. ‘ k\ o
National Library

%

- Bibliothéque nationale

of Canada - ‘du-Canada_ '
Canadian Theses Service * Services des théses canadiennes e . | SN
, , ‘ =
) ]

Ottawa, Canada o
K1A ON4 o

« 8- .

. CANADIAN THESES

’

&-

\ NOTICE

. The quality of this microfiche is heawily dependent upon the

. quality of the original thesisisubmitted for microfilming. Every
effort has been made to ensure the highest quahty of reproduc-
tion possiple.

If pages are missing, contact the uncversny whtch granted the
degree. .

Some’ paées may have indistinct print especially if the-original
pages were typed with a poor typewriter I'lbeﬂ or if the univer-
A L] suty sent-us an mferlor photocopy ) -

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles,. pubhshed

tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed by .the

?&anadlan Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C- 30. Please read -

the authorization forms which accompany this thesis.

.,
THIS DISSERTATION
HAS:BEEN MICROFILMED

EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

2

NL 339 (1. 86/01)

THESES CANADIENNES

AVIS

La qualité de cetteghicrofiche dépend grandement de la qualité
* de la thése sou au microfilmage. Nous avons tout fait pour:
assurer une quafité supérieure de reproduction.

S'il manque des pages, veuiflez communiquer avec F'univer-
sité qui a*confére le grade.

La oualité d'impression de certainés pages peut laisser a

désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été dactylographiées

a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'université nous a falt parvenir
S une photocople de qualité inférieure.

Les documents qui font déja I'objet d’un Poit d'auteui(articles

de revue,“examens_ publiés, etc.) ne sont pas microfilmés.. .
N .

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est soumise .
a la Loi canadienne sur le droit diauteur, SRC 1970, c¢. C-30.
Veuillez prendre connaissance des formules d'autorisation qm
accompagnent cette thése.

- LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE .

Can €1'*'<



A

“National Library Bibllothéque natlonale
of Canada du Canada '

l*
o‘ﬁf)

Ottawa, Canada o
K1A ONA .

f

s 0-315-23425-3
. ‘

CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE SERVICE — SERVICE DES THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE

v PERMISION TO MICROFILM - AUTORISATION DE MICROFILMER

* Please print or type Ecrire en lettres moulées ‘ou dactylographier ~

el S - AUTHOR - AUTEUR

Full Name of Author — Nom‘complei de l'auteur

Wﬂq?//ﬁd4%(h N -
' Date of Birth — Date de naissance o ] ..

Lek 15 14 ¢

CanadiaryCitizen — Cito_ye;i canadien

DNo/Non

es /Oui

Country of Birth — Lieu de'naissance

Lﬂ Zn /Lé{/k,

i

Permanent Address — Résidence fixe

= S OY)) 6/0@
E//%/L/Y‘]Lﬁ’\
IS £ DBO

4’7 /fw

\THESIS THESE

Tme of Thesis — Titre de la these

O‘Z/"’UM/ ( /)/M /%;7/&17((/9 7 //)(ﬂ/uincﬁ /u) 2 AU((Q /L{ﬂa&(

v

Degree for which thesis was presented
Grade pour quuel cejte thése fut es;#‘
>

Year this degree conferred o
ée d’obtention de ce grade

a9S .

UnlverSIty Unwersnte

WM’VY 417

LS

Name of Supervcsor —Nom du directeur de thé.
z) % C/J\, (’/ 72()3 QQA)

7/ ///éw‘ “

AUTHORIZATION —~ AUTORISATION

o2
Permission is hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF CANADA to .

i microﬁlmihis thesis and to lend or sell copies of the film._

The author reserves other publication,fights, and neither the 'thesis ror exten-
sive extracts from it may be pnnted or otherwise reproduced without the
author’s wrmen permission. j"

Y
]

L’autorisati'o_r: est, par la présente, accordée a la BIBLIOTHEQUE NATIONALE
DU CANADA de microfilmer cette thése et de préter ou de vendre des ex-
‘emplaires du film.

L'auteur se réserve les autres droits de publication; ni la thése ni de longs ex-
traits de celle-ci ne doivent étre imprimés ou autrement reproduits sans

} ‘\\

ATTACHFORM TO THESIS VEUILLEZ JOINDRE CE FORMULAIRE ALATHESE

‘'autorisation écrite de I'auteur. ‘

}yﬁ a—7 /yﬂﬂ» A~

" s 30, ey

NL-91 {r. 84/03)

) Carl dl'l



.

| | 4
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

A

T

: o, ‘ ,
Dewey's Metaphysics of Experience as a via media

\ ’

by ,
‘/"” : , ' ,
: C . - Mary Mardon e
Pl A —
v W
A THESIS. -

~

SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF ,THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE
v _ . . L .

..

i

/ ~ OF MASTER OF ARTS

{
i

- . ]

PHILOSOPHY

EDMONTON, ALBERTA

FALL, 1985

.v‘m . | -



* : THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
RELEASE FORM

. -

. NAME OF AUTHOR Mary Mardon
TITLE OF THESIS  Dewey's .Metaphysics of Experience as a
via media .
L

DEGREE EOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESEN%ED MASTEB OF .ARTS
YEAR THIvS DEGREE GRANTED FALL, «198’5' '\ -
. Permission is hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY OF
ALBERTA LIBRARf to . reproduce 5ingle copiesf of this
| thesis and to leﬁd .oriséll such copies for private,
scﬁolarly or scientific research purposes only.' |
J The author reserves other publlcatlon rights, and
ne}éher the thesis nor exten51ve extracts from it may
be prlnted or otherwise reproduced without the author's.

written permission, -
g | ;z%i/aaé

(SIGNED) oo-oouooooo-o

PERMANENT ADDRESSE' :
-z loYos GIHE.
S EWA/ZF\ ‘G Lbtly

* s % 00 000 LR I S N S S

/ o Caiiada fjk 064

DATED ...f%%ﬂﬁ..?f%.....19<€5‘

.n

Iy
/
Z



A

.Our meddling intelieCt '
Mis-shapes the beauteous forms 'of things:--
We murder to dissect. ’

i ~-Wordsworth .



7 : - THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA -

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND.RESEARCH

¥

The undersignedtcettify that they have reagd, and
recommend'to~the Faculty of‘Graduate ‘Studies and Researéh,

for acceptanpe, a the51s entitled Dewey's Metaphy&xcs of
&

Exper1ence as a via med1a submltted by Mary Mardon in

partlal fulfglment of the requirements for the degree of
‘ X N

Al -

MASTER OF ARTS.

Supervisor

S

™ ==y s s
.....--..ﬁ/......,..

(S

22 .,".-5.7:;.1." 1357

Date.o./ol o‘.ocolooo.ot.oo



-

To Ernest, May, Teresa and Austin

-

2

‘\‘\



Abstract
In this thesis I examine the naturalistic metaphysics i of

John Dewey as put forward in his major work on metaphysics,

LY

Experience and Nature. I attempt to show the strength and
persuasiveness of . Dewey's position .by examining the
principle on which it is based, namely the principle of
continuity. I argque tha;,Dewey inherited this principle in
part ,from' William James, and that Dewey conséquently

improved upon and refined his inheritaan.'Throughout the
’ PR )
: . L SRR 74 e
course of this thesis I ;ontrast‘tbew§ﬁ§p e of continuity

AR i
- i

. . . w_,f . (R
.with the principle of atomism. I aégué”that this 1at

[y

principle is assumed by the British empiricists ‘and also may
be seen as having influenced a counter-atomistic response in
the monisms of the German critical idealists. Indeed, it

- appears that both - the empirical ‘and the critical-rational -

2

traditions ‘have assumed and applied the principle of

\

atomism, ‘the former by modus ponens and the latter by modds .
‘tollens. 1 introduce Dewey's hetaphysics as hg intended it
to be introduced, as a via media in the deBate between-
empirical atomism and idealistic monism. I argue ‘tﬁat
Dewey's metéphysics is a plausible. alternative to the
empirical and idealistic traditiéns, because he rejects the ~
principle of atomism and replaces it with the principle of
- continuity. Since both traditions aééume the principle of
atomism and Dewéy. ;ejects the principle;the is then in a
poﬁition to find a "middle way" between atomism and monism

and to reconcile each to the other in his metaphysics.

b

o vi



Lastly in this thesis I critically analyze the c}itidisms
levelled against Dewey by ‘Richard Rorty in his article
"Dewey's Metaphysics." My ultimate aim throuéhout‘the pages
of ﬁhis manuscript is to defend the practice and wviability
of metaphysical inquiry. R

o
4
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I. Introduction  ~ ' -
As one of the most influential American philosophers of the
twentieth-century, Deweyland his philosophy have enjoyed the
‘widespread étgéntion .that his position and ﬂuputatign
warrant. However his more populariphilogophy, such\aé'his
‘philosébhy of education, has receivedtmuch SE this attenfion
and discussion while his apprbach to metaphysics has not
received the attention that is its due. Dewey's metaphysics
is fascinating in 1its own right ana it also serves as the
philosophical basis from which his more popular philosophy
is spuh; This thesis attempts to center 1in on fhis
fundamental, yg& oveflooked,. aspect  of John .DeweY‘s
philosophy.ﬁ_ ' f‘

In Chapter One, I discuss the philosophical 1link
between John Dewey and William James: how James' "radical
empiricisﬁ" "and his conception of the "continuity 'of
experience” (however ill-formulated) may be seen as having
influenced Dewey to develop a "metaphysicsd of experience"”
‘based upon a principle of continuit% rather than a principle
of atomism. Drawing on the discussion in Chabter One of the
prinCiplé of atomism and the pfinciple of cbntiﬁuity, two
oppbsed conceptions of "expérience" corresponding to
~competing and seemingly irreconcilable tréditi§ns,‘namely
atomistic empiricism and ‘monisﬁic idealism, | will be
discussed | iﬁ Chapter Two. It will become evident in this
Chapter that the importance and significange éf Dewey's

"metaphysics of experience" is that it 1is both an
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altefnaeive t;' the - traditional metaph;sics of the
empiricists and the critical rationalists-idealists, and yet
also a vfa media between these opposing camps. It is an
.alternative by offering a metaphysics based on a principle
of continuity that accounts for organic interrelation in a
pluralistic universe; "it is a via med/a between traditions
because historically one could have either a metaphysics -
based on organic monism or a metaphysics based on atomistic‘
pluralismt but not some combination of both. It will be
argued that this ishbecause the empirical tradition employs
a principle of atomism and criticel rationalism-idealism
reacts to this atomiefic‘picture'with monism (or at least a
coherence ~'theory ~of truth which amounts  to an
epistemological monism). John Dewey was able to break ‘out of
and overcome this traqitional metephysicallframework, and by
Yo d01ng, he redefined Afhe purpose, 'subjeet-matter and
“approach of metaphy51ca1 1nqu1ry Chapter ‘Two ‘discusses ' in.
depth Dewey's metaphy51cs as a'via medla between atom1smiend
monism and its significance for the future understandingfend‘
practice of me%apnysice., I have. limited my‘disdussien, in

i

large part, to Experience and' Nature .because it best

illustrates Dewey'elfully matured concept. of experience.

In this thesis I seek not to define or describe - all
that falls within the scope of Dewey‘e.“metaphysics of
experience." My prlmary concern .in Ghaptef Three, after
presenting Dewey's metaphy31cs in the med1at1ng Jlight that
if emenaies, is to defend Deyey S metaphy51cs agalnst an

[
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ill-formﬁlated‘ahd'prejudiced intgrpfetation; - which ifself
bggs—the—question "agéiﬁéuyDeﬁey and presupposes a principle
" of atomism. I will argue that one of those commentators who
has not ignoredcorvglossed over fheumetaphysicalvaspectﬁdf
n‘John Dewey's‘philosophy, has, nevertheless,‘ mi§in£erpreted .
. Dewey's poéitioh _énd overzéalously credited'Dewey”witp too
'muéh'of'his own pefspectivé on the issue. I will érQUeﬁ that
_chhardl Rorty, howeVet fmuch‘ he has elevated and‘réfinedo
Dewey, has ffllén"into this “~‘group of‘ commentators.‘ The
spirit')of ‘reconstruﬁtién in philosophy, which is Devey's
legacy, is lost in this .self?pfbfessed’ disciple, But -the

[

‘tradition resumes...



I1. James' and Dewey's Empiricism

in Experience and Nature', = John Dewef sets out an
"empirical metephysics" that provides fhe existential
 foundation ~for‘ a type of empiricism modelled after W1111am
James"”radical:emp1r1c1sm."_As w1lh~become evident, Dewey's
"empirical ’metaphysics" not only deVerped out ofﬂJames'
""radical empiricism" but consequently improved upon itt By
ektending and qefiang noéions‘ like "the WEontinuity of
’eexperienCe"w?bﬁ forward by James, Dewey Qas led ultimately
to wri;e a."metephysics of experience" in‘whichlhe~dfew up a
"descriptien of the generic traits of'experience ""It ~willfi
be useful, therefore, to examyne—%he major tenets of James‘f
"radical empiricism," partlcularly the principle fef
contihuity, | in order to  see Déwey's philosophical
achievements contrésting‘with,oand developingﬂ ogﬁ of, the

philosophicdl legacy of James. A

"Radical empiricism" claims, in contrast t9”traditional

/ L

~empiricism under the leadership of Hume, that/the "apparent"”
L . . / i
connections seen? in, or believed of, /any particular

. . Le i eI ‘ ’/'/ A .
experlence are accountable or explanable in terms of
: . - . /o
“experience. According to James' realism, we ‘need not draw on

cognitive principles in order to explain or justify
"John Dewey's Experience and Nature, (Ch1cago' Open Court
Publishing, 1926). Further reference will be abbrev1ated

',Experlence.

