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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is an attempt to defend John Dewey's claim
that democracy is a way of life which is both social and moral in
character.

It aims as well to show that the best way to concrete

realization of democracy is through the use of means and methods which
are in accord with the corrrnunal and cooperative spirit of democracy.
The first chapter is a brief exposition of Dewey's thought on the
vital role which philosophy has to play t owar d t he i mprovement of t he
conditions and contents of human experience while the second chapter
is a comparative evaluation of three different approaches to democracy.
These are the traditional liberal approach to democracy as a form of
government, the degree of democracy approach to democracy, and Dewey's
way of life approach to democracy.

It is shown here that democracy

is not merely an institutional-political form, that it is the ideal
of corrmunity life itself.
The third and fourth chapters examine a number of issues
which have to do with whether the democratic ideals of freedom and
equality are compatible or incompatible with each other.

I defend the

egalitarian claim that the realization of genuine democratic freedom
is largely dependent on a more equal and fair distribution of the
available social resources and op:pJrtunities among all individuals in
society.
The fifth chapter considers Dewey's recorrmendation of scientific
method of experimentation as an outstanding model of the form which
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democratic methods should take, and as a more plausible alternative
to the Marxist socialist's endorsement of violent class struggle as
a means to radical changes which are needed in the existing social
arrangements.

On

this point, I argue that Dewey's analogy between

democratic and scientific methods is marked by an ambiguity.

In

the final chapter, however, I highlight some of the advantages and
disadvantages of possible expansion and generalized use of scientific
method in the sphere of human relations and, in the light of these,
conclude that the adoption of scientific method as a general pattern
of inquiry might actually help to insure the democratic way of life
against attacks by its enemies.
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Chapter 1
Introductory Remarks
In 1950, Sidney Hook was no doubt proud to remark that "Dewey is
a philosopher's philosopher," that it is not "the length of his life
but the nature of his ideas [which] makes John Dewey important for our
time. 111

Whether Dewey's influence is as strong at the present tire

(that is, in the 1990s) as it was in the 1950s when the foregoing remark
was made is, in fact, quite disputable.

As Kai Nielsen has pointed out,

[t]here are Fashions in philosophy as there are fashions in
clothes, and John Dewey, like the long skirt, is no longer in
fashion .... Dewey and the philosophical approach he initiated
have, temporarily at least, passed from the center of interest.
[2]

This is not to suggest that Dewey's ideas are no longer relevant to
a wide variety of events and of social and political changes which are
taking place at the present time.

On

the contrary, I think that if

Dewey and the philosophical approach he initiated were once in fashion
and at the center of American philosophical interest , then there are
reasons for us to suppose that Dewey's ideas might , in sore ways , still
be relevant and useful in contemporary philosophical discussions.
Dewey is, I think, important not only because of the very
significant roles which he played in shaping the course of American
education and civilization, but also because many of the philosophical
and social and political issues which were of special interest to him
are still alive and well.

As Sidney Hook puts it:

Whether we turn to the philosophy of law or science or art,
... the issues raised by Dewey [often] core to the fore in the
latest discussions .... Strong differences exist about the
validity of his ideas but not about their relevance.
The central reason for the vitality of Dewey's ideas is their
concern with two main themes which are uniquely related to the
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distinguishing features of modern culture. They are, first,
the nature of scientific inquiry and its implications for man's
conception of himself, and the cosrros; and, second, the aspiration for a world of free men and free societies which despite
the triumphs of totalitarian regimes in the world is stronger
in . popular consciousness than ever in human history. [3]
This passage indicates that Dewey was very interested in a wide variety
of issues pertaining to the over-all development of our socio-cultural
institutions, to the general welfare of all, and to the all-round
development of all human beings.

If there is, however, one particular

issue or set of issues which constitutes a recurrent theme in Dewey's
social and political philosophy, it is a set of issues which pertains
to democracy.

Among these issues are, for instance, the following two:

What is democracy?

Why is it so attractive or so highly prized by

people who are struggling for it?

In other words, what are its essen-

tial characteristics, its ends and n:eans, its ideals and conflicts?
These questions are apparently as relevant today as they were
in Dewey' s own days.

Whether or not Dewey has got the correct and

compelling answers to such questions, however, is something which we
will endeavor to determine in the course of this study.

In order to

do this successfully, we intend to take a historical approach toward
Dewey's democratic theory.

This, I think, will enable us not only

to see how Dewey's conception of democracy contrasts with some other
conceptions (such as the popular conception of democracy as a form of
government), but also to engage in critical exploration and appraisal of
the implications of Dewey's theory for our social and personal lives.
In many of his writings, Dewey not only presents democracy to us as
a social and rooral ideal and as a better alternative to authoritatianism,
anarchy, or any other form of institutional and political arrangerent,
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but also attempts to find some effective and plausible ways in which
the democratic ideals of licerty, equality, and fraternity can be made
a vital and indispensable part of people's everyday social and personal
lives.

In attempting to do this, however, he complains that "the

democratic practice of life has," for the most part, "been at an
inmense disadvantage. ,,4

One of the reasons for this, he says, is

that the prevailing philosophies of the ancient, medieval, and modern
civilization were preoccupied with the quest for what is supposed
to be the "Ultimate Reality" or the absolute truth about the world
and that these philosophies did not, in effect, do much to enhance
the realization and preservation of the noble ideals of democracy.

In

elaborating on this point, Dewey wrote:
Prevailing philosophies have unconsciously discountenanced
it [democratic practice of life]. They have failed to furnish
it with articulation, with reasonableness, for they have at
bottom been conmitted to the principle of a single, final and
unalterable authority from which all lesser authorities are
derived. The men who questioned the divine rights of kings did
so in the name of another absolute. The voice of the people was
mythologized into the voice of God. Now a halo may be preserved
about the roonarch. Because of his distance, he can be rendered
transcendentally without easy detection. But the people are too
close at hand, too obviously empirical, to be lent deification.
Hence democracy has ranked for the most part as an intellectual
anomaly, lacking philosophical basis and logical coherency, but
upon the whole to be accepted because somehow or other it works
better than other schenes and seems to develop a more kindly
and humane set of social institutions. [5]
This statement indicates Dewey's dissatisfaction with those traditional
roles which philosophy as a quest for the "ultimate and comprehensive
truth" has assigned to itself, that there are, in Dewey's view, certain
links between the primary aims or purposes pursued by philosophy and
the political and socio-cultural issues pertaining to the developnent
and the possible realization of the ideals of dem:>cracy, and accordingly
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that Dewey wants philosophy to get rid of its traditional self-image
along with its futile quest for absolute truth and, instead, endeavor
to focus its attention on concrete issues pertaining to the development
and the realization of the democratic ideals of equality and liberty.
Now, let us assume that Dewey is right in suggesting that
philosophy has not done much to proroote the realization and continuous
spread of the ideals of democracy.

Even so, the question arises:

exactly is the relationship between philosophy and democracy?

What

In order

to find-out and to get a clear grasp of Dewey's answer to this question,
it is, I think, important to take a brief and critical look at Dewey's
conception of philosophy and, in particular, at what he takes to be the
proper task(s) of philosophy.
I. Dewey's Conception of Philosophy:
What is philosophy?

And what is its proper task or its purpose and

proper scope of inquiry?

Dewey's answers to these questions are, first,

that "philosophy is inherently criticism," that philosophy as criticism
is a form of thinking and of "discriminating judgrrent" which, like all
other forms of thinking, has its origin and distinctive position within
the complex contexts of human experience, and accordingly that we
can regard philosophy as "a criticism of criticisms. 116

Secondly, as

to what the proper task of philosophy consists in, Dewey tells us that
its main task is at least two-fold.

This task is (i) "to free men's

minds from bias and prejudice and to enlarge their perceptions of the
world about them," and (ii) "to clarify men's ideas as to the social
and moral strifes of their own day" and "to become so far as is humanly
possible an organ for dealing with these conflicts. 117
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As

we have seen, Dewey holds that the prevailing philosophies have,

for the most part, been preoccupied with the quest for what is supposed
to be the "Ultimate Reality" or the absolute truth about the world.
More importantly, he maintains that philosophy has, in continuing to
preoccupy itself with a fruitless quest for "Ultimate Reality" not
only isolated itself from its empirical origin, but also neglected
"a rrore fruitful and nore needed task" which it has to perform within
the complex contexts of human experience and culture.

If philosophy

is to be able to make any significant contribution toward the general
development of human civilization and culture, he argues, it has to
abandon "its somewhat barren m::mopoly of dealing with Ultimate and
Absolute Reality" along with its over-pretentious claim to be "nore
scientific than the sciences ... in attaining final and complete truth. 118
For Dewey, this also means that philosophy has to be reconstructed or
transformed in such a way as to become a vital organ for dealing with
the concrete problems of men.
At this point, it is, I think, important to observe that Dewey was
not the only philosopher who thought that philosophy should abandon its
traditional quest for ultimate reality along with its pretentious claim
of having the "final and complete truth" about the world.

Philosophers

such as A.J. Ayer, Bertrand Russell, and Ludwig Wittgenstein, all share
the belief that the proper task of philosophy is not to uncover the
absolute truth, nor is it to provide us with very definite knowledge
about the nature of things.

It is, according to Russell, true that

philosophy is concerned with "the kind of lmowledge which gives unity
and system to the body of the sciences, and the kind which results from
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critical examination of the grounds of our convictions, prejudices, and
beliefs.

But it cannot be maintained that philosophy has had any great

measure of success to provide definite answers to its questions."

Part

of the reason for this lack of success, Russell says, is that "those
questions which are already capable of definite answers are placed in
the sciences, while those only to which, at present, no definite answer
can be given, remain to form a residue which is called philosophy. 119
In view of this, it would seem that (as Dewey would have it) philosophy
is not a "super-science" nor a rival of the empirical sciences, that
philosophy's proper task is, instead of competing with the sciences,
to engage in clarification and criticism of people's ideas, to liberate
and broaden the human mind, and thereby also to help us to dispel the
perplexities which are often generated by the tendency of the empirical
sciences toward some sort of expertise or specialization.

Perhaps, this

was also what Wittgenstein had in mind when he characterized philosophy
as a "critique of language" and as "a fight against the fascination
which forms of expression exert upon us. 1110
point in Dewey's own words, it might

re

But to put the crucial

said that

... it is to mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology,
anthropology, history, etc. that we must go, not to philosophy,
to find out the facts of the world. It is for the sciences to
say what generalizations are tenable about the world and what
they specifically are. But when we ask what sort of permanent
disposition of action toward the world the scientific disclosures exact of us we are raising a philosophic question. [11]
Despite the agreement between Dewey, Russell, Wittgenstein and many
other postrnodern philosophers on the need for radical reconstruction or
transformation of philosophy into some form of a critical theory, there
are some fundamental differences between their conceptions of what
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philosophy should look like after its transformation and, in particular,
between what they take to be the best approach to philosophical issues.
Whereas . Wittgenstein sees philosophy as a "critique of language" and
a "purely descriptive" theory, Dewey holds that "philosophy is vision"
and that it should be transformed in such a way as "to become so far
as is humanly possible" a vital organ for dealing with the moral and
social problems of our own time and place. 12

In addition, he also

argues that if philosophy as criticism is ever to succeed in ma.king any
significant contribution toward the solution of the moral and sociocultural problems of modern civilization and of democracy, then it must
endeavor to cultivate and make use of methods which are in accord with
the pluralism and the fallibilistic attitude which characterize the
methods of experimental science and of democracy.

