexes.” As traits they function as an order of
traits (sub-altern complexes) for any given complex. Buchler writes, “Every complex (complex of
traits) is thus a constituent of some other complex and includes other complexes as constituents of
it.”"

As an example, the CI may have as its complex under analysis, the concept of ‘justice.” As
inquiry proceeds certain traits of justice will become illuminated, for example, such concepts as ‘law’,
‘reciprocity’, ‘goodness’, etc. All of these traits function in the ‘order’ of complexes that is justice’.
Therefore, a particular complex is always an order of complexes. The complexes in the order serve
as traits. The complexes in the above case—law’, ‘reciprocity’, and ‘goodness’, etc.—are located
within the order of justice’ and are considered sub-altern complexes of the complex ustice.’

Therefore, each complex is related to each other and, to a certain extent, belongs to each other.

17 Ibid., p. 13.
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Therefore, in the process of CI it becomes necessary to illuminate related complexes in an analysis
of any of them.

Each and every complex that is discriminated has “integrity” insofar as it consists of sub-
altern complexes within its order. Every complex has a unique order of sub-altern complexes
insofar as the ordinal locations of these sub-altern complexes have certain limits and relations to
their complex and to other traits. The complex ‘goodness’ maintains certain integrity within the
order of the complex ‘ustice.” This means that ‘goodness’, as an example, has a certain ordinal
location within the order of the complex ustice.” ‘Justice’, as a sub-altern complex, also has
integrity within the order of the complex ‘goodness.” The many sub-altern complexes of a complex
will also have integrity insofar as they are interrelated according to their respective ordinal locations.
The many instances of integrity that function within an order of any given complex together form
that complex’s “contour.” Buchler writes, “A complex has an integrity for each of its ordinal
locations. The continuity and totality of its locations, the interrelations of its integrities, is the
contour of the complex.”"*

It is important to remember that all complexes are in the world and that there is no end to
the exploration of them. Complexes which are relevant to both the interpretive and inquiring
communities are what Buchler calls “human products.” Human products are crucial to Corrington’s
work and I shall discuss them in the next part of this paper. As Buchler describes, “The products of
men are made possible by natural complexes that lend themselves to identification. Each product is
a complex that has its own integrity, even if it is of momentary duration and small importance.””’ In
the community of interpreters, as well as CI, human products are of great importance. Not only do
they take the form of words in communal dialogue, but products can also be gestures and bodily

movements. Such human products are also natural complexes and are equivalent to Peirce’s signs.

18 Ihid., p. 22.
19 Ibid., p. 23.
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All human products no matter how hidden demand interpretation and analysis in both the
interpretive and inquiring communities.”’
Part Two: Communities of Interpretation and Communities of Inquiry

Introduction

In his second major work, Nature and Spirit, Robert Corrington develops a philosophical
method which he calls “ecstatic naturalism.” Ecstatic naturalism is a kind of theistic naturalism
which attempts to unify nature and spirit through a description of the “divine natures” as
ontologically in nature as opposed to supernatural and transcendental notions of the divine, which
would separate the two orders. More importantly, ecstatic naturalism is a hermeneutical system that
fully incorporates the notion of horizonal hermeneutics, which is developed in Corrington’s first
major work, The Community of Interpreters. This hermeneutical system, which, as Corrington describes,
“frees itself from a narrow concern with human linguistic artifacts” and enters into the “features of
communal and personal life.”*" All systems of interpretation interpret specific orders and the
objects of Corrington’s hermeneutics are the “innumerable signs” that arise from communal
dialogue. The purpose of the community of interpreters is to clear the way for the emergence of
shared meanings within the community. Corrington’s community of interpreters is analogous to the
P4C program’s CI in the sense that the latter’s purpose, among other things, is for the combined
making of good judgments within the community.”