.. *1 would llke to draw a dlstlnctlon between two uses of the

iword

"

see": (1) an epistemic use in which we mean something

Q:h'llke "belleve," and; (2) a physical use of "see" which does

not exclusively mean the sense of 51ght In the above case,
1 mean the epistemic use of "see." ' : e

B ’ &
' .



cbqpections we fipd in our experiences. Connections are in
what we expefience pot‘in our'(epistemic) seeing of ifa.;and
therefore can be explaihed,in térms of what we experience. A
@lausiple criticism of the realists.ié that they do ﬁ&t make
this very crucial distinction between the epistémib and
experiential use of the word]féee"; if tﬁey héd, they woulq
have realized that their poSiticﬁ was less plausible. In

séction 3. of
- A

this chapter, it will be seen that, this-
ACriticigm'lmaya not equally apply to Dewey as if does to
James. DeQey'refined James' ﬁealism intél'a sophisticated
.aééount ‘of the "sighificénce" which we_plgée iﬁgthe object

as distinct from ahd,rdependenf upon\igcﬁéﬁéh¢é< with the
- actudl 6bject’of the world. ;Jtlw‘ r ‘
| Jamesﬁﬁas én‘gmpiricist and vas‘ﬁﬁé@h}ﬁﬁeidfjth;t tQi\J

ultimate criterion of knowledge §aS;é¥b§£ééngé-iféélf'not
innate ideas nor a priori principiés;v ﬁqwe$ég{ -Jéﬁeé ,(aga
Dewey) disagreed with the trédition ésH£6&wﬁétrwés contained
in-  that  experience and ‘thereforegl“what‘, could “be
‘experientially justified,\not merely éxplaihed é&ay in terms‘

- of customs and habits. James formulated "radical empificism“
_ £ l). ‘ : ' rf“’% .
as follows: ' : : . ¢

...first of a postulate,’ next of a statement of
~tact, and finally of a generalized conclusion. +

1. The postulate 1is that the only things which

+ shall be debatable among philosophers shall be

things definable  in - terms drawn . from
experience.... ’

‘2. The statement of fact is that relations between
things, conjunctive as well as disjunctive, are
as much matters of . direct particular
experience...[as]...thg things themselves.
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3. The generalized conclusion is that therefore the
parts of experience hold together from next to
‘next by relations that are themselves parts of
experience. The directly ‘apprehended universe
needs, in short, no extraneous trans- empirical \

.- coRnective support but possesses in its-own

) r1ght a concatenated or contrnuous structure. *

‘What made James' formulation unique in the’ emp1rical '
tradition was his ;metaphysical "etatement of fact" that
there are ‘relations-“of "conjunctioq”"and Wdisjuaetion"
between. those -things of’ «w¥1ch"we'ﬁave direct particular
expetienge (above 2). James a;;iee‘gagainat thef assumption
that - is founé explicitly among the empiricists and
implicitly among the rationalists,‘ that 'the directly
apprehended universe lacks connection "in its own right” and
therefore needs the connectivebsupport whieh - for example
* the principles of the assoc1at10n of Ldeas or the categorles
of the Underatandlng provide. The conclusion he draws from

this argument is that the universe is 'concatenated or

continuous "in its own right." The relationship betveen

metaphysical continuity and conjunctive and disjunctive
relations is not’ clear in James. Neither is it~c}eir how, by
asserting the metaphysical continuity of the univetse, James
accounts for causal relations between things. I believe ygit
James hae ‘'skirted the issue of accounting for 9éusai
connections by offering a new and interesting ‘metapHYSical
world-view based on continuity, James' "umbrella®” asage of
the concept or pr1nc1ple of "cont1nu1ty" is unorthodox and

{
attempts to account for other metaphy51cal relatlons, such »
~ °William James, The Meaning of Truth (Cambrldge. Harvard

University Press, 1975), pp. XII—XIII

o
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as - cansality, without justifyingpthia‘move. I shgli argue *
that James uses "continuity" to generate the possibility . of
~monism. E Y

-Even though James' argument appears‘ invalid, his
metaphysical conclusionv offers “an aiternative empirical
outlook which 'interestingly contrasts witn ‘the traditional
.metapnysical outlook of the emp1r1c1sts. James conceives of
the directly apprehended universe as contlnuous by. 1tself
w1thout . ‘out "translemplrlcal " connective ‘supports"
‘Traditionai empiricism usually conceived of the .directly
apprehendedb pniverse as . a bundle of‘separate.impressions,
‘custom and\habit.Serving as the string which brings together
and ¥ ties these separate 1mpre551ons in thlS>0r that shape.
So James, and later Dewey,\\kho developed the notion of
bcontlnu1ty to greater metaphy51cal depths as we shall see in
Chapter Two, managed to break thﬁough the tradltional
conceptlon of reality to a vision Oof. reality &S a
concatenated and continuous overlapping of things\~How this
continuous universe prov1ded the groundwork for explaln;ngi
‘claims about causal connectlonsyin experience is problematic N
for James.‘Presumably,'James would agoount for causality in
a manner in which most epistemic realists would, namely that
he see5 things cause other things. However, confusion
results from tne ‘hay‘ Jahes accounts for causation by
continuity. But thia ‘confusion is incidental to how weli
James‘-metapnysical statement ‘of continuity serves as a

contrast with a traditional empirical account, We shall see
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shdrtlykthat the traditional empirical account of experience

'

is based on a. pr1nc1ple of atom1sm and a modified pr1nc1plew

»*Z“s

‘?v-“m

of atomism, ' Whlch is the application of separations and"
.separabillty among thlngs of our experlence. Our experienceﬂ@ﬁ
is,~ therefore, cast in a fragmentary and atomistic light. To
fully contrast the concatenated conceptlon of reality
offered by James and Dewey with‘the disparate conception of
reality propoeed'by the empirical tradition, I wifl briefly
digress into their opposind) and underlying metaphysical

principles.

- A, The Principle of Atohism'

The principle of atomism and tne modified principle of
atomism’ were first explicitly applied in modern' philosophy
by Hume* but vhad been.assumed and applied throughout the
history 6£ philosophy. The principle of atomism is a
metapnysical assumption that'what'is distinct in thought s
separate in natnref while the modified principle of atomism
is the.-assumptidn Athat what ie distinct in thought is
separable in nature. ‘The distinctlon between the, two
formulations is one of actuality and potentiallty, that 1s,
the difference between what is actuallyAseparate and what is
potentially separate in reality based on distinctions made
"in thought.® An example of an argument where Hume arrives at

the principle, and the dire consequences which result from

‘The Pythagoreans and Parmenides were the flrst to use the
principle of atomism in metaphysics.
*Refer to charts on page 16.



it, is the following:

...as all distinct 1ideas are separable from each
other, and as the ideas of cause and effect are
evidently distinct, 'twill \be easy for us to
conceive any object to be non-existent this moment,.
and existent the next, without\conjoining to it the
distinct idea of a cause or prioductive principle.
The separation, therefore, of\the idea of a cause
from that of a beginning of existence is plainly
possible for. the imagination; and consequently thedy
actual separation of these Ob]eCtS is so far
.possible, that it implies no contradiction nor
absurdity; and 1is therefore 'jcapable of being
refuted by any reasoning from mere ideas; without
which "tis 1mp0551ble to demonstrate the necessity
;of a cause. .
In the passage quoted above, Hume argues against the
.logically necessity of causation by arguing against
- causality being demonstrated as necessary through reason.

The.argnment may be summarized as follows:s
1. All distinct 1ideas are separable‘from each other, that
-1s, we can perform the act of thinking of A without
performlng the act of thlnklng of B

2. The 1deas of cause and effect are distinct, therefore we
can perform the act of thinking of a cause without
thinking of the’effect.

3. Since thinking a cause and thinking its effect are
‘Separate actlons, it is possible to think of a cause as
separate from 1ts effect.

4. Therefore,._reason1ng from mere ideas alone can not show
‘ that cause and effect are not separate.’

7

One can arrive at the principle of atomism, that where there
- is. a idistinction there 1is’ a Separationy not just the

modified principle of atomism, that where there is a
‘D. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, Second Edition, ed. by
Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), Book I Part

- II1, Section III. Pp. 79-80.

7Thls analysis of Hume's argument has its source in R.
Bosley, On Truth (Washington: University Press of Amerlca,
1982), Part 1V, espec1ally pp. 125-126.
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.
distinction there is a potentiai”separatjon, from the above

argument. Because metaphysiés“apd a priori reasoning can not
| show the falsity of éhe éléim "t%nre are no necessary causal
gonnecfions," they equally can not show the falsity,gf the
claim "what is distinct in thought is separate in reality."
1 can holé that what is distinct is séparateQWithout pain of
coﬁtradiction other than what eiperience can ngmonétra£e.
And since experience can not demonstrate the impossibility
- of there‘being an effect without a cause, I can hold that a
cause is separate from its effect without contradiction. The
contentious»move that leads to the principle 1is summarized
' above in (3). Since one can §onceive'of a cauge without also
;onceiving.of'its effect, it is'pdssible, namely it is * not
1og}célly absurd or contradictory, to conceive of "the
actual separation of these objects." The move is contentious
bécause claiming that "I can thinkvof»the effect A" without
necesSa;ily "conjoining" or thinking of it in combination
with céuse\B, is not sufficient to then move ﬁo thinking of
them as separated in reality. Saying "I. can think of A
without necessarily thknking of B" is the Same as "I can
think of A without necessariiy thinking of, B, and C, and
D,..." (where C and D have no connection with A). TO'tHink
. of things éeparately in one's mind, that is, to thnk of the
edge of the table one minute énd then to'think.éf the table
five minutes iater, does not give license to conceive of one
actually separated from the other. The lbgical poésgbility

of the actual separation between objects that our ideas
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stand for, ought not be made on the basis of our ability to
think of one idéa or the other. For this could result in
conceiving an Herculean separation among things without
metaphysics or "reasoning from mere ideas alone" being able
to show the falsity of such a ggsition. All of this from
merely thinking of one thing without thinking of another.
Another interpretation of the argument is that Hume
merely derives sepﬁfability.ffom the non-contradiction that
there should be a separation.® The passagé whiéh gives rise
to this 1is: "The separation, therefore; of the idea of a
causé‘f}om that of a begfﬁning of emistence is ~plainly
possibl; for - the imégination; and conseguently the actual
separation of these objects is so far possible, that it
implies no contradiction ’nor absurdity..."llf one were to
ihterpret "the éep?ration... is plainly possible" as
separability, then the mpst that would fall ouwt of the
argument is the possibility to hold\the modified -principle
of atomism withéut .contradictiqﬁ. However, Hume seems to
conflate or confuse possibility to ‘bonceive of some£hing
with the power to conceive it as such. Hume does not seem to
keep clear the modal distinctiop%between "may conceive of X
as..." and "can concéive of k as..." Consider the following:
'Tis an established maxim in metaphysics That
whatever the mind clearly conceives includes the
idea of possible existence, or in other words, that
nothing we imagine is absolutely impossible. We may

form the idea of a golden mountain, and from thence
conclude that such a mountain may actually exist.®

—— o — o — -t ——— ——

*This was suggested to me by'Dr.,Wesley Cooper.
'Hume, Treatise, op.cit., p. 32.
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Hume cgncludes above "that such a mountain may actually

exist" but the question is "can we conceive of the idea of a
golden mountain?" The conclusion assumes that not only may
‘we concéive. of a golden mountain,. but fhat we can; for
otherwise, the conclusion that "such a mount?in(may‘actually

exist" would be underdetermined. "Since we can conceive of a

golden mountain, there may be suéh'a thing .ln ex{stenge,"

i

5

there may be such a thing" is. underdetermi,J

lden mountain,

4

 .'Given this

follows; but "Since we may conceive of a.

confusion between possibility and.power, w

W T QAN
; : . %@v’{‘{i’: ! V@
It is not «fear whether

_\§ddress the

| ‘r}-‘g_n
et N .
| against

alternative interpretation of HuF
E fond

. . N it
necessary causation in a new light.
1

"the separation of the idea...is possi%le" ‘means "we may
conceive of the separation™ or "we -can-conceive of the

separation.” Given the consequent, "the actual separation of

these objects is possible,” 1 believe that the more

LY

plausible interpretation to "the separation of the idea...is
possible™ is "that "wefcan conceive of the separation." (If

%; were interpreted "we may conceive of the separation," the.

°

consequen% would be underdeteémiﬁed.)

Another arguﬁent by Hume which arrives at the principle
bf atomism a different way than logical possibility, is the
following:

So .far from there being any distinct impression,
attending every impression and every idea, that I do
.not think there are any two distinct impressions
which are inseparably conjoin'd. Tho' certain
sensations may at one time be united, we quickly
find that they admit of a separation, and may be
presented apart. And thus, tho' every impression and
idea we remember be consider'd as existent, the idea
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of existence is not deriv'd from any partic¢ular
impression.'® /
In the above argument Humé dismisses the possibility that
the idea of existence is derived from a distinct impresgsion
p PR
as are all distinct ideas we have. The argument goes as
foliows:
1. Although certain sensations may at one time be
united, we find that they admit of a separatlon,
and may be presented apart.
2. Insofar as we have distinct ideas impressed upon
us through distinct 1mpressions there are no
two distinct 1mpre551ons which are inseparably
" conjoined. : .
3. Every 1mpre551on and 1dea we have had ex1sted at
'\, Some time as separate and, since our impressions

and ideas arise out of experience, there is o
distinct idea of existence. ‘ '

4. Therefore, the idea of existence is ndt derived
from any particular impression.

; .
In order for Hume to claim that we have no idea of
eikstence, he must claim that'all distinct ideas mbst have
had their cause 1in \separate impressions, Insofar as our
impressions ére grounded in the world which we experience,
that which had : caused -our ideas to be distinct must have
been separate. Not only does Hume find himself evoking the
principie of aiomism in"arguing agalnst the logical
~necessity of causation, but the reason whlch explains his
use of the pfinciple of atomism in his epistemology is thatf
inborder for our ideas to be distinct, ~the impressions of
the world which went to making those ideas must admit of a
separéti&n at one point.