He writes:

Knowing, for the experimental sciences, rreans a certain kind of
intellectually conducted doing; it ceases to be contemplative
and becorres in a true sense practical. Now this implies that
philosophy, unless it is to undergo a complete break with the
authorized spirit of science, must also alter its nature . It
must assume a practical nature; it must becorre operative and
experimental. [13]
At this point, the question with its implicit criticism arises:
possible is it for philosophy to assume a practical nature?

How

Even if

it is possible for philosophy to assume a practical nature and to
"become operative and experirrental," would it not in its attempt to
do so be making everything else subservient to practice?
I n answer to these questions, one might argue, as Wittgenstein
did, that it is not necessary for philosophy to emulate the operational
methods or practical procedures of experimental science in order
to accomplish its intended goals.

As

Wittgenstein himself puts it:

8

Philosophers constantly see the method of science before their
eyes, and are irresistibly tempted to ask and answer questions
in the way science does. This tendency is the real source of
metaphysics, and leads the philosopher into complete darkness.
I want to say here that it can never be our job to reduce
anything to anything, or to explain anything. Philosophy really
is 'purely descriptive' [14]
According to this point of view, to appropriate and apply the methods
and practical procedures of experimental science in philosophy is
to obscure the fundamental difference between philosophy and science
and, thereby, also to make philosophy subject to the operations of
experimental science or to reduce it to something else.

This point

was, in fact, quite explicitly expressed by Bertrand Russell who not
only argues that "Dewey has nothing but contempt for the conception of
knowledge as contemplation," but also insists that it "is not essential
to this ideal that contemplation should remain without effect on
action."

Again, in his words,

... those to whom contemplative knowledge appears a valuable ideal
find in the practice of it the same kind of thing that some
have found in religion: they find something that, besides being
valuable on its own account, seems capable of purifying and
elevating practise, making its aims larger and ioore generous , its
disappointments less crushing, and its triumphs less intoxicating.
In order to have these effects, contemplation nrust be for its
own sake, not for the sake of the effects: for it is the very
contrast between action and pure contemplation that gives rise
to the effects .•.• The habit of making everything subservient to
practise is one which takes color out of life, and removes ioost
of the incentives to practise of a real noble kind. (15]
This objection appears to nE to have some measure of validity.

It

is valid in the sense that Dewey's theory has the tendency to prevent
us from making any rigid distinctions between the different aspects of
life-experience, especially between theory and practice, knowledge and
opinion, ends and means, and so on.

Dewey believes that contemplation

and all other forms of intellectual inquiry are also forms of activity

9

or practice.

In his view, intellectual inquiry appears to be "practical

in that it involves making choices, manipulating materials, testing
hypotheses, and so far as the inquiry is successful, changing the
situation in which the investigator is doubtful into one in which his
mind is at rest on the point at issue. 1116
Given that philosophical analysis or contemplation involves making
choices, and given also that the process of making a choice between
some objects (including ideas and material objects) can be rightly
construed as a form of practical activity, it is clear that (as Dewey
would have it) philosophical contemplation can be regarded as a form
of practice insofar as it involves making choices.

If this is the

case, then Dewey must be right in suggesting that there are certain
links between the different aspects of life-experience and culture,
and accordingly that there are no valid grounds for a hard and fast
line to be drawn between the practical activities and procedures
employed in philosophical inquiry and the practical activities and
procedures employed in every other area of culture , including the
experimental sciences.
From this perspective, we can see that Dewey's conception of
philosophy and the emphasis which he places on the need for philosophy
to become practical or operative and experimental in character are not
intended to "identify philosophy with science" or to make ·philosophy
subject to the operations of experimental science. 17

They are, on

the contrary, intended to remind philosophers of what they often tend
to forget.

And that is, first, that philosophical contemplation is

not something that is completely immune and isolated from the practical
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changes which are taking place in people's lives, changes which are,
at the present time, engendered by the continuous growth of science
and the development of democracy.

Secondly, Dewey wants to remind

philosophers that philosophy does not have any private stock of special
tools with which to uncover the truths about the world, nor does it have
an a priori warrant for the truths of its claims.

What philosophy has,

he says, is the authority of intelligence and of criticism.

But if

philosophy as criticism is to 'be able to perform its proper task(s), if
it is to succeed in pointing out what is negative and what is positive
about the existing 'beliefs, customs, institutions, and social policies,
it has "to accept and utilize ... the best available Jmowledge of its own
time and place. 1118

In elaborating on this point, Dewey wrote:

No just or pertinent criticism in its negative phase can
:[X)Ssibly be made ... except upon the basis of a heightened
appreciation of the positive goods which human experience
has achieved and offers. Positive concrete goods of science,
arts and social companionship are the basic subject-matter
of philosophy as criticism; and only 'because such positive
goods already exist is their emancipation and secured
extension the defining aim of intelligence. The nore aware
one is of the richness of meanings which experience possesses,
the nore ..• aware will he 'be of their accidental and arbitrary
distribution. If instrumental efficacies need to 'be emphasized,
it is not for the sake of instruments but for the sake of
that full and nore secured distribution of values which is
impossible without instrumentalities. [19]
For Dewey, insofar as the proper task of philosophy as criticism
is to appraise and to heighten our appreciation of goods and values of
experience, philosophy also inevitably needs to take cognizance of the
causes and consequences of these goods and values in order to appraise
them.

"[O]nly by this straight and narrow path," Dewey says, "may

it [philosophy] contribute to expansion and emancipation of values.
For this reason the conclusions of science about the matter-of-fact

11

efficiencies of nature are its indispensable instruments. 1120 But
if philosophy has to accept and utilize the findings of science as
its instruments, if it is to succeed in making effective use of such
instruments in order to accomplish its proper tasks, it must also
endeavor to cultivate and make use of methods which are in accord with
the experimental attitude and the operational procedures of science.
Needless to say, science is, in Dewey's view, not infallible nor
a "' sacred cow ' telling us precisely what to do" and what not to do. 21
It is rather an instrument which could be employed in such a way as
to engender the over-all improvement of the conditions and contents of
human experience.

Dewey believes that the progress and great success

of the physical sciences are largely due the experimental attitude and
methods employed by physical science, and that philosophy can do for the
"energies of human beings" and, especially, for their social and iroral
lives what the physical sciences are already doing for the energies
of the ordinary things of experience.

On

the other hand, he emphasizes

that if philosophy is to succeed in accomplishing these important tasks ,
it must endeavor to generate some methods of testing and verification of
its own hypotheses.

As

Dewey himself puts it:

Philosophy ... has a double task: that of criticizing existing
aims with respect to the existing state of science, pointing
out values which have become obsolete with the conmand of new
resources, showing what values are merely sentimental because
there are no neans for their realization; and also that of
interpreting the results of specialized science in their bearing
on future social endeavor. It is impossible that it [philosophy]
should have any success in these tasks without educational
equivalent as to what to do and what not to do. For philosophy
has no Aladdin's lamp to surrrron into inmediate existence the
values which it intellectually constructs. In irechanical arts,
the sciences become rethods of managing things so as to utilize
their energies for recognized aims. By the educative arts
philosophy may generate methods of utilizing the energies of
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human beings in accord with serious and thoughtful conceptions
of life. Education is the laooratory in which philosophic
distinctions become concrete and are tested. [22]
Thus, ~wey implies that the reconstruction which needs to take place
in philosophy is not so much a reconstruction of the subject-matter
of philosophy as it is a reconstruction of philosophy's methods of
providing direction or guidance for the conduct of human life and,
in particular, for a more balanced and fair distribution of social
goods and values.
For the moment, let us suppose that Dewey is right in suggesting
that the transformation of philosophy must be accompanied by a
corresponding transformation of methods employed by philosophy.
so, the question arises:

Even

Why are the educative arts the best way for

philosophy to generate the ItEthods which would enable it to help us
in resolving the social and moral conflicts of our own tinE and place.
What is it that makes education rather than anthropology, sociology, or
the mimetic arts "the laboratory" in which philosophical hypotheses or
ideas and ideals are to become concrete and testable?

In other words,

what is the relationship between philosophy and education?
Dewey's answer to these questions is that the "most penetrating
definition of philosophy which can be given is" that "it is a theory
of education in its most general phases. 1123

Education, he argues, is

both "a necessity of life" and "a social function" whose main aim is to
provide rational control or direction and guidance for constant renewal
and continuous improvement of human life and experience.

He writes:

It is the very nature of life to strive to continue in being.
Since this continuance can be secured only by constant renewals,
life is a self- renewing process. What nutrition and reproduction
are to physiological life, education is to social life. This
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education consists primarily in transmission through conununication. Conmunication is a process of sharing experience till it
becomes a corrmon possession. It roodifies the disposition of both
the parties who partake of it. That the ulterior significance of
every roode of human association lies in the contribution which
it makes to the improvement of the quality of experience is a
fact most easily recognized in dealing with the immature. That
is to say, while every social arrangement is educative in effect,
the educative effect first becomes an important part of the
purpose of association in connection with the association of the
older with the younger. [24]
Insofar as philosophy and education are concerned with formation
and modification of attitudes or dispositions which influence people's
outlooks upon life and nature as well as the ways in which people
associate with each other, to that extent philosophy and education
also share the same platform and are inevitably related to each other.
There are, I think, very few people who would disagree with Dewey
that education is "a social function."

It is a social function in that

it involves the processes of conmunication and of teaching and learning,
processes which, in turn, enable a corrmunity or social group to shape
the experiences of the young and to initiate them (the young) into the
existing social structure and standards of social interactions.

What

is not yet clear in this case, however, -is how education (construed as
a process of sharing of experience through conmunication) would actually
provide a medium for philosophical hypotheses to becone concrete and
testable.

How exactly are such tests to be carried out?

A great deal

can, in fact, be made of this question; for there are, among Dewey's
critics, those who think that the testing of philosophical ideas or
hypotheses would simply result in an end to philosophy, that is, by
reducing philosophy to science.
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The issue involved in this case is indeed not a minor issue.
Although the issue is an important one, it is not our purIX)se to deal
with it in all its varied details.

We will, in the course of this

study, deal with it only to the extent to which it helps to illuminate
the relationship or the fundamental differences between philosophy and
democracy and to the extent to which it pertains to Dewey's conception
of dem::>cracy as "a way of life" which is ooth social and moral in
character.

In the course of this study, we will attempt not only

to articulate and evaluate sore of the different meanings which Dewey
attaches to the word "democracy," but also to build a case for the view
that the most plausible way to the realization of genuine democratic
ends is through democratic means and nethods.

But let us begin by

outlining some of what, in Dewey's view, constitute the most crucial
IX)ints of the relationship 'between philosophy and democracy.
II. Dewey's Idea of the Relation Between Philosophy and Democracy:
As we have seen, Dewey holds that philosophy "is a theory of

education in its most general phases."

Likewise, he insists that

philosophical issues have their origins within the complex contests of
human experience and culture.

By

identifying philosophy with education

in its generality, and by insisting that education is "a social
function" whose primary aim is to foster the developnent or continuous
improvenent of the conditions and contents of people's experiences,
Dewey indeed puts himself in a position not only to maintain that part
of the proper task of philosophy is to clarify people's "ideas as to
the social and moral strife of their own day" but also to argue that
philosophy as criticism has a vital role to play toward the realization
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of deroocracy as a moral and social ideal.