Corrington defines philosophy as “the quest for the most pervasive features of the world.””’
He argues that philosophical methods, such as ecstatic naturalism, and their animating perspectives,

are employed to make such pervasive features emerge. Ecstatic naturalism when unfolded as a

20 For an excellent discussion of the ways in which human products shape and structure the interpretive process in a CI,
see, David Kennedy, “The Five Communities,” Analytic Teaching 15, no. 1 (1994): pp. 3-16.

21 Robert Corrington, Nature and Spirit New York: Fordham University Press, 1992), p. 1.

22 See, for example, Ann Sharp, “The Community of Inquiry: Education for Democracy,” in Thinking Children and
Education, M. Lipman (Ed.) (Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt, 1993), pp. 337-45.

23 Corrington, Nature and Spirit, p. 1.
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method, Corrington claims, “can only function within a communal context.”* The P4C program
holds that inquiry, in itself, is also a philosophical method that can only function in such a
communal context.”” Corrington’s concept of the community of interpreters encompasses that of
CI only because a group must interpret signs and orders prior to proceeding with a systematic

pattern of inquiry.”

Along with Peirce’s ‘community of science’, Corrington argues that the CI is
but one instance of the more pervasive community of interpreters.”’ Therefore, CI is necessarily a
community of interpreters but a community of interpreters is not necessarily CI.

In his delineation of Royce’s community of interpretation, Corrington provides us with a
thorough analysis of communal life. It is the purposes of the second part of this paper to expose
some of the major features of Corrington’s notion of the community of interpreters in the hopes
that it may provide some helpful insight into any analysis of CI as it is brought forth by the IAPC
and P4C. In order to do this I shall compare the underlying assumptions of the two communities as
well as offer a strategy for incorporating Corrington’s idea of the “power of expectation” to further
our understanding of how a community of inquiry proceeds.

Self and the Human Process

Corrington and P4C advocates both agree that membership in community is an essential
aspect of the human process. In fact, both would go further and say that any participation in
communal life is what it means to be a person. What constitutes participation is, in a sense, that
which shapes personhood. For Corrington, participation in the community is, ultimately, the
“horizon” for the human process. A horizon, as Corrington describes “stands between subject and

object and is constituted by signs and interpretations that represent the truths of the community.””

2 Ibid., p. 9.

25 See, for example, Ann Sharp, “What is a Community of Inquiry?” Journal of Moral Education 16, no. 1 (1987): pp. 37-45.
26 Here I am referring to Dewey’s “pattern of inquiry” as he describes it in, John Dewey, Logic: The Theory of Inquiry New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1938), pp. 101-19.

27 Cotrington, Nature and Spirit, p. 51.

28 Corrington, The Community of Interpreters, p. 64.
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All people occupy these horizons which are, in the Buchlerian sense, ‘orders’, and people need not
be consciously aware of them. These orders have “traits of awareness, expandability, and...self-
conscious transformation.”” As a person becomes more involved in communal life, especially a
community of interpreters, these horizons become more expansive and transparent. Not only can
the semiotic material of the subject-matter under interpretation become validated in a community of
interpreters, but horizons, which are the mysterious truths of the human process, become clearer.
Horizons, according to Peirce’s semiotic and phenomenological categories act as thirds in the sense
that they are the general laws of human life.

Participation in a community can be measured by the human products that an individual
generates. Corrington writes, “The creation of an external product, whether it be a physical artifact,
an idea, a moral stance, or an aesthetic rendering, extends the scope and reach of the self.”’ The
P4C program agrees with this notion and, as a model for education, seeks to cultivate the human
process by encouraging students in CI to create these same products of which Corrington speaks.
Stan Anih tells us that members of CI are “more able to make better distinctions, more able to
recognize underlying assumption, more able to distinguish better from worse reasons, more able to
think consistently and comprehensively, more able to criticize [one’s] own goals and others, more
able to criticize [one’s] own thinking as well as the thinking of others.”' Certainly all of these
enhanced abilities can be considered to be the creation and domain of human products. In fact,
Corrington’s notion of product encompasses such a wide range of things that one might be hard
pressed to explain why CI cultivates the human process as opposed to, say, an automobile factory.