'°D. Hume, Treatise, op. cit., p. 66.

{
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Dewey was %yare of the fallaciousness of the principle
of atbmism as formulated by Hume, and its consequences for
the history of philosophy, as is evident iﬁ the following
passage: | , ‘ S

If Hume had had a tithe of the interest in the fJux
of perceptions and in ' habit--principles of
continuity and of organization--which he had in
distinct and isolated existences, he might have
saved us both from German Erkenntnisstheorie, and
from that modern miracle play, the psychology of
elements of consciousness, that under the aegis of
.science, does not hesitate to have psychical
elements compound and breed, and 1in their agile
intangibility put to shame the performances of their
less ypcrobatic cousins, physical atoms.''

In this passage, Dewey nicely contrasts the "distinct and

Y
g

isolated existences" of Hume with the principle of
continuity that he advocates. We may suppose that Devey saw
the principle of atomism, as we have just seen it, in Hume's
arguments from the fact‘that Deweyvcondehns Hume for having
paid all:- his attention to "distinép and isolated
existences," .ie. distinct and "separate" }existences. By
paralelling the principle of continuity Qith the "flux of
perceptions,“ ahd by linking habit with a principle "of
organization," Dewey shows.his philosophical sympathies with
James. Realists like James and the early Dewey'? would think
that one would only have to regard the flux of our

perceptions and the relations inherent in it, in order to
''John Dewey, "The Experimentdl Theory of Knowledge," in The
Influence of Darwin In Philosophy (New York: Henry Holt &
Co., 1915), p. 82.

'*This quote is taken from an article written in 1906 when
Dewey was still a type of naive realist; by the time
Experience and Nature came along in 1925, Dewey had become a.
sophisticated sort of realist. He finally set out his

realism in Logic: Theory of Inguiry in 1938.
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arffve“at the principle of continuity which is seen in those
perceptions, Also implied in Dewey's connecting habit with a
principle of organization is evidence of his early nalve
realism, for our habits are based on ways things are
organized in the world as we physically see them.

Ileicit in Dewey's emphasis upon "habit" may be a
criticism of Hume's use of habit. Habit did not arrive on
the scene deus ex machina nor, was it completely arbitrary,
but rather aroée out\'of_ our interactions with our
environment. This indicates that he wguld believe that our
own habits reflected the organization of the world. Hume's
use of habit did not reflect thi;_metaphysical grounding in
or similitude with the world. As will be‘NEXScussed in the
next chapter,nthe consequence of Hume's prinéiple of atomism
on éhe continental traéition was particularly far-reaching,
as Dewey 1indicates 1in the above passage. Indeed following
upon Dewvey's train of thought,‘it will be argued that German
idealism may not have developed had it not been for Hume's
explicit application of the principle of ‘atomism. (Of at
leaét _the idealists may not have been lead astray into
framing the atomiStic;monistic debate, where connections had

to be imposed on "external" reality, co#ceived as "material

not yet rendered sensuous").
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B. The Principle of‘Cohtinuity

The principle of continuity confrasts Wwith the
principle of atomism in its underlying significance for
metaphysical explanation and epistemological justification.

Tt

It was first formulated by Aristotle, as follows: 9

...things are called continuous when the touching
limits of each become one ,and the same and are, as
the word implies, ' contained in each other:
continuity is impossible if these extremities are
two, This definition-makes it plain that continuity
belongs to things that naturally in virtue of their
mutual contact form a unity. And in whatever way
that which holds them together 'is one, so too will
the whole be one, eg. by a rivet or glue or contact
or organic union,'?

The principle of continuity is a metaphysical premise that
may be expressed as what'is disténct,from another in reality
is overlapping and not separate from that other. It_has also
misleadingly stood for a dependence between distinct parts
and €ven between éltogeiher separate entijties, It will be
seen later on that occasionally Dewey does not make a cléaf.
distinction betwegp - continuity and depéndence between
distinct things.

In order to set out the structure of the opposition
betweén-the prinéiples of atomism and contintuity and the

modified principles of atomism and continuity, I will lay

out these principles by means of Squares of Opposition,

i
v
<\
hT 4

- ——— - —— — o — —————— -

'3 Aristotle, Physics in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed.
by R. McKeon (New jprk: Random House, 1947),7V, 3
227a10-15, p.307..

1
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According to the. charts above, Hume holds p051t10n A in
contrast with Dewey who holds p051t10n D. Hume also holds
position E, for if dlst1nct10ns.are separate, they are also
separable. It is not c&é%r that —DPewey holds position H.

,x\)( o

Dewey holds posrtlon D, rather than p051t10n B because, as

'will be seen 1n Chapter Two, he 1s a plurallst and - as such !
believes that there are some sgparatlons. However, he puts
forward a position  in whlch some distinctions are not
separated but are continuou?f'Ongthe.other hand as we have
;ust seen, Hume isl'committed to atomism because the
tseparation “of © impressions (at some time) underwrétes the
acquisition of distinct ideas:,Dewey is not committed to
positjon H because it would be possible for him to argue the
separahdlity of distinct things given hiskevolutionism. For

¢

example, although humaqigxperlence and Nature are contlnuous

a‘and are distinct from each other but not separate, 1t may be
that, over millenia of gevolutlonary development, ;human
vexperience 'will;’be separated ifrom Nature. (Of - course,
enperience would be radically difjerent from the way we know
~and live it.) James falls within the above matrix but not as

we expect him to. We.will presently address where he may
) | o '
fall in.

“ James and Dewey-obtain different results in their use

of the principle of cont1nu1ty wh1ch leads one to question

\
v

whether they are def1n1ng 1t in the same above-mentioned

Ar1stote11an Wway.

...._.._.____—__..._..._..._

“I will use Aristotle's definition of the pr1nc1p1e of
continuity as standard 1n contrast with Dewey s and James
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As- "we -shall see, Dewéy empioys the standard notion of

 Vﬁohtinuoué as metaphysically distinct and not separate,

i

/bveslappﬁng parts. James does not. For this reason, I would

like to draw a distinction between James' and Dewey's use of

contintuity and concatenation (these ‘terms are used

interchangeably by both of them)}

.In its twentieth-century use, "concatenation" comes

“~

closer to what Aristotle meant by "cod%inuity," namely where

‘two »pafts are side-by-side and overlap or interpenetféfe in

. - . .
such a way that they share the same meeting point and become
one .thing (with two distinct parts which are not separate),-
On the other hand, sometfmes by its use fcontinuity" implies
that either everything is one and the same "stuff" or that
there is something which threads through.feverything which
makes it continuous and connected. The former -definition of
concatenation is more COmpatible“%ith the pluralism proposed
by Dewey that contrast an atomistic pluralism by accounting
for distinctions whicq are not ~separate. The  latter
deﬂinition of continuity is more compatible with jan
enéroaching yet elusive monism which also contrasts Dewey's
pluralism.
Consider the following from James:

“[in treatihg]'thé problem of the One and the Many in

a purtly intellectual/ way...we ‘see clearly enough

where pragmatism stands. With her criterion of the

‘practical differences that -theories make, we see

that she must equally abjure absolute monism and

absolute pluralism. ,The world is One just so far as

its parts - hang toéﬁ%her by any definite connexion.

It is many just so far' as any definite connexion

fails to obtain. And finally it is growing more and

more unified by those systems of connexion at least
: : . b



. .
which human energy keeps framing as time goes on.'?®

Although James“argues for a pluralistic over a monistic
approach, he nevertheless'indicaﬁes his underlying optimism
‘»for,'abgolute mohism'<by his‘cpnclusion above: "finally [the
‘lwo;ld] is growing more and moré'unified by those systems of
connexion." SHe gives a thalf-hearted argument égéinst‘
“ s0lute” monism based more on his frustration with the
tgndency.  of monistic syétems "to bé logically
all—éncompassing.“ It 1is not clear whether he would argque
against a less logicallf rigorous all-inclusive monism. What
is~ clear is that Qames.bélieves in the pbssibility of our
pragmatically achieving an absolute Sténdpoint, for he
concludes: "Some day,gf@ragmatism] admits, even total union,
with 0ne knower, one origin, and a univgrse consolidated in
every conceivéble way, may turn out to be ‘the ‘most
acceptable * of all hypotheses. "'’ It woﬁld-appear that James
is optimistic in the vpragmatic acﬁievement of absolute
monism, but vonlykafter we de&elop.our systems of ‘connexion
more thoroughly. James would be using “a' mbdern notion of
concatenation (or an Aristdtelian'definition of continuity)
if he were to keep some distinctions that did not involve

actual separation in his. final world-view. It appears,

e T T T T - ’ ~:‘~ﬁ?';-\ -
'SPragmatism , op.cit., p."

'“The better argument, one would think, would be one based
on the tendency of monism to over- emphas1ze the cognitive
aspect of human experiences. However, given his predilection
- for the "systems of connexion" of which we conceive, he
-~seems to tend toward over-cognizing experience like

- traditional monists do, 'so he would not necessarlly see this
as criticism. ‘

'’Pragmatism, p. 73. sl




. | o 21

thquh,’ that all distinctions as wéll as separations may
ultimately fallﬂaway} So it appears as if Jamesﬁ is using
continuous in a radically differenf way than is Dewey--not
to preserve distiﬁctioné that afé‘not sepa;;te, but for the
possibility to dissolve distinctions . and separations.
Further, the ultimate notion of Truth‘whﬁéh‘he arrives at'i§
a Platonic notion of Oneness, "thatf{deal Qaniéhing-point
towards which we imagine that all our/temporary truths will
some day converge."'* This notion pf Truth clearly serves as
the "thréad" which weaves in and oﬁt ultimétely ;mking fhe
"stuff" of reality ' continuous inp a mystical,
non-Aristotelian sense; and possibly making it One. | -
Given’ Déwey's metaphysical §tandpoin£‘ which will be
laid out in the next chapter, James and Devey did not mean
the same \thiné by "cbntihuous." Dewey, it shall be argqued,
?comeé'closer to using fhe principle of continuity to- mean
concatenism, as above defined. James uses "continpity"'not'
in a technical Aristqtelian way but as an instrument to
effect -the tpo‘ssibility.of monism, In this way James may be
seen as haLing himself ass;med the principle. of atomism and
'applied °modus "tollens; for his vision is that, ultimately,
all distinctibns'may fall away. James serves as a wonder ful
cbntrast to, Dewey, for the latter thoroughly embraced the
principle of continuity “and rejected ‘the principle of
atom%sm; it is not cleaf whether James did. |

P

____________ o

"*1bid., p. 100.
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- ‘ .
To return to "radical empiricism,"” we see that partly
what makes it "radical" is ips.empioyment of'éwke princible
of ‘continuity over the principf% of atomism. We can now see"
"radical. empiricism" in ifs relation to traditional
empiricism in this light. Hpwever, what’js its relation to
~rationalism, particularly Kantianism? The fationalists, like
the “empiricists, evoke connective princibles in order\to
explain and justify céaﬁections in  the universe.  This
superficially indicates that thefuniverée, at least hoﬁ we
directly apprehend it, lacks fhese connections on its own.
For . Kant, immediate experience consists of a "manifold of
unsynthesized ‘intuitions" out of which we construct
experience necessarily and universally by bringing order
(the categories of the Understanding) and unity  (the
transcendental unity of apperception) to the manifold. While'
the empiricist explicitly assumes that‘the world 1is in ‘a"
diéparate\ form, ‘the Kantian makes no such claim as to the
nature of the nouﬁenal realm (since the noumenal realm is
beiond our phenomenal ‘knowledge). Howeveri there 1is an
implic%} assumption as tézthe nature ofa”tﬁe given" by the
rationalisf, for we bring unity to the manifold of intuition
which indicates that the given does not havé a unity out .of
which we are gquided. In Kant's defense, we must draw a
distinction between the_given,»ﬁaS””fHEE. of which we‘ are
’ {mmediately iand pre—concéptually aware, and the noumenon,

the thing-in-itself. For it may be the case that the

noumenon has an order (which nevertheless must remain beyond
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' .
our phenomenal knowledge and comprehension), while the

: dispgraténess 6f the given originates with the way we
receive it through our faculty of intuition. Nevertheless,
the fact that we intuite an unsynthesized and unvunified'
manifold (je. a disordered and dispérate biven) is assumed
by the critical rationalists. This ‘assumption is not
strictly speaking a-metaphysical assumption. But given its
role in gétting.Kantian@epistemology‘ off the ground, and
. given the aim of Kantian epistemology to aufheben (transcend
;and uplift) metaphysics by offering‘ an ahalysis of the
object of our perception in terms of the cognitive‘
categoriés of the subject, the assumption that the manifold
of vintuition needs unity aﬁd order so that it be fit for
human undétstanding at least performs as 1if it were a
metaphysicalvassumption; | |
"Radical empiricism" has a similar - criticism | for
Eationaiism as i£ had for traditionai-empiricism, namely
that bothv have misconceived experience as'.lacking the
connections needed for explanation and juétificatién. For
.empiricists and ratiohalists, apparent connectioﬁs can be
'justified ‘only if .these'cennections were to be imposed on
experience. James élaims that we do not infer connections or
relations among objects by means of!"cuétomary connegtion"’
or "categorical necessity" since the connections (or lack
thereof) are inherent in the things themselves. We need only

appeal to the "direct particular experience" itself to

’provfde metaphysical explanation for our claims of the



connections between objects. .

