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Traditional Paper
The world is full of partial stories that run parallel to one another, beginning and ending at odd times.  They mutually interlace and interfere at points, but we can not unify them completely in our minds…it is easy to see the world’s history pluralistically, as a rope of which each fiber tells a separate tale; but to conceive of each cross-section of the rope as an absolutely single fact, and to sum the whole longitudinal series into one being living an undivided life is harder…the great world’s ingredients, so far as they are beings, seem, like the rope’s fibers, to be discontinuous, cross-wise, and to cohere only in the longitudinal direction…the world is unified by its many systems, kinds, purposes, and dramas.

-- William James, “The One and the Many,” Pragmatism: A New Name for    Some Old Ways of Thinking (1907) 
Introduction
      In this paper, I argue that two intertwined strands of contemporary political and social theorizing about participatory democracy is key to understanding the larger cultural and intellectual context aimed to promote opportunities for citizen voices in the rebuilding of civil sphere. These interlinking strands of democratic social theory of classical American pragmatism and contemporary feminist standpoint theory have a shared historical genesis and a deep theoretical compatibility that draws from their common historical origin in the work of John Dewey and George Herbert Mead.  Taking seriously William James’s cross-sectional view by unifying the partial strands of “the whole story” leads us to seek out both points of overlap and significant differences, because focusing only on any one-component element, each by itself leaves out something vital.  
First Strand: Classical American Pragmatism
     One of the insights that classical American pragmatism adds to a braided theoretical rope, as William James used the term, is a link this tradition makes between practical political work and transformative cultural projects in government and the civil sphere.  Pragmatism also opens space for the internalized layering of “other voices” within what George Herbert Mead (1934) called the “generalized other.”  Such voices are already part of people’s everyday world in their relationships with one another but need to be explicitly acknowledged; in other words, a balance between the voices of self and others must exist if participatory democracy is to thrive in contemporary societies. 

      As both classical and contemporary American pragmatists have argued, indeed, participatory democracy was one of the ontological pillars on which American public life was built.   Since the founding of the Iroquois Confederacy hundreds of years before the arrival of the Pilgrims, Americans have made life decisions collectively and through a participatory process.  In Native Pragmatism: Rethinking Roots of American Philosophy, Scott Pratt (2002) posited that Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin incorporated lessons of freedom, tolerance, and democracy they learned from the Iroquois Confederacy into the United States Constitution.  Jefferson and Franklin emphasized how to establish governance among diverse peoples, including those living in rural areas and those living in urban environments, so as to shape the various “people-making values, processes, and cultural institutions of daily life” (Green 2004: 69).  Although he was greatly flawed and practices in his views concerning African Americans (Outlaw 1996, Feagin 2000), Jefferson remains one of the founding theorists to whom the concept of equal and direct participatory democracy is indebted.  Another proto-pragmatist theorist who has influenced ideas about participatory democracy was Alexis de Tocqueville (1835, 1837), whose early 19th century study Democracy in America was a “celebration of citizens’ propensity toward self-help and habit of ‘forever forming associations’ in the nineteenth century” (Fung 2004:14; de Tocqueville 1835 [1969]: 516).  The importance of these proto-pragmatists’ contribution is their belief in the value of participatory democracy from the very inception of the United States.  This conviction required reconciling what appears to be a philosophical tension between individual autonomy and collective decision-making within communities. 

     In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the classical American pragmatist movement was founded by a group of progressive philosophers, legal scholars, educators and sociologists who included Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, Josiah Royce, John Dewey, George Herbert Mead, Jane Addams, Robert E. Park, W.I. Thomas and W.E.B. Du Bois.  Pragmatism was translated into a method of democratic transformative action at the University of Chicago: John Dewey and George Herbert Mead were founding members of the Department of Philosophy, Psychology and Education there, while Albion Small was the first chair of Chicago’s Department of Sociology.  The Chicago School method of urban ethnographic study used a vision of the “community as a living laboratory” (Park 1925) to promote the mutual flourishing of individuals within stable, progressive communities that practiced democracy as a way of life. 

     After a period of disfavor, classical American pragmatism has undergone a rebirth of intellectual sway over the last forty years: once more, it is being seen as a method for conducting social analysis and for inspiring social transformation according to principles of “interaction, pluralism, community, and growth” (Pratt 2002: 20).  The key to this rebirth has involved reconstructing a set of social concepts and methods to be used as tools for addressing issues of democracy (or lack thereof) in America and other parts of the world (Green 1999, 2008).  This is the most recent phase of the evolutionary process of participatory democracy in America; at the same time, it restates a central tenet of Chicago School pragmatism while echoing Du Bois’s call for a broader “civic equality” (Du Bois 1903: 38). 