He argues as follows:

Insofar as education is concerned with the formation or modification
of people's attitudes, it also inevitably requires the enactment of
theory into practice as well as the creation of conditions which are
conducive to mutual interactions, to corrmunication and cooperative
sharing of ideas and values, and thereby also to continuous improvement
of qualities of life-experience.
When it is said that education is development, everything depends
on how development is conceived. OUr net conclusion is that life
is development, and that developing, growing, is life. Translated
into its educational equivalents, that means (i) that the
educational process has no end beyond itself; that it is its own
end; and that (ii) the educational process is one of continual
reconstructing, transforming. [25]
Once we recognize that the educational process is, in its v~ry essence,
a process of "continual reconstructing," it also becomes easy to see
that education is not merely theoretical in character.

It requires the

enactment of theory into actual practice.
Thus, for example, in considering the relationship between
philosophy and deroocracy, Dewey indicates that such a relationship is
manifested in the fact that both philosophy and democracy involve the
process of conmunication and of "free play of facts and ideas" and are
similarly concerned with the attitudes which human beings display to
each other in the diverse and different areas of their daily lives.
In elaborating on this point, Dewey wrote that a
... genuinely democratic faith ... is faith in the possibility of
conducting disputes, controversies, and conflicts as co-operative
undertakings in which both parties learn by giving the other a
chance to express itself, instead of having one party conquer
by forceful suppression of the other .... To co-operate by giving
differences a chance to show themselves because of the belief
that the expression of difference is not only a right of the
persons but is a means of enriching one's own life-experience,
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is inherent in the democratic personal way of life ....
[D]ernocracy is belief in the ability of human experience to
generate aims and methods by which further experience will
grow in ordered richness .... Since the process of experience
is capable of being educative, faith in dernocracy is all one
with faith in experience and education. All ends and values
that are cut off from the ongoing process become arrests,
fixations. They strive to fixate what has been gained instead
of using it to open the road and point the way to new and
better experiences. [26]
Once we grant that one of the main tasks of philosophy as criticism
is to help people in resolving the social and moral issues of their own
time and place, and that both philosophy and denocracy are similarly
concerned with people's attitudes toward each other and are "capable
of being educative" in character, there is, I think, no escape from
Dewey's conclusion that there are certain links between philosophy and
democracy.

In view of the existence of such links, it would also seem

that (as Dewey would have it) philosophy has some vital roles to play
toward the realization of democracy as a social and moral ideal.

With

this, we will now turn to Dewey's conception of democracy.
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Chapter 2
Dewey's Conception of Democracy
I. Introduction:
Democracy has, no doubt, quickly become one of the roost fashionable
things of the last decade of the twentieth century.

That this is the

case is, for instance, demonstrated by the disintegration of the old
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (U.S.S.R.), the recent reunification
of East and West Germany, and the ongoing struggle to replace the
present apartheid regime in South Africa with a deroocratic one.
what is deroocracy?

But

What are its chief characteristics, its ends and

means, its ideals and conflicts?

Why is it so attractive or so highly

prized by those who are struggling for it?

These are philosophically

interesting questions which, I think, embody a wide range of some other
interesting questions about democracy.
It is one thing to get clear about these questions and quite
another thing to find some appropriate or satisfactory answers for
them.

OUr

philosophical interest is mainly in finding such answers .

We want answers which would not only illuminate the relationships
between denocracy and our socio-cultural institutions but answers which
would also help to uncover the far-reaching implications of deroocracy
for our social and personal lives.

To be able to obtain such answers,

we shall (in this chapter) draw attention to several approaches to
deroocracy with a view to grasping and explaining some of the various
meanings which are often attached to the word "democracy."

But we

shall, in the course of the chapter, focus attention especially on three
different approaches .

These approaches are, namely, (i) the popular
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approach (or tradit i onal liberal view) which indicates t hat democracy
is a f orm of governmental poli t ica l association; (ii) the degree of
democracy approach or an approach which indicates that democracy is
a lwa ys "a matter of degree;" and (iii) the Deweyan approach which
takes democracy to be "a way of life" which is both social and moral
in character.
Needless to say, Dewey's perspective on issues pertaining to
democracy is part and parcel of his interest in philosophy as a "theory
of education" and as criticism of existing institutions, beliefs,
and social policies with respect to their bearing upon goods and values
which are cherished by human beings.

Indeed, we see Dewey identifying

democracy with "faith in the ability of human experience to generate
the aims and methods by which further experience will grow in ordered
richness. 11 1

Likewise, in answer to the question "what is democracy,"

he argues that "[d]emocracy is a way of life controlled by working faith
in the possibilities of human nature .

Belief in the Common Man," he

says,
is a familiar article of the democratic creed. That belief
is without basis and significance save as it means faith in
the potentialities of human nature as that nature is exhibited
in every human being irrespective of race, color, sex, birth,
and family, of material or cultural wealth. This faith may be
enacted in statutes, but it is only on paper unless it is put
into force in attitudes which human beings display to one
another in all the incidents and relations of daily life. [2]
But then, when Dewey has said this much, what has he really said?
How does this conception of democracy compare with the traditional or
more popular conception of democracy as a political form or "form of
government"?

In the course of this chapter, we will indicate where

and why these two approaches to democracy differ from each other as
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well as why deroocracy might be rightly construed as a way of life.
our starting point, however, will be with the roore popular conception
of deroocracy as a political form or a form of government·.
II. Deroocracy as a Form of Government:
The very idea of deroocracy is clearly not something new.

It is,

rather, an old idea whose historical origin could be traced back to
the ancient Greek period.

But leaving this point aside, it has to be

observed that democracy is, as Dewey has pointed out, very often defined
as "government of the people, for the people and by the people. 113
It is, we are told, "that form of government in which sovereign power
resides in the people as a whole and is exercised directly by them (as
in small republics of antiquity) or by officers elected by them. ,.4
While the ends and means of deroocracy are, on this point of view, taken
to be the fulfillment of the will of the people and "popular suffrage,"
its ideals are, on the other hand, taken to include the ideals of
liberty and equality for all members of society irrespective of their
social ranks, capabilities, or natural and psychological differences.
This popular perspective on democracy is, in fact, not something
that is peculiar to the conman man.

Philosophers such as Thomas Hobbes,

John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau and, before them, Plato and Aristotle,
all treated denocracy as a form of government.

According to Hobbes,

"there can be but Three kinds of Comroon-wealth" or forms of government:
When the government or representative of the people "is One man,"
he says, "then ... the Comroon-wealth [is] a Monarchy: when an Assembly
of all that will coire together, then it is a Democracy, or Popular
Conman-wealth: when an Assembly of a Part onely, then it is called an
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Aristocracy. 115
Further, in considering the difference between these three
basic fprms of government, Hobbes tells us that the difference does
not consist "in the difference of Power, but in the difference
of Convenience, or Aptitude to produce Peace, and Security of the
people. 116

The proper task of any government or sovereign power, he

says, is to secure the peace and ensure the security of all its subjects.
If a government is to be able to perform this important task, if it is
to be strong enough to guarantee to security of its subjects "against
the violence of other men," it has to demand the unconditional support
or submission of its subjects to its authority.

Once we recognize this,

according to Hobbes, it also becomes easy to see that sovereign "Power
in all formes, if they are perfect enough to protect" the subjects,
"is the same" irrespective of whether it is exercised in the form of
a monarchy, a democracy, or an aristocracy. 7
Now, let us suppose that (as Hobbes would have it) the differences
between the three basic forms of government are nothing more than
differences in people's convenience or differences in the number of
representatives who are invested with governmental authority.

Even

so, the question arises as to whether the unconditional support and
submission of all citizens is actually required as an indispensable
condition for a government to able to ensure the security of all its
subjects.

Would such an unconditional submission to the authority of

a government not result in some form of subjugation or oppression and
coercion rather than a guarantee against the violence of other people?
Besides, is "the guarantee against the violence of other men a
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sufficient end for political authority, as Hobbes implies?

Is it

really beside the point what else a government does? 118
If it is beside the point to consider what else a government does
apart from ensuring the peace and security of its subjects, then it
would be possible for a government not only to pursue certain goals
which are distinct from those of its subjects, but also to assume an
independent personality or character which would make it unanswerable
to any other authority for its own conduct.

Again, if unconditional

submission of individuals to governmental authority is required as a
condition for a government to guarantee the security of its subjects
against the violence of sorre other people, it would be easy for any
government to become authoritarian or quite oppressive in character.
For in attempting to secure the peace and ensure the security of all
its subjects, a government might as well easily decide to strip any
of its dissenting subjects of whatever rights and liberties (s)he is
supposed to possess.

If this is the case, then deioocracy construed as

"an assembly of all that will cone together" to govern themsel ves might
turn out to be worse than either a roonarchy or an aristocratic form of
government.

For in attempting to consider the conveniences of everyone

of its subjects, a democratic government might face a peculiar problem
of whose convenience would be applied as a suitable standard or measure
for the peace and security of all and everyone else.
Moreover, contrary to Hobbes, it might be argued that human beings
have the tendency to safeguard them.selves against the violence of sorre
other people, that it is quite possible for individuals to live in peace
with each other even when there is no institutionalized conmen authority
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to ensure their peace and security, and hence that it is a mistake to
think that the unconditional submission of individuals to the authority
of institutionalized government is an indispensable condition for peace
and security of all members of society.

Formulated in a slightly

different way, it might be said that Hobbes' case for unconditional
submission to the authority of institutionalized government is a very
weak one.

Among those who take this position is Locke.

With Hobbes, Locke shares the belief that the state of nature
has certain defects in that it embodies a great deal of danger and
uncertainties for human beings.

In considering how individuals could

overcome the dangers and uncertainties which they encounter in the state
of nature, Locke tells us that it is (i) by entering into society with
others, (ii) by cultivating some cormoon standards of right and wrong,
and (iii) by establishing an impartial and known authority who would
ensure that such standards are employed in behalf of "Peace, Safety, and
publick good of the People. 119

Thus, he also implies that the proper

task of political authority or government is to ensure the peace and
safety or the comnon good of all its subjects.

As

to whether or not it

is beside the point to consider what else a government does apart from
performing these tasks, however, Locke indicates that it is not.

He

writes:
... the power of society, or Legislative constituted by them can
never be suppos'd to extend farther than the conman good; but
is obliged to secure every ones property by providing against
those ... defects ... that made the State of Nature so unsafe and
uneasie. And so whoever has the Legislative or Supream Power of
any Comroon-wealth is bound to govern by establish'd standing
Laws, promulgated and known to the People, not by Extemporary
Decrees; by indifferent and upright Judges, who are to decide
Controversies by those Laws; And to imploy the force of the
Community at home ... or abroad to prevent or redress ... Injuries,
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and secure the Corrmunity from Inroads and Invasion. All this to
be directed to no other end, but the Peace, Safety, and publick

good of the People. [10]
Further, in considering whether the unconditional submission of
every individual in society is required as a condition for a government
to be able to perform its tasks, Locke tells us that what is required
is the "express Consent" and active support of the majority of the
people rather than the unconditional submission of every individual
in society.