C. Dewey's Theory of Inquiry

Dewey takes up this task and'dé§éiops it metaphysically

in Experience and Nature. Here Dewey sets out an "empirical
metaphysics”  which provides a general theory of the
"involments" or ‘"connections" of things. According to

Dewey's Logic: Theory of Inquiry,'®’ the words "involvement"

or "connection" des@gnate"that kind of relation sustained
by things to one another in virtue of which Inference is
possibie," | and "in wvirtue of which Some ‘things are
evident ial of:otherbfhings."’° "Involvements" of things and

canons of inference are thus closely related: 4
Inference is conditioned upon an existential
connection which may be called involvement. The
problems of inference have to do with discovery of
what conditions are involved with -another and how
they are involved.... The essential consideration is
that the relation is a strictly existential one,
ultimately a matter of the brute structure of
things. *! - ¥

To what extent does the "ultimately" and ."strictly
existential" involvements'or relations of things play a role’
in inquiry for Dewey? What is the epistemol@gical status of
the "Srute structure of thingsf? 0f course Dewéy,would
object to thg( use of "epistemological status" in this
context as he is not so much interested in_knowledge or

truth but in inguiry. "Inquiry" is defined by Dewey as: "the
'*John Dewey, Logic: Theory of Inquiry (New York: Henry Holt
& Co., 1938).- Co ' : ’

*°Ibid., p. 55.°
*'Ibid., p. 278.
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controlled or direct transformation of the 'indeterminate
situation into one that is so determ;nate'in its constituent
distinctions and relations as to convert the elements of the
original situation into a unified Qhole." %’ Further, "the
‘heart of the experimental -method 1is determihation of the
significance of observed things by means of deliberate
institution of modes of interaction."??® Inqdiry begins with
a "problematic situationf that is "indeterminate in
significance" and transforms it ' into ' a determinate
situation. This 1indeterminacy iny significance aoes not
necessarily reflect an indete;miqacy of the involvement of
the thing at hand for,
Even were . existential conditions wunqualifiedly
determinate 1in and of themselves, they are
indeterminate in significance: that is, in what they
import and portend in their interaction with the
organism, ?* :
A problematic situation is "such becauée of the existence of
conditions which conflict as to their signifiéance,b thus
constitﬁting a disordered éituation. Hence, a universél‘
property of any inquiry is transformation into a situation
uhified or contiﬁuous in significance."25 Thus, inquiry aims
at the settling of significances which are conflicting in a
ﬁp?oblematic situation. Within inquiry, "existences - are
“'related' to one anothef in the evidential sigﬁ—signified

function."*¢ The sign function reguires essential reference

111bid., p. 104.

221bid., p. 511. -

241bid., p. 427. (‘\
251bid., p. 531. ,

2¢1bid., p. 55. ‘
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to a sign user and a sign;situation. Through the interaction
of the two in and by inquiry{ an object is produced‘ or
created which dia not exist antecedeally to inquiry. Thus,
we arrive at a distinction between the primary objects of
experience and the secondary objects of the inquirer. The
relation between the inquirer, the signification and the

object can be illustrated as follows:

SITVUATION
-SIGNIFICATION

This is a situation which is unified and continuous where
the signification "depends upon the inguirer and therobject

> .
but thé inquirer and the obje;t are independent from each
other. The whole situation 1is made continuous py their
interaction which yields a significance.

There .is‘ a necessary coherence between the baéic
in$olveménts -6f. things and the sighificances which we
construct out of thém. I1f one validly éssigns'significances
he thereby ascgrtains Ehe general involvements of those
things in virtde of whichlvalid significations may be made.

The distinction between the signification of things and
the involvement  of things is  extremely important.
Justificatidn offsignification‘and canons of inference are
possible in virtue of involvement relations. Unless there
was such a general structure df involve@ent, which is thé

subject-matter of metaphysics, there would be no means of

justification, nor would the task of formulating hypotheses
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{ .
be anything more than arbitrary chance. Having a general

theory of involvement is thus necessary to be made
explicitly for purposes of justification, and to be made at
least impliéitly for purposes of constructing and gquiding

inquiry. .



IIl. Dewey's Metaphysics as a Via Media
As was already discussed in Chapter One, Dewey held a‘

sgbhisticated version of “"radical empiricism" that
g%g gnizéﬁ the ways in which connections, continuities and
relations were inherent in human experience. He differed
from James by developing a metaphysics which described how
it was that connections were inherent in experience, and how

the world was concatenated and pluralistic. 1In  Experience

and Nature, Dewey 1lays out a general Epeqry of the
"involvements" or "connections" of things. Byf"Understanding
how things 1in the broadest Sensé of the term hang together
in the broadest sense of the term"?’, Dewey. provides the
framework from which® we can validly infer and assign
significances to things}‘ Namely, we validly assign
significances to things in \\yirtue of their Basié
"involvements"™ which indicatedh such\'significances (Or at
least _thbse significances are coherent with the basic

(
structuring of the object). For example, the signification

~

~

that we give a‘table could be "something that we can sleep

on," "something which we eat off of," "something which we

.

~.

dance on," etc., but not "a drinking vessel." For this is
not é val id signification given the basic structuring of the
table. Dewey's metaphysics plays a vital role for his theory
of 1inquiry and the latter supplan*s and modifies the

4 . J
traditional role and importance of epistemology. In effect,

*’W. Sellars, "Philosophy and the Scientific Image of Man,"
in Science, Perception and Reality (New York: Humanities
Press, 1963), p. 1. '

28
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by Eaﬁdﬁiv‘i nqa :

;@mthphysics as grounding inquiry in the
"basic involvements of things,"" Dewey weds a connective
realism to his pragmat%sm. He thereby added a dimension to
his prag;atism which James either lacked or did not make
explicit, namely a‘éonnectiye realism which could justify
some significations over others becaus; some were validly
inferred froﬁ the basic invdlvements of. things. Indeed givén
the malleability which ‘James allows for in naturez*, I
‘believe the stronger claim to be more plausible, that James
simply lacked this connective realism. Of course this throws
the status of hi%%'realism inpowconfusion, if not chaos;
however, the contrast with Dewey‘igfﬁade all the more clear.
| Out from wunder a "veil of ideas" because of his
réalism, Dewey's metaphysics performs two functions: (1) it
guides 1inquiry by understanding the "basic involvements of
things"; and, (2) it serves as a background to criticism by
providing canons of inference based on the TM"basic
involvementé of things," and theréby criteria from which to
criticize unjustified significations. Exactly what the
"basic involvements of things" consist of will bec&me clear
as we examine the "generic traits of existence." Presently,
I would like to outline the 'débate for which Dewey had
thought his :metéphysics was a "middle way." Although Dewey
did not directly address the principle of atomism he clearly
rejected it and replaced it with the pfinciple of

-——— i - - = = — o ——————

**See James Pragmatism, op.cit., in particular his
definition of thing quoted in Chapter One.
L.
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the contrast between Dewey and the tradition as grounded in
the principle of atomism and the rejection of the principle
is 'both true to Dewey and an enlightening way of

understanding (and responding to) his critics..

As was discussed in the last chaptér, both Hume and

Kant claiméd that connections ﬁere imposed on the worl® by
~habit and custom or, correspondingiy, an  experiencing
subject. The consequence of holding that connections arewiot

‘ ;nherent in, but foreign to. and imposed on, the
unexperienced world, is that claims about connections in the
world have at best a "subjective" validity based -on
coherence rather than an "objective“‘ truth based on
correspondence, In contragt to the tradition, Déwe{ is not
satiéfied with the above consequence and, although he is a
- pragmatist and as such holds to certain pragmatic
formulatidns of truth and .meaning, he is al® ‘a type of
correspondence theorist based on his realism. Of course Kant
claimed that, since Qe have no knowledge of the world "in
itself" and we bring the categories of the Understanding to
the objects human knowledge and truth precisely consists of
how the object "appears to us" necessarily and universally.’
In this way Kant may be deqm?d a coherentist, for although
he believes that the world "in itself" causes our ideas, we
have no way_éf knowing whether or not our part?qplar idea of
\\&he world correspénds te the way it is truly. What Kant

explains by means ofkthe‘categories, Hume explains by means

- - 4
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of customs and habits; both belleve they have adequately
justified apparent" connectlons in "the world, one by an a
prOFi dev1ce, the other by an a posteriori dev1ce. Both the
emp1r1cal ,and ratlona11st1c traditions presuppose- a r1gld

separation between subject and object; this rigid separatlon

ultlmately‘leads to skepticism of the correspondence theory

s

of truth in the one camp, and an idealistic coherence theory .

of truth in the other camp. Dewey attempts to remedy such a
Hdouble edged ‘di'lemma ’ by '.hlstor1cally ' analyz1 g the

subject-object separation' altogether “from - whic such

guestion orlg;/nate as. ’"wf}a is read mto the obJect by the ‘
Subjéct?”. Exper1ence 1s r cast by Dewey in’ such a way that o

guestions © truth bas d on_ "subjective" or objectiye*‘“

. i . .
relation ‘or! corresponde\ arise only in a cognltlve

context,‘ and do not reflect a real ontologlcal separatlon

N

betwéen subject and object, that ;in turn- reguires a

. correspondence Or causal theory thlCh brldges the two
somehow (or a coherence theory wh1ch reduces the one to the
other).

K Dewey s analyses of traditional metaphysical problems
with - wh1ch emp1r1c1sts and monistic ratlonalists concern
v themselVes, uncoverfithése'.misformulatedvtheories of..the

relation (causal or otherwise) between subject and object,

and the core of these philosophical misconception5° namely,

" their dec1ded1y one-sided" conceptions of human experlence.

On  the hand traditional emp1r1c1sm 1gnores the

"interconnect1on of human experience 'in favor of empha51z1ng

{
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4 plurality and diversity of human experiences and, given
0% /

! : 1 § . » 1 ‘
what is. distinct is separate by the principle/ of

AR
T g

that

atqmism,‘human experiende 1is ffagmentary and a;omistig.: his.
.maﬁconpeption 'of’ humah experience may be béeen ast . a
ébnsequence' of an application'of the pkinciple of atdmhsm,
,as the principle was laid  out in Chapter One. Also‘;tﬁé'vr
failure of the qorrespoﬁdence tﬁeory "of truth may be

connected with the principle'of’atomism, and its resulting

conception of experience as atomistic. That is, since

experience is Tade up of many parts which are s
separate (because tHey aré distinct) from one another, it
make; the task of dréwing connections bétween, them yery.
difficult; and  thus the cbrrespondgnce theorists are
hard-pressed to ground CauSality, for  example, {n"fhe
"blooﬁ}ng, buzzing 'confusion" of the expérienced world. On
the other’ hand, Dewey,uncdvers the "dne—éidéd" conception of
" experience of the rationaliSts;' Spur;eé -on by viéwing
knowledge and truth of the world through Ehe architectonics
of - various coherence theories ofi t;uth,r monistic

rationalists (cum absolutists) emphasize the interrélations '

of

ghan experience and ignore the plurality of eXperiences.
I wll‘ﬂbriefly offer an veXplanation of these ﬁraaitional
conceptioné of exper: -e. |

As was argued in Chapter One, Hume quumédva ‘principle
of atomism that _wheré thewe is a distinction in thought
£hére is a separation in nature. Since the werld is full of

distinctions, by modus ponens, the world is full of
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separations. Hence, an atomistic and fragmentary conceptiion

of the world and experiences of that world (since
'experlences a:e »distinét, therefore separate). As was also

mentioned in Chapter One, the Kantians seem to have presumed

that the world as it is immediately presented to us lacks
order' and unity, and 1is . presumably fragméntary_ and
~atomistic.” But, mbré :impoftantly, the rationalistic and
idealistic monists seem to have\ aﬁsnmed the principle of
atomism modus tbllens:' (1)  Where there is a distinction,
there is a separ;tion} (2) Therev are no separations; (3)

Therefore, there are no distinctions..So both traditions
.3 ./4‘
.Sseem to be ladened with the same principle.

In  an article of 1939 where he reevaluates his own

philbsophy' of the past quarter-century, John Dewey

——

explicitly states:

"[my philosophy is] .a viable alternative to an
atomism which | logically involves a denial of

~ connections and to an absolutistic block monism
which, 1in behalfs of the reality of relation, leaves
no place of the discrete, for plurality, and for
individuals... [my] theory of experiential
situations which  follows directly from - the
biological-anthropological approach 1is by its very
nature: a via media between extreme  atomistic
pluralism and block universe monism.?°. :

Dewey may be seen as seeking a meani7between the,wexceSSive
particulgrism of empiricism and _ﬁhe excessive holism of
monism by érguing for a 'cgrta%n\ conceptibn of hﬁman
experieﬁce th§% takeégbﬁp as%gcfs, of both poéitioqs and
reconciles their one—sidednésées.. 'Dewey's‘.'"theory of

"*’John Dewey's. "Experience, Knowledge, and Value: A

Rejoiner," in The Phllosophy of John Dewey, ed. by P.A.

Schilpp (Evanston* Notthwestern University, 1939), p. 544.
y ) .

@ -
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experiential situations" is hdlistic in its approach to a
singié "situation"——it ‘accounts for the inherent, organic
interrelations of the "6rganism“ and its "environment" in a
"situation"--yet, it also attests to the uniqueness of each
and ’every ﬁsituation," théreby providing a pluralistic
frqmework' in which interrelafion may be uncovered through a
Tbiological—anthropélogical approéch." Dewey's metaphysics
may best be deemed naturaliSticﬁbecause of his concretely
organié ‘and- evolutionistic approach. to traditionally
abstract and formal metaﬁhysical issues.