Cl is the greater cultivator of the human process because the products which are generated

are of an introspective nature, thereby showing traits of novel shaping, as opposed to the mechanical

29 Ibid.
30 Corrington, Nature and Spirit, p. 41.
31 Stan Anih, “Nigerian College Adopts ‘Community of Inquiry’ Approach,” in Thinking Children and Education, p. 336.
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nature of automobile production. In order for members to create the kinds of products belonging
to Anih’s list, they have to apply some form of higher order thinking. CI is a forum for self-
reflection in the sense that inquirers reflect (which is interpretive) on their own products as well as
the products of others in the community. Participation in inquiring and interpretive communities
calls for reflection upon the products generated from communal dialogue, ideas, and judgments,
which are all requirements for communal inquiry and interpretation. Hence, participation in such
communities means not only that one is being developed as a person, but that one is actually
reflecting upon and interpreting the signs of personhood. Corrington writes, “No account of self-
identity can be compelling that fails to acknowledge the innumerable products of the self.””
Participants in CI are constantly struggling for self-identification because they are constantly
accessing their own introspective products. These products function as signs of the self and struggle
for illumination and validation by interpretive acts.

Again, Corrington tells us how we can, by being observant of our own products and through
a dedicated study of signs, come closer to identifying and defining ourselves. Although the self is
more than the sum of its products, and forever beyond our finite, hermeneutic grasp, the “scope” of
the self—i.e. the space for unhampered thought and action, and the “effect” of the self are defined
by the products of the self.” Furthermore, an understanding of the self, in fact, an understanding of
the entire human process, is only possible by an investigation of the self’s signs and products.
Corrington writes, ““The human process can thus be approached either through a description of its
interior semiotic life or through a description of its products.”* The question becomes: Does
participation in CI serve members in their quest for self-understanding? If we are to understand

what is meant by “semiotic life” as the functioning of signs, i.e. products and orders, especially in

32 Corrington, Nature and Spirit, p. 41.
33 1bid., p. 46.
34 1bid., p. 47.
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language, and how they affect human beings, it is certainly possible that Corrington would answer
“yes.” CI, with its emphasis on dialogue and critical thinking as products of the self, certainly
cultivates the quest for self-understanding and of the human process.

Ann Sharp, in her writings on CI, points to the fact that inquiry into this semiotic life is
crucial to self-understanding and becoming a person—hence, the dialogical nature of participation in
CI. As activities which are products of the self, it is Sharp’s view that language and thinking are
“overlapping activities.”” She tells us, when writing about the classroom CI, “It is through speaking
to other persons that one becomes a person oneself...To speak one’s ideas to one’s peers in the
classroom is to create and express one’s own thinking and in a sense to create oneself.”” FEach idea
that is uttered is subsequently a product of the self and becomes a sign or a series of signs for the
rest of the community to interpret, inquire about, and apprehend meaning from. Itis a product
precisely because it is thought about and communicated. CI, with its emphasis on dialogue and the
combined thinking about the dialogue occurring within the community is, under Corrington’s
conception of community, a fruitful enterprise for one’s quest towards self-understanding and
personhood.

Corrington’s Three Conditions for Community

After a further investigation of the conditions for a community of interpreters that
Corrington has established, we will be more able to see how Corrington’s conception agrees with the
P4C program. The first condition that Corrington sets is for the constitution of a community of
interpreters is for members who are self-reflexive. Corrington explains, “An individual becomes
self-reflexive whenever he or she examines and tests signs of so-called internal life.” He continues,

“The community of interpreters can only emerge...when each of its members enters into the inner

3 See, Sharp, “What is a Community of Inquiry?”
36 Ibid., p. 40.
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dialogue that makes self-understanding possible.”™ As I have explained earlier, the “inner dialogue”
which Corrington speaks of is the describing of the products of the self. It is the inner semiotic life,
L.e. the signs and orders which affect the human organism. Furthermore, in our discussion of CI, we
saw how participation in the community cultivates the quest for self-understanding. Participants do
become more self-ref