No one, he argues, would rightly deny that "an express

Consent of any Man entering into any Society makes him a perfect Member
of that Society, a SUbject of that Government. 1111

When human beings

first united themselves into society, the sovereign power was naturally
invested in the majority:
The Majority having, ... upon Mens first uniting into Society, the
whole power of the Corrmunity, naturally in them, may imploy all
that power in making Laws for the Community from time to time,
and Executing those Laws by Officers of their own appointing;
and then the Form of government is a perfect Derrocracy: Or else
may put the power of making Laws into the hands of a few Select
Men, and their Heirs or Successors; and then it is an Oligarchy:
Or else into the hands of one Man, and then it is a Monarchy:
If to him and his Heirs, it is an Hereditary Monarchy: If to
him only for Life, ... an Elective Monarchy. And so accordingly
of these the Conmunity may make compounded and mixed Forms of
Government, as they think good. [12]
This passage indicates that a government is legitimate insofar as it
has the consent and the active support of majority of the people.

In

addition, it also creates the impression that the majority can withdraw
its consent and active support for an existing government if it (the
majority) decides that the government has either exceeded its authority
or failed to fulfill its principal duties toward the people.
This raises a major difficulty.

Following Locke, let us suppose

that a government does require the consent of, at least, the majority
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of its subjects in order exercise any legitimate authority over the
subjects.

Assume that individuals or groups do not have political

allegiance or obligation toward a government which does not have their
explicit approval or consent.

Hence, it would follow that a govern-

ment does not have a rightful authority over an individual who is a
dissenter who has not, in one way or another, given his or her consent
to the government.

The problem in this case, however, is that it might

be extremely difficult if not impossible for any government to safeguard

the peace, safety, and the common good of every individual in society
if government is denied the rightful authority over dissenters.

On

the

other hand, let us suppose that the power of making laws and executing
them is something which belongs to the majority (as distinct from the
minority) of the people.

Assume that what a government requires in

order to exercise a legitimate authority over every individual or group
in society is just the consent and active support of majority of the
people, and that individuals or minority groups are bound to submit
themselves to any government or political authority which has the
consent and support of the majority.

Hence, one might conclude that

any governnent which is backed by the majority has the right to impose
its authority on minority groups or dissenters.
arises:

But then, the question

Would the imposition of governmental authority or the laws on

dissenting individuals or minorities not in effect undermine the rights
and liberties of such individuals or minorities?
Locke's answer is that it is "impossible to conceive that an
inferiour Power should prescribe to a SUperiour, or but the supreme
make Laws, according as the Power of making Laws is placed" by the
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majority of people in society. 13

To some of his critics, however,

this answer appears to be nothing roore than an endorsement of suppression an~ subjugation of dissenting individuals and minority groups to
the wishes and whims of the majority.

Given that the consent and active

support of majority of the people are necessary for legitimate exercise
of political authority, does it follow that the wishes or controlling
interests of the majority are justified and are synonyioous with corn:non
good or the peace and security of every individual in society?

The

answer is that it does not, that the imposition of the wishes or the
will of the majority on minority groups is very likely to generate some
sort of tension or conflict between the majority and minority groups
within a society, and accordingly that the consent of a majority might
be a necessary but not a sufficient condition for a government to impose
its authority on every individual or group in society.

Perhaps, this

was what Rousseu had in mind when he stated that people's interests,
obligations, and rights are inevitably tied together, that a person's
"first law is to provide for his own preservation , his first cares are
those which he owes to himself," and hence that it is not "incumbent on
any will to consent to anything that is not for the good of the being
who wills. 1114

To clarify the point in this case, let us take a brief

look at Rousseau's conception of democracy.
Like Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau holds that there are three basic
forms of government: namely, the form of government which "is called
derrocracy," another which "is nam=d aristocracy," and a third form
which "is called monarchy or royal government. 1115

With Locke, he

also shares the belief that a government is not legitimate without the
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consent of the people who are governed.

Unlike Locke who creates

the impression that the first societies were, in some cases, perfect
democracies, however, Rousseau argues that "there never has been" a
perfect or "real democracy, and there never will be."

The reason for

this, he says, is that it "is against the natural order for the many
to govern and the few to be govemed. 1116 But what is it that makes a
perfect democracy quite untenable?

Why is it against the natural order

for the many to govern and for the few to be governed?
The answer, according to Rousseau, is that it is unimaginable that
the people should remain continually assembled to devote their time to
public affairs.

If all the members of society are continually assembled

to devote their time to public affairs, then there would be no time left
for them to devote to their private interests and personal needs.

On

the other hand, if they decide to set up some conmissions to carry out
the functions of government so as to be able to devote some tinE to
their private affairs, then, sooner or later, sonE of the conmissioners
would "acquire the greatest authority" and the sovereign power would,
in this manner, come into the hands of the less numerous.

From this,

it is easy to see that people in a democratic society "cannot set up
conmissions" to carry out the functions of government "without the form
of administration being changed. 1117
Furthenoore, in considering why a perfect democracy is untenable,
Rousseau tells us that there are at least four difficult conditions
which are required for the realization of such a democracy.

These

conditions are, in his words,
... a very small State, where the people can be readily got
together and where each citizen can with ease know all the
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rest; secondly, a great simplicity of manners, to prevent
business from multiplying and raising thorny problems; next a
large measure of equality in rank and fortune, without which
equality of rights and authority cannot long subsist; lastly,
little or no luxury - for luxury either comes from riches or
makes them necessary; it corrupts at once rich and poor, the
rich by possession and the poor by covetousness; it sells the
country to softness and vanity, and takes away from the State
all its citizens to make them slaves to one another, and one
and all to public opinion. [18]
If these four conditions are indeed necessary for the realizat i on and
maintainance of a perfect democracy, then (as Rousseau would have it)
it might be extremely difficult if not impossible for any society to
succeed in establishing such a perfect form of government.
In outlining the four conditions for a perfect democracy, Rousseau
indicates that the best which a cormrunity can !X)Ssibly hope to obtain
is an imperfect form of democracy.

In addition, he also emphasizes

that "there is no government so subject to civil wars and intestine
agitations as democratic or !X)pular goverrut¥=nt" and "none which has so
strong and continual a tendency to change to another form, or which
demands more vigilance and courage for its mainteinance as it is. 1119
But how is this problem to be resolved?

How can a democratic society

safeguard itself against such internal agitations or traumatic changes?
Rousseau's answer is that this can be done through the general
will which is the will of the people as a whole.

When human beings

enter into association with each other, he argues, when they unite
themselves into society, it is duty and interest which compel them
to enter into such contracts and to combine their capacities so as
to derive "all the advantages dependent" upon such capacities.

By

entering- into such contracts, however, each of the contracting parties
also undertakes to obey the general will as the sovereign and the only
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legitimate authority of the whole body of the association in which
(s)he is a member.

Given that the general will is the will of all "the

individuals who compose it," and given also that the general will as
the sovereign will of the whole body cannot safeguard itself without
safeguarding the corrtrOC)n good as well as the interests of its members,
it is clear that the general will "neither has nor can have any interest
contrary" to those of its members" and, accordingly, that "the sovereign
power need give no guarantee to its subjects."

To ensure "that the

social compact may not" tum out to "be an empty formula," however, it
must tacitly include an undertaking "that whoever refuses to obey the
general will shall be compelled to do so by the whole body.

This ... is

the condition which, by giving each citizen to his country, secures him
against all personal dependence" and "the most frightful abuses. 1120
There may be, I think, good reasons for agreeing with Rousseau that
the imposition of the general will on a dissenting individual or group
might, in some cases, help to protect the interests of the dissenting
individual or group . 21

Yet , contrary to Rousseau , it might argued

that the imposition of the general will on dissenters, though it might
be helpful in safeguarding whatever is regarded as the comroon good, is
not always in the best interest of the dissenters.

As

s.r.

Benn and

R.S. Peters have pointed out, "there can be bona fide differences of
opinion" anong the individuals or groups in society as to what actually
constitutes the conman good of the people as a whole.

If there could

be, and there indeed are, such genuine differences of opinion as to

whether or not what is supposed to be the conman good is actually the
best for every individual concerned, then the imposition of the general
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will or law on whoever refuses to obey it might, as well, easily
undermine the rights and liberties of dissenters.

It is, for instance,

possible that such an imposition might rule out some genuine "rnoral
grounds for [civil] disobedience or resistance" against the law. 22
In positing the general will as the only legitimate authority or
criterion for obligation, Rousseau not only failed to admit that there
might be genuine differences of opinion among members of a society as
to what their conman good might be, but also tended to slight the fact
that an individual or group who is under some form of contract with
another might, at some point before the expiration of the contract,
decide to terminate the contract.

In this type of case, forcing the

dissenting party to abide by the terms of the contract might, I think,
sometimes undermine the will of the dissenting party and, in doing
so, also help to generate some rnore serious problems or conflicts,
especially within a dernocratic institution or society.
The issue of internal crisis or conflicts within a dernocratic
society is, in fact, not a minor one.

As Rousseau has pointed out, such

conflicts are often generated by the pursuit of private interests and,
in particular, of riches and luxuries which come from riches.

Needless

to say, the existence of such conflicts is one of the reasons why
Rousseau insisted that a perfect democracy is untenable.

But leaving

this issue aside for the moment, let us turn to another approach to
dernocracy, an approach which indicates that democracy is not merely a
form of government, that it is something roore than a form of government.
One way in which we can introduce this second approach to democracy
is, I think, to observe that there are, in Frank CUnningham's words, at
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311 definitions of 'democracy' ... found in surveying literature

from Plato's time to the 1950s. 1123

One lesson which we can learn from

such a J,arge number of definitions is, perhaps, that the word "democracy" is extremely vague and difficult to define.

such a large number

of definitions should not, however, obscure the fact that there are some
contemporary philosophers and political writers who continue to defend
the view that democracy is, in its very essence, an institutionalpolitical form or a form of government.

As

Peter H. Merkl puts it:

Democracy is government by discussion, including rational
deliberation and open choices, as the word discussion implies.
Public policy is determined by the principle of majority rule
That is not the same as saying that the numerical majority
of the population or even of eligible voters determines policy.
Rather, a majority vote of whatever oody is entrusted with
making a decision shall prevail, even if a series of such
"majority decisions" in the end represents the will of only a
minority of the people. Majority implies political equality,
"one man, one vote," though certain exceptions are widely
accepted. The rights of minorities and individuals delimit
the sphere of action of majority rule, and of governmental
activity. They should be generally recognized and effectively
safeguarded. Constitutional government, finally, gives regularity and stable procedure to what would , on the face of it , be
a rather turbulent, if not chaotic, form of government .... These
four major principles - government by discussion , majority rule ,
recognition of minority rights, and constitutional government
- are the indispensable, minimal criteria of liberal democracy.
However, if such a constitutional democracy is to take root and
flourish, other unspoken assumptions and favorable conditions
are requisite. Among them are (1) individualism, (2) a cooperative attitude, (3) a capacity for reason and compromise, (4) a
stable standard of living, (5) a reasonable amount of social
and economic equality, (6) a free, pluralistic society, and
(7) an empirical attitude. [24]
The merit and the decisive appeal of this approach to democracy
are, I think, found in the fact that it provides us with some very
definite clues as to what the ideals and the actual aims of a democratic
society should be.

It indicates that a deroocratic institution is an

institution which not only recognizes and accepts the ideals of freedom
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and equality, but also one whose primary goal is to create an atmosphere which is conducive to collective choice and harmonious social
relationships among its members without undermining the capacity of
individuals to make reasoned choices for themselves.
From this characterization of a democratic institution, it would
seem that democracy is strictly a system of social association and of
political practice, a system which is not only different from but also,
somehow, better than any other form or system of social association
and political practice.