     George Herbert Mead’s (1934) concept of the “social self” (which grows through interaction among the “I”, the “me” and the “generalized other”) shows how individuals can learn through new kinds of social democratic participation in which they absorb and contribute new ideas through a process of interactions with others. Congruent with Mead is to argue that, through the development of a social self, people form communities of shared understanding and active commitment to the democratic process.  Mead (1934) also describes the “generalized other” as encompassing the norms, attitudes, social mores, language and culture of the group to which the individual belongs.  That is, the community or social group to which an individual belongs initially shapes the social behavior of that individual in order to make her or him part of that community or group.  At the same time, individuals can influence the future of groups in which they actively participate. Thereafter, the transactions of groups with other groups can influence the future of the world as Mead (1934) explained in the last part of Mind, Self, and Society:
It is often assumed that democracy is an order of society in which those personalities, which are sharply differentiated, will be eliminated, that everything will be ironed out to a situation where everyone will be, as far a possible, like everyone else.  But of course that is not the implication of democracy: the implication of democracy is rather that the individual can be as highly developed as lies within the possibilities of his [or her] own inheritance, and still can enter into the attitudes of the others whom he [or she] affects (1934: 326).  

For Mead, this process of entering into the attitudes of others whom one affects leads to experiences of sociality, which he explains in Philosophy of the Present (1932) to mean participating simultaneously in two or more socialities (actual or partially ideal).  This increases the inputs to the “me,” which in turn stimulates the “I” to experiment in critical, transformative ways that suggest new possibilities for the social whole (1932: 47-97).  Such experiences of sociality can lead to cosmopolitan expansion and integration of individual horizons of experience and concern; if others take up this influence, it can also lead more cosmopolitan attitudes and behaviors linking  “generalized others.” 

     In related works, John Dewey also presented a pragmatist participatory democratic program, focusing on transforming individual and cultural habits to solve shared problems through public discourse that develops the framework for community and the ethos of “democracy as a way of life” (Dewey 1927).  In an insightful and influential book Art as Experience (1934), Dewey explained the background idea of experience underlying the concept of continuously developing human beings in relation to their communities and cultures that he and Mead shared throughout their long partnership.  In Dewey’s words, “experience occurs continuously, because interaction of live creature and environing conditions is involved in the very process of living” (1934: 42).  This process of continuous development can be directed in desirable ways – as growth – to the extent that experience can be made educative.  To give human beings and their communities some control and stability in an always precarious world, they must develop active and adaptive habits as Dewey (1916) explained in Democracy and Education: “active habits involve thought, invention and initiative in applying capacities to new aims” (1916: 58).  Democratic habits are adaptive when they coordinate the gifts, insights, and motivations of diverse persons into actively collaborating commitments valued as such.  

     However, democratic habits do not develop automatically: they must be learned and refined though life-long processes of education involving economic costs.  Teachers must be trained and employed.  Schools must be built and maintained.  Continuing adult education (formal and informal) must be funded, and its opportunity costs absorbed.  Because philosophers and social scientists have ignored these real economic costs of education, including the informal education citizens gain from deliberating with their neighbors in daily life as well as at town hall meetings, the economic sector will have “taken its revenge” without more deeply democratic social-theoretical checks and balances (Dewey 1927 and 1932).  Americans must regain an awareness of the necessity of investing in the development of individuals’ and of communities’ democratic habits, Dewey (1929) explained in “Creative Democracy—The Task Before Us.”  This is essential if we are to experience the self-chosen lives of free individuals as well as the security and desirable complexity of democratic communities.  Individuation, like community development, involves a process over time of interacting with others toward shared goals. These goals themselves emerge through a process of responding to shared problems through collaborative inquiry; more specifically, phases of information gathering, deliberation, and transformative action to which each participant contributes are all required so that energies are further developed along the way (Dewey 1939).

     Even prior to September 11th, much was made of the need to rekindle the earlier spirit of American democracy that involved public associations and groups as shapers of public norms.  After 9/11, many Americans clamored for renewed experiences of participatory democracy in daily living as a direct response to the terrorist attacks.  Dewey would point out that achieving this goal requires individual and civic investment in a long-term process of educating American citizens in more deeply democratic habits of community living.  It also requires adapting our existing institutions to respond to the inputs of more deeply democratic individuals and communities.  This will not be easy since empowerment changes power relations. 