In this chapter, I will discursively examine the basfc
elements. of the key concept in‘Dewey's attempted:media: his

concept of experience épd its relation to nature, as set

forth in Experience and Nature.. We will see that Dewey puts
forward a position in which: -

1. ’Experlence and Nature are not the same but are
other (viz. Experlence is not 1identical to

Nature); '
2. Experience and Nature are istinct but not
: separate: viz. Experience is continuous with
Nature, by the prfﬁq;ple of cont1nu1€y 3o \

3. Human experience is the most evolved
' "transaction" and constituent of Nature,; and
experience and Nature - carry on reciprocally
"interpenetrating" relations which is
evolutionary development. ' '

4, Experience depends' upon Nature but not vice
- versa. ; - '
5. In llght of these relatlons, Experience is  in
and of Nature. _

*®Just because they are presently not separate does not mean
they may not be separate at some future point.

LN
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I deal with the criticisms of G. Santayana and R. Rorty
levelled against Dewey‘s natﬁralistic metaphysies.'Santayana
criticizes as follows:
| Nature is. ..51mply experlenee deployed ‘thoroughly
specious and p1ctor1al in texture. Its parts are not
(what they are in practice and for living  animal
faith) substances presentlng accidental appearances.
They are appearances . integrally woven into a
panorama entirely relative to human discourse. ' &
Santayana's basic cr1t1c1sm is that Dewey was excessively.
anthrbpomorphic-by collapsingvnatere into human - experience.
bne of Rorty's eriticisms is that "Dewey's use of the term
‘experience' as an * incantatory device,..blurr[edj' every
héssible distihction.ﬁ” Both Eriticisms' I aim to dispel
through a closer reading and interpretation of the text The
spurlousness of such cr1t1c1sms will become ev1dent when we
see that Dewey p051ts a dlstlnctlon but  not a separatlon
between experience and nature. If Dewey is discovered to he
gensistent in his presentation of nature and human .
exper}enee (for the latter consists of the former) as a
plﬁrality of distinct and ‘interpenentrating (hence not
separate) "situations," then lonevmay arqgue that Dewey has
indeed found a plausible position that mediates between
: atomism and monism, Further,  Dewey's "naturelistic
empiricism™ may even be seen to change the structure of’

debate as it is more intellectually tenable than atomism as

a form of pluralism.

o L

?'G. Santayana,  "Dewey's Naturallstlc Metaphy51cs, in
Schilpp, op. cit., pp. 243-267.

*?R, Rorty, "World Well Lost," in Consequences of Pragmatlsm ..
(Mlnneapolls- University of Mlnnesota Press, 1982), p. 16.

|




36
.

Another major criticism of Rorty's is that Dewey "came

down with the disease he was trying to cure"®® This issue
will be taken up in CﬁapteF‘Three. An  examination of this
criticism reveals that arguing for Deweyan metaphysics as
the via media“betweén atomism and monism presupposes the
possibility 'and viability of metaphysical induiry. But does
Dewey préempt'this possibility in his persuasive polemics
against ﬁraditional metaphysicgl problems and questions in

Experience and Nature? The issue comes down to: Does Dewey

destroy the p0551b111ty of metaphy51cs all together? Or just

the viability of certaln traditional attltudes toward and

‘p051t10ns' in, metaphy51cs7 If the latter 1s the case, then.
he does not run the same risk of self—contradlctlon by
positing his -own metaphysics. :in Chapter Three I examine
this issue through Richara Rorty who takes up the .above
dilemma in "Dewey's Mefaphys}cs.V Befére,we proceed to the

interpretation and criticism of Experience and Nature, a
' N

brief digressibh as to the origin of Dewey's concept of

Exper;ence is in order.[

,/

A. The Reflex Arc Concept
Dewey first formulates his concept of Expefienée as an

"ofganic ‘coordination™ in "The Reflex Arc Concept in

v

Psychology"(1896).°* In this article, Dewey criticizes the

**R. Rorty, "Dewey's Metaphysics,” in New Studies in the

Philosophy of John Dewey, ed. by S. Cahn (Hahover, New
Hampshire: University Press of New England, 1977), p. .

- **John Dewey's "The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology," in

Pragmatism: the Classical Writings, ed by H.S. Thayer = ¢

(Indiana: Hackett Publishing Co., 1982), pp. 262-274.
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traditional psychological formulation of behavior as
"stimulus ' -idea- response," where all of these three
elements are seen as independent and separate mechanical
processes that constitute experience. The stimulus-response
model of behaviQf arises out of the old metaphysical dualism
of matter and’mindwwhere "physical stuff," namely stimulus,

and "psychic stuff," namely thought and act responses, are

t
¢

ontologicalﬁy separate. \§timdius “and - response are
méchanically connected as cause and effect, according to the
reflex arc psychologists. Dewey disagrees 'w%th the reflex
aré’ paradigm of experience ggcause it does not show
experience as a continuous "circuit," but rather the
iconverse, as a "series af jerks." Dewey's disagreement with
thé'stimulus—response model may pé suﬁmarized as follows:

1. Stimulus and response -are not separate processes} but
are only . functional . distinctions within the single
concrete whole of an experience, and;\_ :

2. Since the "organic coordination™ is an on-going process,
the functional distinctions of "stimulus" and "response"”
are not fixed and mechanically related as cause  and
effect, but rather are organically interrelated and
therfore co-constitutive. )

3 . . . v
I will now briefly examine "The Reflex Arc Concept" article,

for we may view it as the inchoation of Dewey's concept of

experience which was fully matured in Experience and Nature.

Dewey spells out what he takes to be the stimulus and
response of an experience, as follows:

The circuit [or\\continuity and reconstruction of
experience] is a‘coordination, some of whose members
have come .into conflict with one another. It is the
temporary distintegration and the need of
reconstructﬂon which occasions, which "affords the
genesis of, the conscious distinction into sensory
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stimulus on the one side and motor fesponse on the
other. The stimulus is that phase of the forming
coordination which represents the conditions which
have to be met in bringing it to a successful issue;
the response is that phase of one and the same

forming coordination which gives the key to meeting d

these conditions which serves as instrument in
effecting the successful coordination. They are
therefore strictly correlative. and
contemporaneous.®?

These distinctions are necessary when a temporary conflict

arises—~a break withinlthe cohtinuity of experience--which
needs to be overcome through a reconstruction of the
individual and ontologically-indivisible "situation." _The
stimulus and response are "parts played" with reference to

reaching or maintaining‘ an end. These functjional

distinctions are goal-oriented; and distinguishing ends and

v

means is necessary for intelligent and purposive behavior,

which is our end as rational .and free human 'beings,

according to Dewey. Thus, stimulus and response are not

ontolqgically separate but rather "are ‘always inside a

coordination and have their significance purely from (their)

part blayed in maintaining or reConstrucfing /the
coordination,"?¢

Further, stimulus and response are not independently
related to each other but are organically interrelated. A
stimulus is not a fixed quality but rather depends entirely
upon the way in which an activity is being directed at the
time.?” Thergfore, dgpending on the stage of the experiénce,
the "response™ might be seen as the "stimulus" as it becomes

»s1bid. P. 274.
¢Ibid. P. 265.
>71bid. P. 273.
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the means to a further-edd—;t% a further activity. 1In this
way, the "response" conditions the "stimulus" and vice Versa
and ultimately, stimulus and response may be seen as
correlative and co—consfitutive, relative to the stage of
the coordination..

Thus, the organic unified coordination, from which we .
distinguish functional elements by their rolés. played
relative to each other‘and the stage of the coordination,
replaées the stimulus-response model of behavior. Continuity
and  interrelatedness are restored to experience at a
psychological level. However in "The Reflex Arc . Concept,”
Dewey does not account for the.relationship nature holds to
human experience in ‘the "organic coordination.™ He
criticizes traditional psychology for "bréak(ing) continuity
and leav(ing) us nothing but a series of jerks, the origin
of each jerk to be sought outside the process of experience
itself in...an ekfennal pressure of ‘environment’."** 1f one
were . to understand thé "stimulus" as nature and the
"résponse" as expe;ience, &one could see where confusion
miéht set in as to whetﬁer or not Dewey has conflated the
two in the "organic coordination." . However, this is
%grtainly a misinterpretation of precisely what Dewey wants
-£$ point out: that "stimulus" and "response" are merely
functional distinctions that do ndt reflect ;eparations

within a unique but whole coordination. Any human experiencé

can (and some must) be reconstituted by means of its

D et e e e o ———
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functional constituents, but the function of nature is not
made clear witﬁzn this ‘organic whole. 1If nature is
understood as the origin of each ™jerk" of traditional
psychology by being an external pressure Dewey calls
"environment," one can see how Dewey might be accused of
haVing reduced reality to human experience--for withcut some
external environment to ground and 1£m1t human experlencek
Dewey may fall into a kind of idealism. Dewey had to account

-for the fact that we experience nature--not experience

itself--and he also had to account for  the uniqueness of

Y

human experiences withind his idea of continuity. Let us now

look at Experience and Nature where’ Dewey's concept of

experience and its relation to Nature blossoms.

)

3

B. Exper1ence and Nature o

4

In E gerlence and Nature 41925) Dewey attempts to draw

oet the relatlons that exist between experience and nature
and thereby address problems which aroge out of "The Reflex
Arc Concept by a fdescr1pt1ve study oﬁ the generic traits
of existence.wﬁ; DeWey'e naturalistic mecaphysics, his
"émpirfcel naturalism,” is a "science" that takes up the

theory df being as being*® and attempts to uncover the most

3’Exgerlence , p. 8.
‘*Dewey admits his indebtedness to Aristotle for being the

first—to define metaphysics as a "science of being-qua
being"--of .identifying the ultimate and irreducible traits
of existence. However, Dewey also believes that Aristotle's
identification of first_philosophy with theology aided in
developing a one-sided conception of reality as "stable" and
"known," ie. as "divine." The "precarious" or unknown and
changing was seen as the "unreal." See Dewey's "The Subject
Matter of Metaphysical Inquiry," in On Experience, Nature,

\
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general and distinctive traits of being. Dewey begins his

metaphysics ywith:

' Suppose that we start with no presuppositions save
that what is experienced, since it is a
manifestation of nature, may and indeed, must be
used as testimony of the characteristics of natural
events. Upon this basis reverie and desire are
pertinent for a philosophical theory of  the true
nature of things...*'

For. human beings, experience and nature are found together

and we discover nature through the medium of experience.

Similarly, Dewey uncovers the "nature of nature" through

human experience, for "what is experiencéd...is a
manifestation of nature," and therefore, the "generic traits
, -

of experience"” also will be necessarily "generic traits of

nature."

!

Dewey seeks to detect and distinguish those traits of
nature which are manifested in all and every experience and
mode of experience. Dewey is not exclusively concerned with
man's cognitive experiences, and in this he indicates his
antipathy with Hegelianism (which he once professed) that
falsifies human reality by reducing all human experience to
cognitive experience. Dewey's naturalistic metaphysics
attempts to be a posteriori, descriptive and hypothetical.
: %
He 'is not concerned with the origins or causes of our world

but merely with deséribing and exhibiting its generic

interrelations. He believes that his metaphysics differs

from a scientific account of existence because of its.

*

‘*°(cont'd) and Freedom, ed. by R. Bernstein (New York:
Liberal Arts Press, 1960), p. 215-16ff.
‘'Experience, pp. 19-20.
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generality but not because of its subject-matter or method.

i M Fd

This is a somewhat contentious position for a pragmatist to
take up, as will be discussed later using Rorty as a pivotal
point. However, let us now begin our interpretation first
with Dewey's expanded notion of experience as "organic

coordination.”

Dewey's ancepf of Experience

Dewey'"s analysis of "organism"™ and "environment" within
‘a single concrete experience, may be compared to his
analysis of stimulus and resbﬁnse. Dewey states:

. Every experjence 1in its direct occurrence is an
interaction™ of environing conditions and an .
organism. As such it contains a fused union somewhat
experienced and some processes of experiencing.*?

Stimulus and response were éeen as functional distinctions
which did not reflect a separation. From the viewpoint of an

experience, the organism and its en?ironment are interacting
in sucHAa way that they become a "fused union" within that
experience. Just as Stimulﬁs and response were not
independent and .separate processes, the .organism ¢ and
environment are not. However, -are they distinct or
distinguishable in the "fused unior" of an ekperience like

stimulus and response?

In Experience and Nature Dewey states:

"Experience is what James called a double-barrelled
word. Like 1its congeners, life and history, it
includes what men do and suffer, what they strive
for, love, believe and endure, and also how men act
and are acted upon, the ways in which they do

‘?"Experience, Knowledge and Value," op. cit., p. 544.
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suffer, desire and enjoy, see, believe, imagine--in
short, processes of experiencing R § 4 is
'double-barrelled' 1in that it recognizes -in its
‘primary integrity no division between act and
material, subject and object, but contain them both
in an unaqalyzed total ityy *° ‘

~—

e

It is clear from the above guote that Dewey believes in “an
experience's "unanalyzed totality," . and fhat subject and
object are fused ontologically through their interaction,
-howeggr'much there may be an independence drawn in thought
in an "analyzed" exﬁerience. But does Dewey mean that if in
.an experience the organism and environment are not separate,
they are identical with one another in reality? Dewey's
analysis of experience indicates a conception ‘which is
something more than a conglomeration of two separate and
‘\independent structures (viz. subject and object)Wicausally-
acting upon  one anéther, yet something less than an
all-encompassing Absolute. His conception is best set out
as: tﬁ; organism and its environant "are distinct
parts--combined and "fuséd" wiﬁhiﬁ a singie experience. They
are réciprocally depenaent for their meaning withiﬁ the
expérience (just as stimulus and resébnse are reciprocally
relative and constitutive). These two elemehﬁs--a "somewhat
experienced"” and a "process of experiencing"--are necessary
to have ' an expefiencé, and it is the manner in which they
interact with one another ghat makes a éingle' experience
unique.