Considering that there is, however, a large

number of definitions of the word "democracy," it appears that this
sort of approach to democracy has certain defects.

One of the most

corrmon defects of such approaches to democracy, according to CUnningham,
is that they often "conflate reports of usage and prescriptions.
One reason for this is that most definitions regard democracy in a
'substantive' way, that is, as a quality which social or political
phenomena either entirely have or lack."

To be able to overcome such

a defect, we have t o r ecognize "that democracy is always a matter of
degree.

Instead of asking whether something is or is not denocratic,

one should ask how democratic it is. 1125
III. The Degree of Democracy ApProach to Democracy:
The idea that democracy is "a matter of degree" (rather than
a "substantive" quality which an institutional arrangement either
possesses or lacks) is in fact not a new idea.

It is an old idea which

was given expression by some early liberals such as Rousseau.

Indeed,

we see Rousseau maintaining that there is no such thing as a perfect
denocracy, that the best which a cormrunity can possibly hope to obtain
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is an imperfect form of denocracy.

Likewise, he argues that democracy,

aristocracy, and monarchy, "or at least the first two, admit of degree,
and even of wide differences."

Denocracy, he says,

... may include the whole people, or may be restricted to half.
Aristocracy, in its turn, may be restricted indefinitely from
half the people down to the smallest possible number. Even
royalty is susceptible of a measure of distribution. Sparta
always had two kings, as its constitution provided; and the
Roman Empire saw as many as eight emperors at once, without
its being possible to say that the empire was split up. Thus
there is a !X)int at which each form of government passes into
the next, and it becomes clear that under three comprehensive
denominations, government is really susceptible of as many
diverse fonilS as the State has citizens. [26]
This statement indicates that the three basic forms of government do
not necessarily exclude each other from within the same institutional
framework or society, and accordingly that a society can be denocratic
in some respects but not in others.

But if this is the case, according

to Cunningham, then instead "of asking whether something is or is not
democratic, one should ask how democratic it is."
It is, I think, important to observe that there are at least two
different assumptions behind the question "how democratic is x or y?"
In asking such a question, one not only assumes that the object or event
in question is, to some extent, already democratic in character, but
also presupposes that there are already existing criteria or standards
for determining the degree of democracy involved in x or y.
a major problem or difficulty:
or standard consist in?

This raises

What, exactly, does such a criterion

If democracy is, as Cunningham would have it,

"always a matter of degree" rather than something which could be defined
"in a 'substantive' way," then how can we actually determine the degree
of democracy which is involved in society or social phenomena?
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The answer, according to CUnninghan, is that the problem in this
case is not an insurmountable problem, that it is a definitional problem
which can be resolved by appealing to the notion of perfect democracy.
He wri tes:
The notion of perfect democracy makes this a surmountable
definitional problem, though it undoubtedly shifts the burden
to difficult tasks of social research.
In a postulated perfect democracy everybody always participates in employing IIEans of control sufficient to make their
shared society at least acceptable to each of them. It is
unlikely that any such society could exist, but this does not
prevent ranking alternatives by estimating progress toward
perfect democracy. For example, it is probably more important
for office workers to have control over the governing structure of the office than over placement of coffee machines,
since the former opens up many more possibilities for
increasing control over other aspects of their lives at
the office and perhaps outside of it as well. It should be
emphasized that positing this criterion does not eliminp.te the
problem of making democratic comparisons, but it situates it .
. .. Using the criterion of progress in democracy in ascertaining
what balance would maximize progress toward world-wide perfect
democracy would be difficult, but not impossible. [27]
Further, in considering the ItErit(s) of the degree-of-democracy
approach to democracy, Cunningham argues that such an approach does
not place any limit on t he scope of democracy , that it eliminates the
difficulties which accompany the consideration of democracy in terms of
"kinds" and allows us to recognize that democracy is "a complex process"
which has the tendency to permeate humanity, and accordingly that it is
a mistake to think of it as a stagnant or "substantive quality" which
is either possessed or lacked by a social institution.

As he puts it:

A consequence of combining a degree-of-deIIK:>Cracy approach
with one that places no limits on the scope of democracy is
that democracy permeates humanity .... Expressed as a matter of
degree (as Dewey also does), there is no society of humans, no
social unit, that contains no degree of democracy whatsoever.
This raises another problem. When we think of ancient despotic
empires, modern authoritarian dictatorships, ... we are tempted
to seek a threshold below which something is simply void of
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democracy. The alternate solution is to recognize the presence
of some measure of dernocracy even in autocracy. Perhaps this
was in the young Marx's mind when he described democracy as
'the truth of rnonarchy. ' ...
In acknowledging antidernocratic situations to be partially
democratic, we are addressing the 'paradox of dictatorial
democracy.' However, this paradox depends for its force on
viewing democracy substantively and not as a complex process.
On the contrasting degrees-of-democracy view it is unlikely
that any social unit will be absolutely democratic, though each
will approximate an ideal perfect democracy to some degree. By
the sam2 token, each will also approximate absolute undemocracy
to some degree. [28]
Now, let us suppose that (as CUnningham would have it) democracy is
always a matter of degree.

Assume that no human institution or social

unit is completely devoid of democracy and that the degrees of democracy
involved in different institutions can be measured and compared with
each other.

Hence, it would follow that democracy is sornething which is

not only am2nable to some sort of measurement, but also quite pervasive;
that is, that it has the tendency to pernEate the different aspects of
humanity.

Correspondingly, given that each human institution or social

unit is an approximation of "an ideal perfect dernocracy to some
degree," one might conclude that no human institution or social unit
is an absolute undernocracy.
Given that something is dernocratic to sone degree, it would indeed
be foolish for someone to ask whether the object or event in question is
dernocratic or not.

But then, contrary to CUnningham, it might be argued

that if soreone is not in a position to know that something is already
democratic, the question as to whether something is or is not dernocratic
might still be a very relevant and an appropriate question to ask.
But to put the point slightly differently, it might be said that some
societies that claim to be democratic are often democratic only in name,
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not in actual practice, that in order to determine the actual degree
of democracy involved in any society, we also need to determine whether
the society in question is indeed democratic to sone degree or not, and
hence that the question "how democratic is x or y?" might not be rightly
substituted for the question "Is x or y democratic?," as CUnningham
seems to imply.
Leaving the foregoing objection aside, however, it might be
objected that the "degrees-of-deroocracy" approach to democracy has
the tendency to obscure the fundamental differences between a genuinely
democratic and an autocratic or dictatorial society and that it is, in
this respect, quite misleading.

To clarify the point of this objection,

suppose that every institution or social unit is already democratic to
some degree.

Assume that a society is democratic to some degree even

if the social and personal lives of all the members of that society are
strictly controlled by one individual or group.

Hence, it would follow

that authoritarian and dictatorial regimes are democratic (even if
they are democratic only in name) .

But if this conclusion is correct,

then what legitimate grounds do we have for viewing an institution as
a dexoocracy while viewing another as an autocracy or some sort of a
dictatorship?

Can we rightly say that democracy is compatible with

(rather than essentially opposed to) such things as autocracy or
apartheid and subordination?
The answer is, I think, that we cannot; that whatever constitutes
the differences in the degrees of deroocracy which are supposed to exist
in different institutions or social units might turn out to be something
roore than nere differences in the degrees of democracy.

Defined as
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CUnninghan defined them, "these supposed 'mere differences of degree'"
might, in Anthony Flew's phrase, "include many if not rrost humanly
vital differences: the differences, for example, between" a captor and
a captive, between a free man and a slave, "and between a free society
and one in which - as used to be said of Imperial Germany" and of the
old Soviet Union - "everything which is not forbidden is compulsory. 1129
Formulated in a slightly different way, it might be said that the
degrees-of-democracy approach is somehow misleading in that it creates
the erroneous impression that derrocracy is not essentially opposed to
such things as apartheid and autocracy.
At this point, one might imagine Cunningham replying that his
intention is not to suggest that democracy and autocracy or any other
form of authoritarianism are compatible with each other.

It is rather

to indicate that democracy can be rightly regarded "as a comparative
concept. 1130

Indeed, we see Cunningham maintaining that the degrees-

of-democracy approach does not place any limit on the scope of possible
increase of democracy within an institutional set-up or social
unit, that such an approach to democracy allows us to recognize that
democracy is a complex process , a process which is capable of penneating the whole of humanity.

Likewise, he argues that the :rrerits of

the degrees-of-democracy approach are, among others, that it allows us
to say that one social unit is more or less deroocratic than another,
to demand nore democracy, and thereby also to avail ourselves of the
advantages which such increases of democracy promise to bring to our
own social units or societies.

He writes:

To say that the social unit 'A' is roore democratic than 'B' is
to say that:
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1. proportionately roore people in A have control over their
conman social environment than do people in B; and/or
2. people in A have control over proportionately roore aspects
of their social environment than do people in B; and/or
3. the aspects of their social environment over which people
in A have control are roore important from the point of view of
democracy than those over which people in B have control. [31]
Insofar as the degrees-of-deroocracy approach allows us to make this kind
of comparisons, it also helps us to recognize and to avail ourselves of
"advantages provided by a liberal deroocratic tradition for avoiding
authoritarian socialism" or any other form of autocracy. 32
Considering that part of the primary purpose of democracy is to
help us to eliminate such things as anarchy and authoritarianism and
to take corrmon control of the conditions of our own lives, it is clear
that democracy is opposed to all forms of authoritarianism and anarchy.
What is also true, however, is that (as CUnningham would have it) an
authoritarian regime might be deroocratic to some degree; that is, for
instance, to the degree in which it allows some or all of its subjects
to take an active part in such things as collective decision-making or
formation of social policies .

Even so, it is still a mistake to think

of democracy as something which is compatible with any form of authoritarianism.

Needless to say, democracy construed as "a complex process"

or an institutional-political form cannot be incompatible and, at the
same time, somehow compatible with autocracy, anarchy, or any other form
of authoritarianism.

Although CUnningham was well aware of this fact,

he insists that there is no "threshold below which something is simply
devoid of deroocracy" and, thus, seems to create the erroneous impression
that democracy construed as "a matter of degree" is compatible (rather
than incompatible) with such things as autocracy, anarchy, and so on.
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It has to be observed here that the matter of degree approach to
democracy does not exclude nor refute the idea that democracy is an
institutional-p::>litical form or a form of government.

What it does is,

rather, to indicate that democracy is something which is quite pervasive
in character, something which is, in its very essence, much nore than
a form of institutional-political association and practice or a form of
government.

Aroong those who subscribe to this point of view is John

Dewey who characterizes democracy as "a way of life" which is both
social and moral in character.

In addition to this, he also maintains

that "democracy" is a word of many meanings, and accordingly that it
is a mistake to think of democracy as something which is, in its very
essence, merely an institutional-political form.

He writes:

Democracy has many meanings, but if it has a moral meaning,
it is found in resolving that the supreme test of all political
institutions and industrial arrangements shall be the contribution they make to the all-round growth of every member of
society. [33]
Again, in his "Democracy and Educational Administration," he wrote that
... derrocracy is much broader than any special political form,
a method of conducting government, of making laws and carrying
on governmental administration by means of popular suffrage and
elected officers. It is that, of course. But it is something
broader and deeper than that. The p::>litical and governmental
phase of democracy is a means, the best means so far found, for
realizing ends that lie in the wide domain of human relationships and the development of human personality. [34]
With this in mind, we will now turn to Dewey's conception of democracy
as a way of life.
IV. The Way of Life Approach to Democracy:
If derrocracy is indeed much broader than any special political
form, then what is it?