      While therefore extremely germane for this paper, incorporating the ideas of Mead and Dewey does not provide a full understanding of why diversity matters, why key stakeholders need to be involved and why inquiry needs to be “taken to” diverse communities by those who are credible so as to produce meaningful political effects.  Interestingly, John Dewey and George Herbert Mead anticipated that valuable additions to theories of participatory democracy would come from women who had largely been excluded from the academy when these classical American pragmatists were emerging as major intellectual figures.  Jane Addams was in some ways an important exception to this exclusion – her Democratic and Social Ethics (1903) and other books were widely read, through perhaps not fully understood until the recent emergence of “feminist pragmatism” as a distinctive strand of contemporary feminist thought.  In addition, three other women, Edith Abbot, Sophia Breckenridge and Mary Zahrobsky did ground breaking scholarship out of the University of Chicago, especially focusing on housing, racism and the human condition (Deegan 1988).  Likewise, Alain Locke’s “critical pragmatism” including his insights about cosmopolitanism, has waited for full appreciation until emerging African American scholars found this legacy waiting for them (Green 1999; Harris 1989, 1999).
Second Strand: Feminist Standpoint Theory
     The second strand of the braided theoretical rope drawn upon in this paper is feminist standpoint theory, useful here insofar as it contributes a deeper understanding of the importance of diversity to the quality of community and participatory democratic interaction.  Feminist standpoint theory emerged in the 1970s and was developed by several feminist political scientists, philosophers and sociologists.  Prominent among them was Canadian feminist theorist Dorothy E. Smith (1987), who outlined her basic gestalt for a new sociology developed from the standpoint of women in her highly influential work, The Everyday World as Problematic: A Feminist Sociology.  Smith found a way to explain and justify standpoint theory as a sociological tool by incorporating George Herbert Mead’s work on social psychology at the center of her feminist theory of social knowledge.  What unites feminist standpoint theorists is the sense that there are no “neutral” social theories.  As Smith suggests (1987, 1990), liberatory social transformation requires a clear and accurate understanding of the standpoints in everyday living from which social theorists and other key actors do and must approach the experience of group membership.  Feminist standpoint theorists have advocated creating the kinds of social spaces in which marginalized individuals and groups become secure and empowered to speak and to be heard. 
     Prior to the 1960s, as Smith (1987, 1990) argued, sociological discourse was exclusively in the purview of privileged men speaking to privileged men: women were “outsiders.”   Her goal, and that of other feminist standpoint theorists like Patricia Hill Collins (1992), was to create and gain recognition for a new critical and reconstructive methodology that would reveal and break through this systematic bias.  This entailed challenging the concept of objectivity, which has been dominant in the humanities and the social sciences; for Smith, no such thing as “objectivity” was possible given women’s very different patterns of experience and the extent to which race and class comprised other forms of exclusion in modern life.  Smith’s (1987, 1990) methodology was defined through the key term “problematic.”  She called on all social theorists to ask questions in everyday “embedded” discourse, shifting the social location of the effective researcher from the allegedly objective outside observer to that of the active insider who is a part of the world of experience being observed.  According to Smith (1990), how “our own practices are embedded can be made explicit and examinable through inquiry” (1990: 206).  Smith’s (1990) definition of a more inclusively objective insider focuses on intertwining the experience of diverse actors; she writes of  “a sociology of society as it is and must be known by people who are active in it” (1990: 32).  As Smith’s analysis suggests, one of the key principles of a deeper and more effective model of participatory and deliberative democracy is that it requires understanding diverse groups of participants’ standpoints.  From here, it is not difficult to see the applicability of this notion especially insofar as one is concerned about whether (or not) engaged citizens and leaders have taken into account their own and others’ differing standpoints. 