One.can see how Dewey'sg formulation of experience

5%

serves as a via media between atomism, whose paradigm of
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experience is the stimulus-response model, and mon;sm, whose
conception of exper{énce is an all-encompassing system in
which everything. < 1is interrelated through | logical
implication. By means of this fine distinction (as opposed
to separation), Dewey seems to strike a middle-path between
the two extremes in his dénception of experience. What is
more, Déwey's concept of experience as an interplay of two
distinct parts is a structural microcosm of his concept of
nature as an interpenegration of many ahstinct parts. To see
this, iet us now turn to the three levels or "plateaus" of
transactions in Nature. These levels of transactions are

different from each other in a way that distinctions may be

drawn among them but _not separation.

Dewey's Conceptiongd

Of Experience

Nature Dewey explicitly states: "the
purpose of this volume (is) to replace...the traditional
separation of nafure and experience...with the ‘idea of
continuity."** Experience”and nature aré not identical but
they éré not separate. Further,

Experience is of as well as.in nature. It 1is not
-experience which is experienced but nature--stones,
plants, animals, diseases, health, temperature,
electricity, and so on. Things interacting in
~certain ways are experience; they are what is
experienced. Linked 1in certain other ways with
another natural object--the human organism--they are
how things ar€ experienced as well. Experience thus
reaches down into nature; it has depth. It also has
breadth and to an indefinitely elastic extent. It
stretches. That stretch constitutes inference.*?
t*Ibid., p. xx.
‘*Ibid., p. 4a.
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Nature is the all-inclusive reality which contains human

experience,'that "late comer in the history of our‘}solar'
sysreh,";f ahd' the other o more primary levelsi;of
transaction, the phy51co chemlcal and - the_ psycho—physical.
These levels-are dlst1nc; but not separate:

. S v
The distinction between physical, psycho-physical
and mental 1is thus one of levels of increasing
complexity and intimacy of [transaction] among
natural ‘events. The idea that matter, life and mind
represent separate kinds of Being is a doctrine that
springs...from .a ' substantiation of eventual
furictiong. The fallacy converts consequences of
[transactions] - of events into causes of - the
occurrence of these consequendhs-“a ‘reduplication
which is significant as to the imporrzance of the
functions, but whlqp hopelessly confuse
understanding of them. *”

& The cr1t1c1sm “levied - by G. Santayana against Dewey's

N

meraphysics is that it collapses ~nature_  into humar
experience. Santayaha saYs the following of Dewey'

[the] admitted ob]ect1v1ty of real things [by Dewey]
remains internal to the immediate sphere: they must
never be supposed to possess an alleged substantial
existence beyond experience. This experience is no
longer subjective, but it is still transcendental,
..absolute, and groundless;... As Dewey puts it, these
" facts of experlence simply are or are had, and there
is = nothing more  to say of them. Such evidence
flooding immediate experience I just now called
mystical, - using the epithet adv1sedly, because in
this direct possession of being, there is no
- division of  subject ~and object, but rapt”
ident if ication - of:- some term, intuition of some
essence. * . | :

'Saqtayahq VClearly misunderStands Dewey Eb state that "[real
things] must never‘ be supposed to possess oé% ,alleged

- substantial ex1stence beyond experience”; or "experience

*¢Ibid., p. 3a.0 -
*7’Ibid., p. 261.
"Santayana, Schllpp op. c1t., p 256.

o
C . v
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is...transcendental, absolute, and groundless."uExperienqe
is grounded in the "brute structure of thlngs which are

!

certainly ~given existence beyond experlence by Dewey. The

statement. by Santayana.  that indicates a glaring
. : /
misunderstanding is: "there ~is no division of subject and

object, But rapt identification of some term." If one
‘presupposes the principle of atomism it 1is clear how one
could miSs the fine distinction (rather> EHAH" separation)
Dewey is maklng between the plateaus of human expeqlence and
other natural transactions that come to make nature as a
whoie.'_ Appiyiné the principle of atomism to Dewey's
‘metaph}sics by modus tollens, as I believe Sanatayana has
done: 'does not do justice to Dewey or the task :he has taken

on. Rorty is subjec¢t to the same criticism based om his
refusal to see anything more than "blurred distinctions" in

Dewey s concept of experience. But thlS will be taken up in

‘more depth in Chapter Three. o xi

"

nIn distinguishing betwéen the levels of natural

ttansaction,_ Dewey 'presgtves the ‘uniqueness of human
'experience and’elevadée it above a matetialietic reduction.
gxperience"isw‘the most “evolved = expression of naturevand
ftodcqfs enly under nighly specialized conditions, such as
are found in ’hiéhly ‘oréanized \ereatures wnich in turn
requites ﬂla speeialized~ environment."*®  Nature has
'istorically existed indeéendently of experience, but
'xperienbe has not existedlindependently ofm\natate. (This

n

"Exgerlence, p 3a.
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does not mean it will not at - some future point in

evolution.) The subject-matter of experience is Nature, and

i

so it depends on Nature in this manner. Humah éxperience is

of  nature. ‘However through evolutio éry' interaction,
experience and natqrea<carry= on a recierocal relationt
éxperience is the means of discovering the mystefieS‘of
nature, while nature continues to evolve as human experience
deepens. ,fExperiehce.presents 1tse1f as the method and the
only\method, for gettxng at nature, penetratlng its secrets,
and...nature empirically disclosed (by the use of empirical
method in natural eeieﬁee) deepens, enriches and directs the
further development of experience."®®

On the ‘ene hand; ‘ Dewey arques intéraction,
;;ntetpeqetratibn and fusion in his cenception of experienee
as a 1e;el of transaction that in part constitutes nature. -

|

In this respect, he may be seen as having avozded the- .

-

pltfafis of atomism which is hard‘p;essed to find ‘account

for the 1nterrelat10n of expéﬁ@enpes, and experience'and
\ _
nature. On the other hand Dewey argues for distinctions

-

. & . - .
between the organism and environment, and the levels of
natural transacglon In this respect, he may be seen as

_ . v ,
hav1ng av01ded the extremes of monism. The "generic traits

of exlstence" whlch Dewey spells out in 'Experience and

Nature serve to further relnforce hlS formulation of reality

wv g iy

a&,aégipfallty of dlStlnCt and interpenetrating experlences

or e¢!nts. To. see th1s, let us briefly turn to the "generic
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traits of nature."

The Generic Traits of Existence

Dewey accounts for the continuity between experience
and nature by means of nature's generic traits. All human
experied;e and all natural transactions are pervaded by
them: "Qualitative individdality and constant relations,
contingency and need ~movement and arrest are common traits
‘of ex1stenc@‘"" Thege generic traits of Nature are not

'!)‘,}5)
separate but i§

mqt qualities or characters because they

.x.,

“are so intermixed and related to one another for their
significance that it makes_ no sense to think of them as

separated. Dewey states:

If the - general  traits 'of nature existed in :
watertight~compartments,'it'might be enough to sort"
out the objects and interests of experience among®
them. But they are actually so intimately intermixed™
that all important issues are concerned with their

~degrees and the ratios they sustain to - one
another. '

 The task of philosophy, and partlcularly metaphy51cs, 1s to

determine "the rate and mode of the <conjunction of the
preearieus and the assured, the‘incomplete and the finished,
“the repetitious and the varying, the safe and the sane and
" the haaardous."53

By means of the generic trait of "qualitative
;immediacy," Dewey reinforces his position on reality as

beihg‘ a plurality of distinct events. He states that "no

- —————— o ——— o — - -

*'1bid., p. 413.
$21bid. .
$31bid., p. 76.
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' matter how linked up {a 51tuat10n] may be with others, [it]
has its own quality."** S@Balthough natural transactlons and

events manifest a common set of existentially ‘not separated

traits 'and therefore are continuous 1in Nature, each
situation has its own quality whieh accounts fot itsd
‘distinction;from all other events. Dewey's notion of quality
does ‘not conflict with his concept of‘experience as an
organic coordination, for the "quality" which ‘makes’ the

situation unique is not exclusively in the subject or object

but pervades the whole. Of: his notion of quality, Dewvey
states the following: | |

A painting is said to have quality or a partlctlar
painting to have a Titian or Rembrandt guality. The
word thus used most certainly does not refer to any
particular Jline, <color or pagt of the painting. It
modifies all” the constituents of the picture and all
of their ‘relations. It is not anything that can be
had. Discourse *may, however, point . out the
qualities, lines, and relations by means of Ixh
perva51ve ané un1fy1ng quality 1s ach1eved%’5 '

i
The generlc tralts of existence are thoroughly mlxed ﬁo that
they can not be?separated and- further, are not expe%ienced
peF se, but rather they qualify e;é pervade the w%ple \glven
situation, They are the background and foundatleh of .
experience, andvtogether theyfmake up the uniquehess.-of a
given situatioh‘by their mixture. A

The two other traits ef | existence which :Dewe;-
discusses, "the stable" and "the ptecarioes" (which are
neceséary‘but by no ‘means exhaustive traits of exisStence),
give Dewey the opportunity to analyse traditional

"Ibld., p. 97. N .
s3John Dewey s Loglc' Theogy of Inquiry, op. cit., p. 70.
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metaphysical conceptions of the real as the known and
unchanging. Dewey believes that since the Greeks, and to a
certain extent because of the Greeks, reality has been.
coupled one-sidedly with unchanging, known structures, ie.
"the stable." He attempts to reconcile what has been taken
as the real, "the stable,” with what we live with and under,
the Changeable,.iq. "the precarious." of his own project he
states:
. ...a considerable part of my discussion of special
- .topics is an attempt to show that characteristic
traits of the subjects dealt with are to be,
accounted for as "intersections” of
"interpenetrations™ ...of the immediate and the
- nexional or mediatory, "just as my criticisms of
various philosophical theories rests on showing that
they have isolated one phase at the expense of the
other.®*¢ : ' '
Here  we find again- that Dewey is attempting a via media
between the known and the wunknown 1in his conception of
reality. His inclusion of the precarious among the generic
traits of existence 'strikes a new path alfbgether from
atomism and monism, both of which identify the real with the
known and unchanging (particuarly monism, which reduces all
significant human experience to cognitive,experienceY.

Thus, Dewey has found a viable alternative to atomism
and monism in his naturalistic'metaphysics;~Agaihst atomism
he argues interaction within the elements that make up human
experience and .the elements that make up nature. Against

14

monism, Dewey argues for drawing distinctions among

situations - by means of their unique qQualities. He contends

T

*¢John Dewey's "Half-Hearted Naturalism," JP 24 (1927), p.
61. :
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that, within natufe, there are "breaks and
incompatibilities.” *’ This means that the precarious is a

generic trait .of 'existencq. Unhlike monists, Dewey's

il

conception of nature is not a system in which everything is
: ' Lo, . . . O . '
interrelated through 1logical implication--there 1is the

precarious to contend with,

——— ————— - ———— — an —

*’Experience, p. ix.
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IV. Richard Rorty and Dewey's Metaphysics
As was pointed out in Chapter Two, Dewey's striking via
media between atomism and monism assumes the possibility and
viability of metaphysical inquiry, which Dewey preempts to a
large extent in his polemical analysis "of traditional
métaphysiCS»and metaphysical problems. In the 1917 article-
"The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy," Dewey wrote: -
It is often said that pragmatism, unless it is
content to be a contribution to mere methodology,
must develop a theory of Reality. But the chief
characteristic of the pragmatic notion of reality is
.precisely that mo theory of Reality in general,
uberhaupt, is possible or needed.*®
How can Dewey be seen asxphilodbphiCally consistent when he
polemically argues against metaphysics as a t%aditional
“ philosophical task and, a few yéafs, later, finds it
necessary to write a tract which defines and describes the
"generic traits of existence"? What is meant by "no theory
“of Reality in general,...is possible or needed"? A few p&bes
later in the same article Dewey prescribes:

' Ao v _
[Philosophy;sﬂould] free itself from identification .
with problems which are supposed. to depend upon
Reality as such, or its distinction from a world of
Appearance, or its relation to a knower as such...
Philosophy recovers itself when it ceases to be a
device for dealing with the problems of philosophers
and 'becomes a method, cultivated by philosophers,
for dealing with the problems of men.*°®

The "theories of Reality in general"™ that Dewey polemicized

in Experience and Nature are ohes which concern themselves

with traditional metaphysical problems and that have either

**John, Dewey's "The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy,"
Bernstein, op. cit., p. 59. My italic,'
*’1bid., pp. 66-67. My italics. SO
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no approach or a wrong approach to the "problems of men." If
by "metaphysics"l Dewey 1intends traditional positions on
- concepts like substance, the subject-object separation, the
mind-body problem, etc., and the way in which these problems

are posed, Dewey is not doing metaphysics in Experience and

Nature, and 1is not inconsistent with the position taken in
his earlier article. Dewey takes a big‘ step forward in
freeing philosophy from "the problems of philbsophers" by
apfly analyziﬁg traditional hetaphysical problems. However,

as 'is evident from the contents of Experience and Nature

sketched in Chapter Two, Dewey's aim is not to ‘destroy
“metaphysics but to reorient philosophy toward  human
life--ie. to make philosophy relevant and significant by
asSigning.it the task of developing and cultivating a method
to deal with the "problems of men." This method 1is Dewey's
self-same experienfial method pqt‘forward and employed in

Experience and Nature. He says of it in the Preface:

the method of empirical naturalism presented in this
volume provides the way and the only way...by which
we can be genuinely naturalistic and yet maintain
cherished values, provided they are critically
clarified and reinforced. The naturalistic method,
when it 1is consistently followed, destroys many
things once cherished; but it destroys them by
revealing their inconsistency with the nature of
things... But its main purport is not
destructive...*”® ' :