What are its characteristics, its ends and
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means, its ideals and conflicts?

And how can we define or describe it?

The answer, according to Dewey, is that democracy "is, as we often
say, though perhaps without appreciating all that is involved in the
saying, a way of life, social and individua1. 1135

In defense of this

position, Dewey argues that the word "derocracy" is not susceptible to
a very precise or rigid definition, that democracy is something which
has a variety of different meanings for different people, and hence
that it is a mistake to think of democracy as something which is merely
an institutional-political form or a form of government.

For Dewey,

this also means that the traditional or popular conception of democracy
as a form of government is misleading.

It is misleading in that it

limits the scope of possible application and expansion of democracy
and, in doing so, not only fails to reflect a whole range of different
meanings which are attached to the words "democracy," but also creates
the erroneous impression that democracy is something external to the
diverse and different aspects of our everyday life-experiences.

Once

democracy is construed as a form of instituti onal- political association
and practice, Dewey says, it also inevitably invokes the fear of
external authority and, in this way, leads the members of society to
think and to act as if democracy is "something that perpetuated itself
automatically," something which "took place mainly at Washington ... or
some other state capital;" that is, as if denocracy is simply "a kind
of political mechanism that will work as long as citizens were reasonably faithful in performing ix>litical duties. 1136

The alternative

is to regard and to treat democracy as a way of life which is both
individual and social in character.

.1.2

At this point, it is, I think, important to observe that Dewey's
characterization of democracy as a way of life is compatible not only
with CUnpingham's claim that democracy is "a complex process" which
has the tendency to pervade the different aspects of human experience
and general culture, but also with the idea that the word "democracy"
is quite susceptible to a wide variety of different interpretations.
The later point was, in fact, quite explicitly made by J.L. Austin who
argued that the word "democracy" is a paradigm of "a few notoriously
useless words ... uses of which are always liable to leave us in real
doubt what is meant," and hence that it is "reasonable ... to say that
the word is vague. 1137
Whether the word "democracy" is actually a useless word or not is,
I think, quite debatable.

That the word is vague, however, is demons-

trated by the fact that there are so many "definitions of 'democracy'"
which can be and are indeed "found in surveying literature from Plato's
time" to the present time.

In view of this, it would also seem that

(as Dewey would have it) derrocracy is something much JlOre than an
institutional-political form or a form of government.
Dewey believes that the traditional or popular conception of
democracy as an institutional-political or form of government does not
reflect the far-reaching implications of denocracy for the different
aspects and phases of our everyday social and personal lives.

Nor does

it provide us with a strong ground for the defense of democracy against
its "powerful present enemies."

This, according to Dewey, is not to

deny that the popular conception of democracy as a form of government
does provide us with some clues, perhaps the best clues as "to what is
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involved in a democrat ic society. 1138

What is also true, however, is

t hat in presenting democracy as a mere alternative to some other forms
of government, it inevitably creates the impression that democracy is
something institutional and external to our everyday life-experiences.
Until we get rid of such an erroneous impression and acquire the habit
of treating democracy as a way of social life, Dewey says, it will be
extremely difficult for us not ~nly to avail ourselves of the great
advantages which democracy promises to bring to our social and personal
lives, but also to defend democracy against its ememies.

He writes:

The keynote of democracy as a way of life may be expressed ... as
the necessity of the participation of every mature human being in
formation of the values that regulate the living of men together;
which is necessary from the standpoint of both the general social
welfare and the full development of human beings as individuals.
Universal suffrage, · recurring elections ... and other factors of
democratic government are means that have been found expedient
for realizing democracy as a truly human way of life. They are
not a final end and a final value. They are to be judged on the
basis of their contribution to end. It is a form of idolatry to
erect means into the end which they serve. [39]
But when Dewey has said this much, what has he really said?
The answer, according to Dewey himself , is that democracy is
both a social and a rooral ideal, and hence that there are at least two
distinct but not unrelated aspects or sides of democracy as a way of
life.

In elaborating on this point, Dewey tells us that democracy is,

first and foreroost, "a mode of associated living" and "of conjoint
conmunicated experience," that it is a social ideal in that it embodies
the ideals of cormrunity life, including the ideals of equality, fraternity, and liberty for all members of society. 40

He writes:

Regarded as an idea, democracy is not an alternative to other
principles of associated life. It is the idea of cormrunity
life itself. It is an ideal in the only intelligible sense
of an ideal: nam;ly, the tendency and movement of something
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which exists carried to its final limit, viewed as completed,
perfected. Since things do not attain such fulfillment but are
actually distracted and interfered with, democracy is in this
sense not a fact and never will be. But neither in this sense
is there or has there ever been ... a community unalloyed by
alien elements .... Wherever there is conjoint activity whose
consequences are appreciated as good by all singular persons
who take part in it, and where the realization of the good is
such as to effect an energetic desire and effort to sustain it
in being just because it is a good shared by all, there is in
so far a cormrunity. The clear consciousness of a conmunal life,
in all its implications, constitutes the idea of democracy .
... 'The conceptions and shibooleths which are traditionally
associated with the idea of democracy take on a veridical and
directive meaning only when they are construed as marks and
traits of an association which realizes the defining characteristics of a cormrunity. Fraternity, liberty, and equality
isolated from communal life are hopeless abstractions. Their
separate assertion leads to mushy sentimentalism or else to
extravagant and fanatical violence which in the end defeats its
own aims . [ 41 J
For Dewey, insofar as democracy embodies the ideals of freedom,
it also stands "for free interchange" of ideas and values, for the
removal of those obstacles which hinder the full development of every
human being as an individual, and for social continuity and continuous
over-all improveIIEnt of the conditions and contents of human experience
and general culture.

Again, insofar as democracy embodies the ideals

of equality and fraternity, it also stands for equality refore the law
along with the "relief that every human 'being," irrespective of the
range of his or her "personal endowment, has the right to equal opportunity with every other for development of whatever gifts he has. 1142
This is, however, not all there is to democracy as a way of life;
for in promising to bring the advantages of freedom and equality to
human reings as individuals, it also demands that each individual
assUire the responsibility for the consequences of his or her actions.
It encourages every individual to re responsive to the needs and the
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general social welfare of others.
There are, in fact, very few people who would disagree with
Dewey that the idea and ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity
are essential elements of the derrocratic credo.

Still there are some

contentious issues about Dewey's conception of democracy and about
the very idea and ideals of derrocratic freedom and equality.

One such

issue has, for instance, to do with whether the requirements of the
derrocratic ideals of equality and liberty are compatible or incompatible with each other.

We intend to address some of these issues in

chapters three and four of this study.

For the rroment, however, it

is important to focus attention on some of the implications of Dewey's
conception of derrocracy as a way life.
In the light of Dewey's criticism of the traditional conception
of democracy, it is clear that part of his main concern is with the
defense of democracy against individuals or groups whose intention is
to bring democracy to an end.

Although Dewey criticized the conception

of democracy as an institutional-political form , he was not advocating
the abolition of democratic political authority and goverrurental forms.
On

the contrary, he maintained that deroocratic political forms and

governnental authorities are important aspects of denocracy as a way
of life but not the whole of it, and accordingly that when _people in a
denocratic society are compelled by fear of some external authorities
to perform their social or political duties, the democratic ideals of
social life are also very likely to be undermined.
Needless to say, there is no guarantee that people in a democratic
society would, by and large, be reasonably conmitted to their social
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and political duties without being compelled to do so by fear of some
external authority or fear of the law.

Although Dewey acknowledges

this, he nevertheless insisted that such fears are often the source
of intolerance and rrrutual suspicion which are, in their very essence,
opposed to the communal and cooperative spirit of democracy.

No one,

he says, would deny that governments and laws are often required in
order to safeguard the the conm:>n good .or general well-being of all
members of society, and that democratic political institutions can and
do indeed often provide their subjects with legal guarantees of civil
rights and liberties.

But what is also true in this case is that legal

guarantees "are of little avail if freedom of cormrunication, the give
and take of ideas, · facts, experiences is choked by mutual suspicion"
due to fear of espionage, by intolerance and abuse or name-calling due
to "differences of opinion about religion or politics or business," or
by hatred due to "differences of race, color, or degree of culture. ,.43
Once we recognize this, it also becomes easy to see that democracy
is not something which perpetuates itself automatically; that such
things as universal suffrage, recurring elections "and other factors of
democratic government are ... not a final end and a final value" but are,
instead, "neans that have been found expedient for realizing democracy"
as a human way of living, and accordingly that democratic governments
and laws are to be judged on the basis of the contributions they make
toward the realization of democracy as a comroon-place of living. 44
From the point of view of this argument, it is easy to see
that democracy, for Dewey, is not sonething which can be defended or
justified mainly on the basis of legal guarantees which it promises
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to provide .

In insisting on this particular point, Dewey intends to

remind us that democratic political institutions and governments, like
all other forms of government and political institutions, can and do
... express :tehavioral relationships between men, and function
through and with men, [that when] we speak with awe about
the state or government, ultimately we are speaking ... about
government clerks and officials. There are some things which
they cannot do, there are no things which they rrn.1st do. Insofar
as social arrangements and institutions entrust human beings
with the power to regulate the sensitive relationships between
men, can they, by and large, function on a higher level than
the individuals who sit at the strategic controls?
Dewey's answer is that they cannot, that social ideals are
moral ideals, too, and that therefore these ideals rrn.1st
be expressed in our personal attitudes and character. [45]
Hence, there emerges a second and a related aspect of the meaning which
Dewey attaches to denocracy; and that is, that democracy construed as a
way of conmunal life is also a moral ideal.
In defence of this position, Dewey argues that "to get rid of the
habit of thinking of democracy as something institutional and external
and to acquire the habit of treating it as a way of personal life is to
realize that democracy is a moral ideal and so far as it becomes a fact
is a moral fact.

It is to realize that democracy is a reality only as

it is indeed a conmonplace of living. 1146

Given that the idea and

ideals of liberty, fraternity, and equality are indispensable elements
of the democratic credo, it is clear that democracy does, in principle,
stand for such things as freedom of conmunication, mutual exchange
of ideas and values, and for equality of consideration or concern for
every individual in society.

Insofar as democracy embodies these

ideals, it also "inevitably carries with it increased respect for
the individual as an individual, greater opportunity for freedom,
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independence, and initiative in conduct and thought."

In bringing

all these benefits to human beings, however, it also brings with it an
increased burden of moral and social responsibilities for individuals
or groups who want to enjoy its benefits: It makes demands "for fraternal regard and for self-imposed and voluntarily borne responsibilities"
from individuals and social groups. 47
Like many philosophers before and after him, Dewey believes that
if someone actually wills an end aoove every other end, then there
is no reason for one not to will the necessary means to that end as
well.

If we accept democracy, and if we wish to avail ourselves of

the benefits of democratic equality and liberty, then there is no
good reason for us not to accept the responsibility for providing the
conditions or the means which are necessary for concrete realization
and preservation of democracy.

For Dewey, this rreans that we must

undertake to cultivate the communal and cooperative spirit of democracy
and to actively promote and protect democracy against its powerful
present enemies by allowing it to manifest i tsel f i n the diverse and
different aspects our everyday social and personal lives.