      For Smith, understanding the results of an inquiry from the standpoint of women requires that the observer interpret the discourse not from the perspective of an observer’s social self but from the standpoint of the social self of the observed.  Since the 1960s, the feminist movement—nationally and internationally—has created significant spaces in civil society; now, more than perhaps ever before, women have a theoretically recognized “place to speak from” (1990: 204).  But Smith (1987) also persuasively argued that it takes an “embedded” insider’s interpretation to guide understanding of what actually occurs within a given “everyday world” regardless of professional position, class, race or gender.  In addition to gender, Smith further argues that other structured social differences must be included as elements of a fully adequate standpoint theory.  Smith’s insight about the importance of differing standpoints is especially true for understanding issues relating to inequalities grounded in race, class, and gender still persistent in U.S. society and culture.  And, again, this point is extremely germane for recent case studies in effective participatory democracy, community leaders attempts to provide opportunities for enhanced citizen voice, and rebuilding the civil sphere.  In other words, for participatory democracy to be most effective, leaders need to account for the  perspectives and to be aware of a range of diverse perspectives including and different from their own; these include but are not limited to standpoints based on gender.  Thus, the community leaders’ need to both educate others and themselves of the capacities required to actualize idealist goals of participatory democracy that inspired them create opportunities for citizen participation in public decision-making in the first place. 
     The process of including different voices in deriving new democratic visions and preferable solutions for the rebuilding the civic sphere is messy.  As Judith Butler (1999) argued about the women’s movement in Gender Trouble, community leaders sometimes ended up needing to avoid situations that called for the “insistence in advance on coalitional ‘unity’ as a goal [that] assumes that solidarity, whatever the price, is a prerequisite for political action” (1999: 20). 
     For to be successful in rebuilding the civic sphere through participatory democracy, learning each other’s standpoints, ideals, visions, and possible solutions to shared problems requires stakeholders to spend time together in open-ended discussions aiming at making a difference.  The challenge for a social movement that seeks to include a wide diversity of experiences, voices, and visions arising from members of unequal and unfamiliar social groups within a complex interpretive process is four-fold:  (1) to find trusted insider-leaders who can “call them out,” 
(2) to find enough cross-difference facilitators who can help them speak to one another, (3) to emerge effective analysts who can bring out diverse nuances in what they say within an emergent public voice, and (4) to develop sufficiently knowledgeable movement leaders who can imagine and create the kinds of events that can bring large numbers of diverse representative individuals into meaningful communication with one another and can get these emergent public voices heard.  Thus, this second strand of democratic social and political theory suggests that a process of bringing together community leaders and citizens in extended, skillfully enhanced discourse will be vital for the emergence of a diversity-inclusive public voice – one that will be heard in making democratic political and economic decisions to rebuild the civic sphere.

     Crucial to this emergence is the process of utilizing participant-insiders’ expert and professional knowledge as well as their economic and social capital to enrich public discourse, enhance potential solutions, and assure effective uptake by decision-makers as the end result of direct democratic citizen participation.  However, before this can occur, community leaders must find ways to include the voices of diverse citizens in the room and at the table, speaking and listening to one another in public spaces they find secure and empowering.  This was and still is a challenge that community leaders of civic renewal social movements in America have only partially understood and addressed thus far.

Conclusion

     In this paper, I braided together two theoretical traditions that, taken together, are extremely relevant for understanding the motivations and actions of community leaders endeavoring to provide opportunities for citizen voice through participatory democracy in rebuilding the civil sphere.  The first strand of the braided theoretical rope presented here taps earlier American pragmatist philosophy and social-theoretical methods.  Ideas from George Herbert Mead and John Dewey suggest that local community leaders must stimulate the emergence of a democratic citizen participation mosaic within which community members mutually transform each other by investing time, energy and hope.  The result will be costly but educative and effective opportunities for the experiencing of participatory and deliberative democracy in rebuilding the civil sphere. 

     The second strand of braided theoretical rope incorporates “insider knowledge” as a cornerstone of feminist standpoint theory.  This theoretical tradition is also useful for better understanding the challenges of diverse participants and community leaders in bringing about participatory democracy.  In particular, this second strand serves simultaneously as a check to the legitimacy of community leaders’ representing themselves as an exclusive public voice and as a balance so that professionals do not ignore the importance of diversity in leadership and participatory contexts. 

     By interweaving these two strands of this braided theoretical rope, we can better understand the successes and failures as well as the motivations of the community leaders efforts in rebuilding the civil sphere.  As I have tried to show, each strand fulfills a specific explanatory and effectiveness-expanding purpose, yet the value of each is strengthened considerably by being interwoven with the other.  Taken together, these two strands of social theory can help to clarify what was motivating and sustaining public actors on civic, professional and personal levels.  Thus, this braided theoretical rope is valuable for investigating democratic citizen contributions to the challenging process of rebuilding the civil sphere, now and then. 
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