‘Therefore, his method is one which takes apart historical
positions and analyzes them. But this is not destructive to
philosophy." Indeed, it 1is reconstructive 1in describing

reality after clearing away traditional misconceptions. The
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succésé of Dewey's naturalistic method has far-reaching

conséquenées for his theory of inquiry, for Dewey's whole
metaphysical program serves és 'a methodolbgicai and
existential foundation for mofal; scientific and general
day-to-day human inguiry. It will therefore be useful to
examine the success of Dewey's "empiriéal metaphysics"
through, as it ghall be argued, the somewhat blurred eyes of
Richard Rorty. ’

| The ;major problem with the ,réception of Dewey's

"empi;icai metaphysics" by the critics is that a position

which attempts an empirical account of the metaphysical

‘"brute - structure of things"¢" appears, if not

seLf—coqtradictory, at least not intuitiVely feasible given

out tradition. Dewéy was aware of the possibility of this

reception, for he“says on page one of Experience ‘and Nature: .
' B

"To many the associating of the two words ["empirical"™ and

"metaphysics"] will seem like talking of a round square, €0

. 2
engrained 1is the notion of the separation of man and
experience from nature."‘: Because of certain associations
built upon the philosophical tradition, namely the principle

of atomism, T"experience" and "nature” are usually taken to
S ' - s

be separated and Dewey .claims that these associations
"cannot be dealt with argumentatively." He states thét, "one
can only hope in the course of the whole discussion to

disclose the'meanings which are attached to "experience" and

‘'Logic, p. 278.
‘? Experience, p. T.
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a change 1in the significations prevybuslxwﬂ?ttached to

them,"*¢? However, Dewey does argde aga{gkt these__
“ \ )

. ‘ A
associations by argquing against traditional ~conceptions of

i

\ .
experience and nature, namely the atomistic and mbﬂ{fifc"

conceptions of experience. Dewey remained within tﬁg
language of the tradition using concepts like "experience"
and "nature." But by no meaﬁé.did he intend the same meaning
by these words as the tradition. Dewey wished to eliminate
restricted meénings of v"metaphyéics" by arquing against
traditional ‘notions of '"metaphysics," and thereby in turn
reconstructihg "metaphysics" in an enlarged and freer

.capacity. To understand Dewey as pfoposing a "permanent

&

neutral matrix" in the pages of Experience and Nature as

Rorty does, is to not only misinterpret Dewey's aim in
writing this tract, but to misconceive Dewey's met 03 of
achieving his aim. We will examine Rorty's misinterprg¢tation
presently.
Rorty misleadingly frames Dewey's dilemma as follows:
.either Dewey's - metaphySicS differs from
'traditional metaphysics' in not having a directing
b1as concerning social values because Dewey found an
'empirical' way of doing metaphysics which abstracts
from any such biasés and values, or else when Dewey
falls into his vein of talking of the generic traits
manifested by existences of all kinds he is in
slightly bad faith.**
The way Rorty frames the dilemma is that either Dewey wants
an "objective," taken as value-neutral, science of
metaphysics or Dewey wants to criticize societal

“21bid., p. 1-2.
“4Ibid., p. 48.
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institutions and values as "therapy." Rorty assumes Dewey's

W

quest for generic traits is an evocation - of traditional.
metaphysics by presenting a "permanent neutral matrix for
future 1nqu1ry "¢* This is not only a misiﬁterpretation of
Dewey but shows Rorty's wunderlying predilection for th%m
logical positivists who attempt to define a va&ue-neutrg&
framework. Rorty seems to%miss the whole débate which Dewey
beiieves himself to bg addressing, namély philos&gﬂy ig”to
be applied to the "problems of men" not the "problems of
ppilosobhers." Rorty indicates his bias more obviously

elsewhere:

I claim that analytic philosophy thanks to its
concentration on language, was able to defend
certain crucial pragmatist theses better
than...Dewey..had been able to defend them. By
focusing our attentjion on the relation between
language and- the rest of the world rather than
between experience and nature, post-positivistic
analytic philosophy was able tc make a more radical
break with the philosophical tradition. "Language"
is a more suitable notion than "experience"
saying the holistic and anti-foundationalig§
things which...Dewey...had wanted to say.*‘*
. .

We will return to this comment of Rorty's later, but suffice

it to say that Rorty has distorted the meaning of

"experience" assigned by Dewey 1if  he believes that
"language” is a more suitable term for what "Dewey had

wanted to say" by "experience." Dewey had the chance for

.such improvement of his theory and he preferred replacement

by the word "culture" rather than "language."

7

‘*Ibid., p. 60.
‘¢ R. Rorty, "Comments on Sleeper and Edel: A Syﬁp051um, in
Transactions of the Charles Peirce Society, Summer 1985,
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Rorty begins his polemfcs by quoting from Dewey's
correspondence written late in ‘life that Dewey wished to

write a new edition of Experience and Nature'entitled Nature

and Culture. Rorty also goes on to say that Dewéy "formally

abjured his attempts to rehabilitate the  word
'metaphysics'."¢’ 'However, Rorty fails 5%‘hention that in
the passage cited as the so-called "abjuration" Dewey
actuéily says: "while I think the words used were most
unfo;tunate, b stili'believéﬁtha;'tﬁaf which they were used
to name is genuine and important."‘* This is a foreshadowing
of Rorty's _misunéerstanding of what Dewey intends by
"metéphysids," "experience" and "nature."

Rorty claims that "it' is easier to think of'.ExQerience

and - Nature as an explanation of why nobody needs a

metaphysics, rather than as itself a . metaphysical
system." ¢’ Rorty claihs'th;t the sole worth of thq-book lies
in its. analyses of historical metapbysicé;,systgms,vand
criticizes Dewey for "(coming) down with the digease he».wasv

trying to cure."’° According to Rorty, Deuey s

in not taking up the task of cr1t1c1sm Whole he%'t&,q,.evﬂ.w’

"playful experimentation."’' For as Rdrty ‘Say:
‘’Rorty, "Dewey's Metaphysics," op. c1t., p
‘'Devwey, "Experience and Existence: A Com
and Phenomenologital Research, 9 (1949),
‘’Rorty, "Dewey's Metaphysics," p. 46.
°Ibid., p. 72.

"1Ibid., p. 71. °
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sometimes described‘philosophy as the criticism of culture,
but he was never ‘quite content to think of himself as a
kibitzer or a therapist or an intellectual historian."’?
Whét' this statement indigstes is that Rbrty's conception of
philoébphy as criticism of culture is radically different
from Dewey's conception of philosophy as criticism“ of
culture. By "empirical metaphysics," Dewey takes himself. to
be laying out the framework in which criticism of culture
may take place. Rorty chastises Dewey for “want(iné)V to
write a metaphysicalzéystem," and for "waver(ing) between a

therapeutic stance toward ‘phildsophy...and one in which

philosophy was to become 'scientific' and 'empirical' and to

do something serious, systematic, important, and
constructive."’® We shall see that Rorty's own stance toward
philosophy as conve;Sation (to whichshe very misleadingly
‘subordinates pHilosophy Ss Eriticism) blinds him_ to what
Dewey holds is the fundamental function of
philosophy--reconstruction. We-willisee that this results in
"'Rorﬁy 'beggingfthéfquestiph”*gar more'ioften than "'we can
intellectually tolerate. o

Rorty points .out a frouplesome tension in Dewey's
'thought concerning how the 'generic traits' are recoverable
by an 'empirical method'. Rorty opens this discussion by

quoting from a passage by Dewey addressed to his critics:

[Dewey:] '...the method differs no whit from that of

any investigator who, by making certainqabservations

"2 1bid., p. 46.
"31bid.

-

2 olic.
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of  ideas _available = for calculation and
1nterpretat10n, doncludes that jhe really succeeds in
finding out somethlng about some limited aspect of
nature. If there is any novelty in. Experience and »
Nature...[lt] lies in the use made of the method to °

understand a group. of spec1al problems which have
troubled phllosophy -

i

L

[Rorty continues:]...two generatlons of commentators

have been puzzled to say what method. might produce\
. 'a statement of the generic traits manifested by
5 existences of all kinds without’ regard to their
‘ d1fferent1at10n into mental and physical'’* while

differing 'no wh1t' from that employed by the

laboratory scientist. . :

The_method\pursued by ' Dewey ?s- by no meéns simple; it

inwolves a complex theory of meaning based on experience

L] o

which is not naturally separated 1nto"mental' or phy51cal',

-types. It will now be necessary to dlgress 1nto Rorty s

ey

"cr1t1c1sms of Dewey S mind- body analysis in order to show

a3

that,Rorty has'mlsconstrued Dewey's p051ti0n;

According to Dewey,. mind'~and matter» are . "functional

charactersm' not. different metaphy51ca1 klnds. "Nothlng but

. )
unfam111ar1ty stands in the way of th1nk1ng of both mind and

3

matter - as dlfferent characters of natural events, in whlch

‘matter expresses their sequential order, and mlnd the ‘order

I}

-~ of . their meanlng - in  théir logical connections ang

dependenc1es. Te Th1s position ~may be termed "neutralism"

-

and is an cutcome of !hfs ob]ectlve relativism" whereby

- questions like what is the table reglly?' are’ meanlngless.

) Rorty criticizes Dewey for developlng a jargon~'that_ would

apply equally to plants, nervousbsystems and thSicists."”
"'EX erlence, %. 412, '

’® R, Rorty, "Dewey's Metaphy51cs, p. 47.

"Exgerlence , P. 74.
’’Ibid., p. 61.
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This criticism ipdicates that Rorty believes that, if there
‘is an inégeendence ‘among ‘subject-matters, there 1is an
‘indepéndence among the vocabularies we use t& describe these *

-shbject—matters. - But Dewey  glieves 'that for ay full’

understanding of a sﬁbjeéffmi‘ Y one should understand its
. dependence ' upon "other eef—matters. Tracing . and
1eXplicetin§ ievels of debendénqe is: not - to Teéuce ~various
subject-matters to more ﬁbasie levels of transaction, but_
;athef. to show continuity between seemingly. seperate
~disciplines by displaying fheir‘dependence uponfbasic levels
of transaction. Rorty.criticizes Dewey for "developing ;
N R . . :
jargon"i‘ that could be used T"equally" for different
subject-matters. But'Dewey sees his task as uncovering the
levels of 'debendence{ amqng different subject-matters and
needs 'a vocabulery /whic:\\ is ﬁere basic than the

"indepehdent" vocabularles of dlfferent subject matters. If

)

. R | . e LoD
one were not to conceive of different disciplines as

-‘sepafate ;‘bpt as Eependent ‘uponvlmore basic levels of
tfansaction, one could see.the viability of a vocabulary-
L
which would exp11c1t these relatlons of dependence. Rorty
continues£ "Dewey wanted...phrases like ‘'"transaction with
the env1ronment' ‘ and < 'adaption to eond1t1ons to be
51mu1taneously naturallstlc and transcendental .- So he
blew up notions 11ke 'transaétlon and ‘51tuat10n‘ until

the’ sounded as mysterl us as 'prime matter'  or °
Yy ﬁ p ‘ ,

"thing-in-itself' ,""® Dewey s éoncept of situation is not
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all » that to understand if one does not assume a

separatlon between ‘the 1nq&Trer, the 51gn1f1cat10n, and the

Object ’ . 5 f"

-

As a sllp of the tongue Rorty states "what ;QUalities

do those two. sorts of thlngs [namely, the "extra organlc

things" andv organlsms"] -have  when ‘they are not:

1nteract1ng?"‘° If one was to understand "two sorts of

things" as separate things, the extra organlc th1ng and.

the. organlsm are not "two sorts of things." I believe that
Rorty is play1ng upon’ our deeply engralned atomistic
‘sentlment that,if we draw a dlstlnctlon between these  two
thlngs ‘when we talk of' them thenythey are separage. Rérty
says that Dewey made it sound as if what the table really

was. was nelther an ugly brown th1ng whose hard edges bumped

. People, nor yet a sw1rl of particles, but 5ometh1ng commen

to bpth... ' This statement 1nd1cates that there are two

things' of which Dewey attempts to flnd "somethinmg common to

-

“both," 1 will briefly examine the significance ‘of 'Rorty's™

search fbr,"somefhing common to both.,"

A The P#1nc1ple of Atom1sm Returned

In Phllosophy and the M1rror of Nature Rortynbegins_r

hlS cr1t1c1sms .0of_the neo-dualists by. p051ng the question,.

|

"How do /k know when we have two ways of talking about the

‘Same thlng (a person, or his braln) rather than descr1pt10ns

’’See Chapter One, section three.
"Ibld., p 66

L ' T '

3
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of two different fhings?"®? A question to keep in ‘mind is:
what is ¢pe” status of "two different things?"  Does
"different" mean separate? Rorty continues,

I think that the only reply such philosophers have
to offer is to point out that in the case of
phenomenal properties there is no appearance-reality
distinction. This amounts 'to defining a physical
property as one which any body could be mistaken in.
attriduting to something, and a phenomenal property
as one which a certain person cannot be mistaken
about.... ' Given thls definition, of course, it is
trivially the case that no phenomenal property can
be a physical one. But why should this epistemic
distinction reflect an ontological distinction?*?

One must keep in mind various distinctions which Rorty makes

when analyzing this passage. Throughout Philosqphy and the

~Mirror of Nature, Rorty contrasts "epistemic distinctions"

- with "ontological distinctions." Ah epistemig‘diStinction is
a dlstlnctlon we make in ;he, Qay we talk, while an
ontologlcal dlstlnctlon is a Peal distinction in the world.
Given this, the sentence in the passage quoted above reads,
'“Why should this dis;inction made in the'way we talk reflect
.a.hea]’distinCEioh in the way the world is?"%Butc what - does
Roft&i' mean““by "real dlstlnctlons" or r"ontologicel
" distinctions" among things that-are Peally dlfferéht f}bmwl
 each other rather -than merely eplstemlcally dlffe;ent? As we
have seen 1nvthe work of. Dewey,, we can make 7a ” "real"
.distincfion Eetween thingsﬁwithout making a&them Sepéfate.'