In Dewey's

view, such an undertaking anounts to a moral commitment on the part
of individuals or groups to be responsive to the needs or the general
well-being of others.

It also anounts to a self-imposed responsibility

and willingness on the parts of individuals or groups to work in
cooperation with others in order to secure the conditions which are
conducive to continuous growth of democracy as a way of life for every
individual in society.

49
As

presented so far, there are good reasons to agree with Dewey

t hat democracy can be rightly construed as a way of life.
a closer look at some of these reasons in chapter six.

We will take

At this point,

however, it is important to observe that there are at least three major
weaknesses in Dewey's "way of life" approach to democracy, weaknesses
which leave such an approach to democracy quite open to some serious
criticisms or objections.

v.

We will now turn to some of these objections.

Some Criticisms of Dewey's Approach to Democracy:
The first weakness in Dewey's account has to do with Dewey's

conception of democracy itself.

In characterizing democracy as a way

of life, Dewey not only tends to ignore the fact that such things as
apartheid, anarchy, and Nazism might as well be rightly construed as
ways of life but, in doing so, also leaves the very idea of democracy
open to arbitrary interpretations.

Correspondingly, contrary to Dewey,

one might argue that there are fundamental differences between the
democratic way of life and the ways of apartheid, anarchy, or autocracy,
that the characterization of democracy as a way of life does not shed
any light on the distinctive traits of democracy as something which
is quite different or somehow better than all other ways of life, and
hence that the "way of life" approach to deroocracy is ambiguous or, at
best, quite uninformative in character.
At this point, however, one might imagine Dewey replying that the
very idea of democracy is vague and not susceptible to a very precise
or rigid definition, that the differences between democracy and all
other ways of life should not obscure the fact that democracy "has many
meanings," and accordingly that his characterization of democracy as a
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is intended to reflect the rich cluster of meanings which could be
rightly attached to the word "democracy."

Needless to say, Dewey was

not unaware of the fact that there are fundamental differences between
the derrocratic way of life and all other ways of life.

Indeed, he

acknowledges the fact of existence of such differences by stating that
"[d]emocracy as compared with other ways of life is the sole way of
living which believes wholeheartedly in the process of experience as
end and as reans;" that is, as that which is capable of generating
"the aims and methods by which further experience will grow in ordered
richness. 1148

This brings us to a second and a related point of

objection against Dewey's conception of denocracy . .
As

we have seen, Dewey holds that "derrocracy is not an alternative

to other principles of associated life," that the idea of deioocracy is
"the idea of corrmunity life itself.

It is," he says, "an ideal only in

the intelligible sense of an ideal: namely, the tendency and movement of
something which exists carried to its final limit, viewed as completed,
perfected. 1149

Thus, he indicates that democracy as a way of life is

"a matter of degree" and "a complex process" rather than something which
is static in character.

Following Dewey in this case, one also gets the

impression that (as Cunningham would have it) there is no human society
or social unit which is completely devoid of democracy.

Considering

this, it would seem that Dewey can be rightly reproached for creating
the erroneous impression that denocracy is, at least, to some degree
quite compatible with the aristocratic way of life or such things
as monarchy, anarchy, apartheid, and so on.

In this case, one might

actually argue that Dewey's characterization of democracy as a "node
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of associated living" is not only ambiguous but also quite misleading.
To this objection, however, Dewey might well respond that his
intention is not to suggest that democracy as a way of associated life
is compatible with every other principle of associated living.

Rather,

it is to suggest that democracy as a way of life is something which has
the tendency to grow or to spread and permeate the different aspects
and phases of human experience and general culture, and accordingly
that democracy might not be able to grow if it is isolated or shut out
from "state, church, family, industrial association," and so on.

Just

as "these and other institutions and arrangements are necessary in
order that individuals may grow and find their specific capacities
and functions," they are also required ih order that democracy might
continue to grow and to enrich the quality of our life-experiences.
"Without their aid and support human life is, as Hobbes said, brutish,
solitary, nasty. 1150

This is, however, not to say that democracy is,

in its very essence, compatible with apartheid or anarchy or autocratic
and dictatorial regimes whose tendencies are to engender and to
legalize social segregation and contempt along with the subordination
of some individuals to the arbitrary wills of others.

Given that one

of the essential requirements of democracy is the participation of
every nature individual in the formation of social policies and values
which regulate the institutions under which human beings live and
interact with each other, and given that (as Locke and Rousseau would
have it) "no man or limited set of men is wise enough or good enough
to rule others without their consent," it is clear that democracy as
a way of life is essentially opposed to all forms of subordination or
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authoritarianism and social legislation by personal fiat. 51
There are, I think, good reasons for us to agree with Dewey that
democracy construed as a mode of associated living is a complex process,
a process which has the tendency to grow and to permeate the diverse
and different aspects of human experience and general culture.

One of

these reasons is indeed demonstrated by the fact that when we think of
democracy, we often think of such things as freedom of thought, freedom
of association and of movement, equality of basic rights and opportunities of self-realization for every person in society, as well as
universal suffrage, recurring elections, and the "responsibility of
those in political power to the voters. 1152

Once we admit this,

there is, I think, no escape from Dewey's conclusion that democracy
is not amenable to any particular set of fixed ends and values.
Even so, there is a third and, perhaps, the most crucial objection
against Dewey's characterization of democracy, an objection which has
to do with the claim that such things as universal suffrage and "other
factors of democratic government ... are not a final end and a final
value" but are, on the contrary, "means that have been found expedient
for realizing democracy as a truly human way of living. 1153

This

raises the question, if democratic political and governmental forms
are means rather than the ends of democracy, how do we realize these
means in the first place?

And what, exactly, are the proper ends which

they are supposed to serve?
In answer to these questions, one might contend that Dewey's
insistence that democratic political forms are means for realizing
democracy (rather than ends which could be pursued for their own sake)
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is a degradation of :p:,litical and governmental forms of democracy
to the status of mere instruments or tools.

It is a degradation in

that it .not only indicates that :p:,litical and governmental forms of
democracy are required only as necessary means to some other ends, but
also seems to create the impression that such means are to be valued
only insofar as they are capable of producing significant :p:,sitive
results for the people who employ them.
As we have seen, Dewey holds that democratic institutions "are to
be judged on the basis of their contribution" to ends which are pursued
by human beings.

In his Reconstruction in Philosophy, he emphasizes

the same point by stating that the moral meaning of democracy as a way
of life "is found in resolving that the supreme test of all :p:,litical
institutions and industrial arrangements shall be the contribution they
make to the all round growth of every member of society. 1154

Thus,

he not only implies that "the all-round growth of every member of
society" is the proper end which democratic :p:,litical institutions and
industrial arrangements are supposed to serve , but also creates the
impression that political institutions and economic arrangements are
to be evaluated and valued mainly on the basis of the results which
they produce in human experience.
Although Dewey believed that :p:,litical institutions and industrial
arrangements should be treated as means to the general social welfare
and the all-round growth of every member of society, he did not
advocate the isolation or complete separation of democratic means from
democratic ends.

On

the contrary, he insists that there is neither

an unbreachable gap between dernocratic means and ends nor a fixed and
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final end for democracy.

Like any other society, he says, a democratic

society "is composed of individuals."

If this is the case, then there

are three alternative conclusions which we can possibly reach.

And

these are (i) that "society must exist for the sake of individuals,"
or (ii) that "individuals must have their ends and ways of living set
for them by society, or else" (iii) that "society and individuals are
correlative, organic, to one another, society requiring the service and
subordination of individuals and at the same time existing to serve
them. 1155

The third alternative is clearly the only one which promises

to avoid the serious defects of extreme individualism and extreme
socialist ideology and, thereby, also to help us in meeting the demands
of democracy as a way of life, demands which, for instance, include
the recognition of every human being as an individual as well as the
creation of an atmosphere which is conducive to free association,
mutual cooperation, and to free and full development of every
individual in society .
Insofar as individuals have their ends and ways set for them by
society, and insofar as individuals are .isolated from one another, can
they grow and develop in such a way as to realize their full capacities
as individuals who are capable of making intelligent judgments and of
taking _full responsibility for their actions?

Dewey's answer is that

they cannot, that ends can and do indeed often reflect the character
of means and methods through which they were brought into being, and
hence that total isolation or subordination and constant opposition and
conflicts among individuals due to differences in interests, needs, and
purposes are more likely to hinder (rather than enhance) the general
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social well-being and the all-round growth or free and full development
of human beings as individuals.
Although Dewey endorses the individualistic view which holds that
human beings as individuals are to be regarded as ends and are not to
be treated as if they are only a means to sorre other ends, he indeed
rejects the doctrine of fixed ends along with all forms of dualism or
sharp separation of means and ends on the ground that ends and values
which are found in the different domains of human experience can and do
indeed often lend themselves to us as means to some other ends.

Given

that the plurality of ends which are found in the diverse and different
areas of experience can be and are often means to sorre other ends,
Dewey says, the "vanity and irresponsibility of values that are merely
final and not also in turn rreans to the enrichment of other occupations
of life ought to be obvious. 1156

The doctrine of fixed ends and of the

the dualism of ends and means is apparently "dialectically interesting"
and seemingly harmless.
that is tragic : "

"But carried into practice it has an import

It has been used, by Aristotle and by many others

after him, as a source of justification for separation of human beings
into different classes and for the exclusion of some people, especially
people of the working class, from taking an active part in the decisionmaking processes pertaining to the affairs of state and of the society
as a whole. 57
The issue of sharp separation or dualisms between the different
aspects of nature, life, and experience is indeed not a minor issue.
As

Jerome Nathanson has p:>inted out, the "dualisms -

between" ends

and means, "appearance and reality, opinion and knowledge, emotion and
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reason, practice and theory, temporal and eternal - have trapped
the mind of Western man for twenty-five hundred years, and countless
persons, including some of the most gifted, have agonized over the
problems t hat stemmed from them. 1158

Although the problems involved

in this case are important, it is no part of our present purpose to
deal with them in all their varied details.

It is, however, important

to note that these problems have, in Dewey's view, weighed humanity
down for so long mainly because the dualisms that engender them are
often quite artificial in character.
Dewey believes that the doctrine of fixed ends and the dualism
of ends and means are opposed to democracy insofar as they 'encourage
social segregation or class-division and subordination of some members
of society to the arbitrary wills of others.

Once we recognize this,

Dewey says, it also becomes easy to see that one of the ways in which
we could lessen the unpalatable effects and the weight of problems
which hinder the continuous growth of democracy as a way of life is to
get rid of the dualisms between the different aspects and phases of
experience, between ends and means, and between the goods and values
of individuals and those of society as an inclusive whole.

Thus, for

example, in considering the implications of democracy for human
experience and culture, Dewey wrote:
Deioocracy is faith that the process of experience is roore
important than any special result attained, so that special
results achieved are of ultimate value only as they are used
to enrich and order the ongoing process. Since the process of
experience is capable of being educative, faith in deroocracy
is all one with faith in experience and education. All ends
and values that are cut off from the ongoing process become
arrests and fixations. They strive to fixate what has been
gained instead of using it to open the road and point the way
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to new and better experiences .... [Every] way of life that
f ails in its democracy limits the contacts, the exchanges,
the corrmunications, the interactions by which experience is
steadied while it is also enlarged and enriched. The task
of this release and enrichment is one that has to be carried
on day by day. Since it is one that can have no end till
experience itself comes to an end, the task of democracy is
forever that of creation of a freer and more humane experience
i n which all share and to whic~ all contribute. [59]
From this perspective, we can see that Dewey's characterization
of democratic political forms as means rather than ends in themselves
is not intended as a degradation of political and governmental aspects
or forms of democracy.