Rorty goes on to. say, "Why should the eplstemlc pr1v1lege we

‘all have %f be1ng 1n Qrﬁﬁglble about ‘how thlngs seem to us
e et '

*2R. Rorty, Phllosoph§ and the Mirror,of Nature (Prlnceton"
Princeton Unlver51ty Press, 1979) p '33. o
¢31bid. . & ‘,L '  ,'?;,

PEN . : ' »

i,
1
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reflect a-distinction bgtween -two realms of being?"** Again,
what,ddeé a "distinction between two realms of being" mean
ﬁere? As we  have seen 1in DeweY's metaphysics there are
‘various;levels‘of natural transactions or "realms of being,"

but ‘tﬁ%sew are not separate realms but rather distinct and
continuous. _

In the following guotation, Rofty replaces talk of
"ontoiogicgl distindtioné" with talk‘of "ontoiogical gaps."
There één be né‘question that a "gap" impliés a separation.
Hence, "ontological gap" is meant to poiﬁt 6ut:a separation.

Rorty continues his analysis of the neo-dualists:
) .
@sxlong as feeling palnful is a property of a person
ory of * brain-fibers, there seems no reason for the
p{stemlc difference between reports of how things
5 feel and reports of anything else to produce an
ontological gap. But as soon as there . is an
ontological gap we are no longer talking about
states or -properties but about distinct particulars,:
distinct subjects of predlcatlon. The neo-dualist
who identifies a pain with how it feels .to be in
pain is hypostatizing a property —-palnfulness-—
: into a special sort of partlcular a particular of.
Lo that special® sort -whose esse is percipi and whose .
- reality is exhausted 1in our ‘initial acquaintange
with  it. The neo-dualist is no longer talking abdiit,
how  people feel but about feelings as 11€t1e
self~sub51stent entities, floating free of people 1n1
the way' in which universals float free of the
instantiations.®*® )

.Why is the above consequent necessary that "the neo-dualist

is no longer talking about how people feel but about

wﬁeelings ~as little self-subsistent entities, floating free

%bf people?" Why should the character of a mental particular,

[
%

C¥4Ibid.

~ “such as "a. feeling, be a little self-subsistent entity

—— e . ————

*sIbid., p. 30.
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floating free  of people? Why must our feelings as special

sorts of ‘particularé be independent and separate from

-0

ourselves?
Rorty's argument may be reconstructed as follows:

1. As long as feeling painful 1is a property of
person, there is no reason for epistemic
differences of reports to produce an ontolog1cal
gap between mind and body.

2. Once we have an ontological gap between mind and

- body, feelings are not properties or states of a
person but distinct partlculars.,

3. By identifying a pain with how it feels to be in
‘pain is hypostatizing a property into a special
sort of particular.

4, Feelings are partlculars whose esse is percipi
and whose reality is exhausted .in our initial .

© . .acquaintance with it. '

5. Therefore, the neo-dualist is no longer talking
about how people feel; but . about feelings as
separate ("little self subsistent™) entities and
independent ("floating free") of. people.

One may explain the above afgument as evoking'tﬁe principle
of atomism that what is distinct is separate (or produces a
"gap"). Firstly in order to arrive at (1) above, Rorty has
implicitly assumed that to make an ontological distinction
between mind and body or appearance and reality is to make
an ontological gap. He eases right‘dnto‘dfawing ontological
distinctiohs, on the former pege to drawing ontologicel gaps
on the latter page. Secondly fer (5) to follow fnpmv(ZY, (3)
and ‘(4),. Rorty has assumed that a distinct ‘particular is a
 separate partieular: We have seen 'in the 'metaphysics‘ of
 Dewey that it is entirely conceiyable'te draw a distinction

between the person who has the feeling and the feeling hs’ a

distinct particular wiqhout drawing a separatioﬁgggtween the

4,

feeling as a distinct particular .and . the person. This

«
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alternative which Rorty does not seem to be aware of throws
fhe above argument Aaéainst neo-dualism into question. But
moré importantly, this missed. altérpative seems tb have
colored Rorty's criticism of Dewey's  metaphysics in his
article., If Rorty has a tendency to draw separations among
distinctions  then  he will miss the force of Dew;y's
position. If by "situation" Rorty thought Dewey was fudging
to find a third separate thing in addition fo the subjéct
and the object, Rorty has .misinterpreted Dewey. Within a
situation which 1is the interaction of a subject and objéct
comes significations. Within the situatfén, the Sﬁbjgct
depends upon the object and the signification is evidence of

continuity between the subject and object. How this

principle of atomism may be seen at work in Rorty's own

~ position is that since there are no real differences or

rather separations among things., there must only be

.

- epistemic differences, and epistemic distinctions  seem

LA

cultural monism.

entirely .a matter of the language we - use to frame our
conversétion.‘Hence, Rorty atrives at his own brand of

- 3

&

Rorty blames Dewey's wanting "not merely skeptical
. N ' \ »
diagnosis - but. - also ~constructive: = methphysical

system—building,f“~for (wvhat Rorty 'believes is) Dewey's

-fatlure in dismissing the mind4body problem. Rorty states:

RAVERI " . . . i . : .
The system ghat*was built in Experience .and Nature *
'sounded - "idpglistic, and its solution to the: -

______________ .« £

*¢Ibid., p. 67+ -,
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‘mind-body problem seemed one M§re,invocation of the
transcendental ego, because .the level of generality
... to which Dewey gascends is the same level at which
{,)kant worked, and@he model of knowledge is the
same--the constitution of the knowable by the
cooperation of two unknowables.®’

A few pages earlier Rorty compares Kant's "constitution of
the empirical world by synthesis of intuitions under

concepts, " with  Dewey's "interactions in which both

W

'szgxtra-organic things and organisms partake." Such a

) . ) .

‘comparison shows that Rorty misunderstands that Dewey's
position is as opposed to Kantian idealism as it 1is to
atomistic empiricism. ®** Rorty persists in assuming the

separation which gives rise to the guestion ."..but what is
: e

the table jri itself?" Recently, Rorty has put it -another
way:

The 1idea that brilliant scientific " innovators

‘reshape the object rather than merely predicating

different attributes of it 1is a. theme common to

' Dewey..., but the problem for [him] has been to put

this idea in a non-idealistic way, one which admits
that the objects are there before minds come along,

and remain what they were while being known. I think

that analytic philosophy gave us a vocabulary which"
enabled us to avoid the idealistic flavor of Dewey's
later works by permitting us to say: Aristotle and

Galileo and Darwin were presented with exactly the

same - oObjects, but there is no neutral
epistemological language which permits us to say

what those objects were. *°

There 1is something to be said for the issué which Rorty is
raising; however, he begs the question against Dewey
because, - since Dewey 1is an epistemological realist, Deﬁey

need not. seek out a "neutral epistemological language"

i

= e o —— . .
' .7Ibid|, p. 67.

., ‘'*See Chapter Two. '

» "’Rortyj, "Comments," p.20.
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(especially since Dewey believes all of human existence is

A

full of wvalue, aﬁd thefefore value<neutral language is
trying to take away from existence). - To claim that the
analytics said it better  than Dewey éid}is to miﬁs whaf
Déwey said. | _

Dewey rebelled against traditional. philosophy ahd
metaphysics but he did not tctallyl reject its ideal  of
comprehensiveness énd generality. ﬁut as Rorty confinues:

Sympathetic expositors of Devey-as-metaphysician ...
cannot, I think, explain why we need a discipline at
that level of generality, nor how the results of
such 'discoveries' can be anything but trivial,
Would anyone--including Dewey himself--really
believe that there 1is a discipline that could
somehow do for 'the basic types of involvements'
something left undone by novelists, sociologists,
biologists, poets, and historians?®®

What Rorty,faiis to appreciaté i1s Dewey's keen awareness of
the role that a metaphysical framework (of some sort or
another} plays in our day-to-day conduct, whether that

" metaphysical- framework p be ~explicitly set out in

philosophical terms, or whether it be implicitly at work.
This fundamental significance is expléined as follows:

The more sure one 1is that the world which
encompasses human 1life 1is of such and such a
character (no matter what his definition) the more: -~
one 1s committed to try to direct the conduct
life, that of others as well as himself, upon the :%
basis of the character assigned to the world. And if
he finds that he cannot succeed, that the attempt
lands him in confusion, inconsistency and darkness,
plunging others 1into discord and shutting them out
from participation, rudimentary precepts instruct.
him to surrender his assurance as a delysion; and to
-revise his notions of the nature of nat#ire till he
makes them more adequate to the corggr{é’te facts in
—————————————————— A
@9

so1bid., pp. 53-54.
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which nature is embodied.”'
This passage is of vital significance fo}'vtwo reasons,
firstly because it explains the role and significance of a
metaphysical frdmewo%k to -limit and define conduct and
Secondly, because = it explains how, from "confusion,
1ncon51stency and darkness," we are justified in proceediné
to amend our notlon of "the nature of nature." But Rorty's

criticism still remalns untouched: Why do we need something
at such a level of ésnerality which provides this guidance
and gr1t1c1sm? Dewey afgués- "Over- spec1allzatlon and
d1v1sldn of 1nterests, occupatlons and goods create the need
for a generallzed medium of intercommunication, of mutual
criticism through all-arouﬂ? translétion‘from one separated-
region of expetience.to anotfl"er."’z The 'generic traits' did
not function like Kant's categories as "ultimate origins and
ends" of thinds.” Neither did Dewey want to reduce
experience to a nature which was Qiewed as value-neutral
that oas) "wholly material and mechanistic," for this would
. be to "denegrade and dény the noble and ideal valuesv that
characterize ‘experipnce.“" "Rather 'the purpose of the
v'oeneric‘_traits' was to be the means of communication amoné
"separated regions of experience." Therefore a certain ievel

of generality would have to be achieved. In contrast, in no

way does Rorty{s vision of philosophy-as-conversation

"Exgerlence 414, S
*?Ibid., p. 410 ’

>?See" Dewey's "The Subject Matter..." where he'aistinguishes
the two 'senses of "ultimate.”
**Experience, p. 1.
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provide such inroads to integrating "separated regions of
experience." For Dewey,"

...philosophy as a critical organ becomes in effect
a messenger, a liason officer, making reciprocally
intelligible voices speaking provincial tongues, and
thereby enlarging as well as rectifying the meanings
with which they are charged.’® '

TA!; "wide and generous interaction" is a far cry from thd‘
traditional foundationalism with which Rort§ is trying .to
yoke Dewey.'

Dewey did not believe that the philosophipal tradition
vas valﬁeless, only that éome of the.taskgvﬁt assigned
itself were unpragmatic in framing or solving the "problems
of men." Dewey's ultimate aim in all his philosopﬁy was to
enlafge the vision of man, and, as is evident in his writing
Experience, he felt wunless philosophy 1ooked’peyond the
"piecemeal" and attempted to construct a.*comprehensive‘
perspective for undérstanding man and reality, philosophy
was not doing this.

‘Dewey addresses the issue Rort& raises in "The Subject

-

Matter of Metaphysical Inquiry":

If all questions of causation and origin are
specific scientific questions, is there any place
left for metaphysical inquiry at all? If it then can
not be ultimate origin and causation, is metaphysics
anything but a kind of pseudo-science whose illusory
" character is now to be recognized?  This question
takes us to the matter of whether there are
ultimate, that is, irreducible, traits of the very
‘existences with which scientific reflection is
concerned. In all such investigations as* those
referred to above we find at least such traits as
the following: Specifically diverse existences,
interaction, change. ...they would seem to deserve
the name of ultimate, or irreducible, traits. As

—— - — - m— e = — - -
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such‘they‘may be made the object of a kind of
inquiry to which the name metaphysical may be
given,’
What Dewey attempts is, on the whole, very positive and
edifyfng: to éohbine a new method within a comprehensive
theory of experience and nature. His self-stated aim is to

enlarge man's vision of himself and of reality: metaphysical

inquiry seems to be a good way of accomplishing this.

- . T " - ——— - -

>¢John Dewey's "The Subject Matter...," in Bernstein, -op.
cit., p. 47. :

[L
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the rejection of the pr1nc1ple‘ oi*.atomxsm and h1§;

replacement of it by the principle of continuity. I hoper*

have shown that some of his critics have beggéd-tﬁe-quqsfi;'

agaipst him by either not being aware of‘this‘or simb&y\ not . ¥

R

acknowledging it. I also hobe that through the various
contrasts and comparisons made betweeﬁ Dewey and James,
Dewqy and the empirical and critiéal traditions, and Déwey
and his . critics, I have shown Déwey's metaphysics to be both
plausible and unique. As for the future practice of
metaphysics’ whigh, Rorty attempks to overthrow by
philosophyfas—conv;rsation, I believe that if we attempt not
to separate ourselves off from other disciplines, we can
‘manage to walk a path between "systematic Philosophy"Aand
"playful experimentation.” But moreover, I believe that we
do not do without metaphysics; in our day-to-day iives our
metaphysics are simply implicit. Metaphysics is not fach as
Rorty would have us diagnose but iivéd experience. Just as a

4.

definition of trﬁth (however ofdinary) serves as a criterion
to determine what is true, and as a limit to what will even
be considered under that question, metaphysics serves .as a
criterion of what is and what will be considered undervthat
question. There is a certain psycholégical necessity for a
~metaphysics of some. sort or other; in most day—to-day cases
it is siﬁ%ly naive realism, To dehy metaphysics is simply to

have assumed an anti-metaphysical metaphysiés, as 1 believe

71



Rorty has done. Dewey has not overlogked the significance

and importapce of metaphysijcs. Moré‘ than thi;, he has

offered us a qﬁpaphysics of‘experienée as continuous. For
. g

this he shoulé”be congratulated. Perhaps the time has come

to shift tﬁe buraen of proof onto‘those monists and atomists

4 ' iy .
who seeﬁ? to have assumed ‘a principle of atomism--this

« k]
. .
. ' ”
1 . « . .
includes the anti-Metaphysicians, J .
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