It is rather a part of Dewey's attempt not

only to repudiate the kinds of absolutism and social segregation which
often manifest themselves in the existing democratic institutions, but
also to find a stronger ground for the defense of democracy without
overlooking the rich cluster of meanings which are often attached to
the wor d "democracy."

Indeed, we see Dewey maintaining that de100cracy

is not merely "an alternative to other principles of associated life"
and political practice, that it is instead the very idea and ideal "of
community life itself. 1160

Thus, he implies that democracy as a way

of life is not only a complex process, but also something which is
different and better than any other way of life.

It is better than

every other way of life in that it stands for "belief in the ability
of human experience to generate the aims and methods by which further
experience will grow in ordered richness" and allows us to recognize
that there are certain links between the different aspects of our
life-experience and general culture. 61

Perhaps this was also what

Karl Marx had in mind when he argued that "in democracy there is
particul ar human existence, while" all "other state formations are a
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certain, definite, particular form of state.

In democracy the formal

principle is at the same time the material principle.

Only democracy,

therefore, is the true unity of the general and the particular."

Ano

this is what makes it quite unique. 62
VI. Conclusion:
Once we admit that intelligent ends or special results which are
achieved in human experience can be and are indeed very often used as
means in order to accomplish some other ends or purposes, we are, I
think, immediately led to agree with Dewey that there are certain links
between the diverse and different aspects of human experience and of
democracy construed as a way of life.

But even so, one might still

want to object that Dewey's emphasis on the relationships between the
different aspects of human experience and culture has the tendency to
obscure the fact that there are certain aspects of experience which
are incompatible or, at least, in opposition and constant conflict
with each another.

If we are to get rid of all forms of dualism or

sharp divisions between the different aspects of experience, would such
a move not obscure (rather than help to illuminate) the fundamental
differences between what we regard as good and bad, between what we
take to be democratic and anti-democratic, and between the diversity of
ends which are pursued by human beings as individuals?

Would it not,

in effect, constitute a breeding ground for serious social problems
or conflicts between the significant interests and purposes of one
individual and those of another, and accordingly between the freedom
of individuals as individuals and the freedom of the state or society
(construed as an inclusive whole and as a body invested with the powers
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to regulate how its citizens should live?

How can we resolve such

problems or conflicts if we do not have some comroon standards or some
specific sets of well-established rules for dealing with them?
We will explore Dewey's answers to these questions as well as their
implications for democracy in the following chapter.

In conclusion to

this particular chapter, however, I think that it would suffice here
only to emphasize that democracy, for Dewey, is not something which is
amenable to ends and values that are taken to be absolutely fixed and
final in character.

Neither is it merely an institutional-political

form nor a substantive quality which is external to our everyday
:personal experiences or ways in which we associate and interact with
each other.

If dellDCracy is any of these, and if people in democratic

societies are essentially brutish and nasty or quite selfish in
character, there would be no good reason for anyone to believe that
democracy is something that is essentially better than some other forms
of institutional arrangements and practices whose tendencies are to
engender the oppression and coercion or subjugation of some people by
others.
Considering that democracy, unlike aristocracy or rronarchy or
any other form of institutional-social arrangement, always requires
voluntary participation as well as the cooperation of individuals in
cormrunal undertakings, and considering that the denocratic process has
far-reaching positive implications for the social and personal lives
of every individual in society, it is clear that democracy must be
something better than any other form of institutional-political
arrangement.

Finally, given that denocratic processes are always
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flexible and quite pervasive in character, and given that one of
the most significant goals of democracy is to teach individuals to be
responsive to the needs and the general well-being of others by making
every individual accountable for the consequences of his or her own
actions, one might rightly conclude, as Dewey did, that democracy is a
way of life which is not only social but also quite moral in character.
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Chapter 3
Problems of Democratic Freedom
I. Introduction:
There are very few people who would deny that freedom is an
indispensable element of democracy.

Fewer still would deny that many

wars, including the two world wars and the "cold war" (which dominated
most of the second half of the twentieth century), have been fought in
the name of freedom.

But when people are fighting for freedom, what

exactly are they fighting for?

To put the question in Dewey's words:

What is freedom and why is it prized? Is desire for freedom
inherent in human nature or is it a product of social circumstances? Is it wanted as an end or as means of getting other
things? Does its possession entail responsibilities, and are
these responsibilities so onerous that the mass of men will
readily surrender liberty for the sake of greater ease? ...
Again, how does the desire for freedom compare in intensity
with the desire to feel equal with others, especially with
those who have previously been called superiors? How do the
fruits of liberty compare with enjoyments that spring from
feeling of union, of solidarity with others? Will men
surrender their liberties if they believe that by so doing
they will obtain satisfaction that comes from a sense of
fusion with others and that respect by others which is the
product of strength furnished by solidarity? [1]
From these questions, we can easily see that the problem of denocratic freedom is not one particular problem but a series of different
problems.

Perhaps the reason for this is, as Dewey has pointed out,

"that 'freedom' is a word applied to many things of varied plumage,
and that it owes much of its magic to association with a variety of
different causes. 112

Formulated in a slightly different way, it

might be said that people who are fighting for freedom are not, all and
everyone, fighting for one particular cause, that they are very often
fighting for a wide variety of different causes depending on the special
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circumstances (or the natural and socio-cultural conditions) in which
they find t hemselves.

That this is the case is, I think, demonstrated

by t he fact that there are, at the present time, people (those who live
under dictatorial regimes) who are struggling for such things as freedom of self-improvement, freedom of movement, freedom of speech and of
association with others while there are others (especially those who
live under m::>re liberal regimes) who are primarily concerned with such
things as freedom of the press, freedom of religion, and so on.
Considering that the term "freedom" is associated with a variety
of different things, it is clear that different people might also have
very different conceptions of freedom.

There are, in Charles Taylor's

phrase, people who "define freedom exclusively in terms of independence
of the individual from interference by others, be these governments,
corporations or private persons. 113

These people are, however, often

challenged by those who think of freedom as something which consists
exclusively or, at least, partly in doing something, and in doing so
according to the law.

We have, in other words , what Isaiah Berlin

characterizes as "negative" freedom theories on the one side, and
"positive" freedom theories on the other. 4

In addition to these,

we also have so:rre other theories which indicate that there are
two distinct kinds (or sides) but not unrelated aspects of freedom:
namely, freedom from interference by others, and freedom as power or
the ability to do as one ought to do.

Needless to say, the existence

of divergent conceptions or opposing theories of freedom does not
only make the problems of democratic freedom m::>re complicated, but
al so rror e difficult to resolve .
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In this chapter, we shall be dealing with some of these divergent
conceptions of freedom, especially with those which endeavor to resolve
the problems of derrocratic freedom by suggesting that there are two
distinct but not unrelated aspects or sides of freedom.

In particular,

we shall focus attention on Dewey's conception of freedom according to
which freedom as absence of external interference is to be sought not
as an end-in-itself.

Rather, it is to be sought as and "only as a

neans to freedom which is [the] power" of intelligent desire for
continuous self-improvement; that is, freedom which involves the
making of rational choices along with an "active manifestation of
power" in accord with choice. 5
In the course of this chapter, we attempt not only to ~ighlight
the merits of Dewey's conception of freedom, but also to show that
it has some adverse implications for democracy as a way of life.
Following Dewey, we argue that what is at the center of the disagreement among the different conceptions of freedom is the idea that
certain aspects of experience are quite incompatible or , at least ,
in constant opposition with one another, an idea which was explicitly
endorsed by John Locke, John Stuart Mill, and many other negative
libertarians.

More importantly, we argue that such an idea is largely

mistaken, especially as it pertains to insurmountable conflicts which
are supposed to exist between the individual as individual and the
society as an inclusive whole, and between the freedom of individuals
and state authority.

However, let us begin by examining some of the

crucial points of disagreenent between the negative and the positive
conceptions of freedom.
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II. Freedom as Absence of External Interference:
There are, as we have already seen, philosophers who think that
freedom consists in independence of the individual from interference by
others.

One of those who subscribe to this notion of freedom is Thomas

Hobbes .

He writes :

Liberty, or freedom, signifieth (properly) the absence of
opposition; (by opposition, I mean external impediments of
motion;) and rray be applyed no lesse to irrationall, and inanimate creatures, than to rational. For whatsoever is so tyed ,
or environed, as cannot move, but within a certain space, which
space is determined by the opposition of some externall body,
we say it hath not liberty to go further. And so of all living
creatures, whilest they are imprisoned or restrained with walls
or chayns; and of water whilest it is kept by banks, or vessels,
... we use to say, they are not at liberty, to move in such a
manner, as without those externall impediments they would. But
when the impediment of motion, is in the constitution of the
thing it selfe, we use not to say, it wants the liberty; but the
power to move; as when a stone lyeth still or a man is fastned
to his bed by sicknesse .... [A]ccording to this proper, and
generally received meaning of the word, a free-man is he that,
in those things which by his strength and wit he is able to do,
is not hindred to do what he has a will to. [6]
Thus, Hobbes not only implies that one is unfree only to the extent to
which one's activities are restrained by some other persons or their
agents, but also that one might lack the power or the ability to do
something without being unfree; that is, that freedom and power are two
different things.
Unlike Hobbes who suggests that freedom and power are two distinct
(but not necessarily unrelated) things, Hune tells us that freedan or
"liberty ... can only mean a power of acting or not acting according to
the determinations of the will; that is, if we choose to remain at rest,
we rray; if we choose to roove, we also rray.

This "hypothetical liberty,"

he says, "is universally allowed to belong to everyone who is not a
prisoner and in chains. 117

Thus, Hume also implies that an individual
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is free insofar as that individual is not restrained (hindered), by
others, from doing what one has the will to do.
This negative notion of freedom was, in fact, explicitly endorsed
by classic libertarians such as Locke, Mill, and Alexis de Tocqueville.
As

Locke puts it:
... Law is [required] not to aoolish or restrain, but to preserve
and enlarge freedom: For in all the states of created beings
capable of laws, where there is no law, there is no freedom. For
Liberty is to be free from restraint and violence from others
which cannot be, where there is no law: But freedom is not, as
we are told, a liberty for everyone to do what he Lists: (For
who could be free, when every other man's htnn0ur might domineer
over him?) .... [Freedom is] a liberty to dispose, and order,
as he lists, his person, actions, possessions, and his whole
property, within the allowance of those laws under which he is;
and therein not to be subject to the arbitrary will of another,
but freely follow his own. [8]

But if there is no freedom where there is no law, whose law is required
by individuals or groups in order to secure or to enlarge their freedom?
Locke's answer is that it is the law of reason or 100ral and
civil laws which are discovered by reason and promulgated by the state.
Freedom, he argues, signifies the power or the ability on the part of
individuals to make rational choices and to act in accordance with
rational choice.

It is the possession and active rranifestation of the

right, by each individual, to self-realization; that is, the right to
the realization of one's rational desires or preferences and purposes.
This right, Locke says, is not a right to act with license.
a right which is self-preserving.

Nor is it

Rather, it is a right that needs to

be guided and preserved by the rational and 100ral laws of society; that
is, by laws which are sanctioned by the state and are required not only
to guide "a free and intelligent agent to his proper interest" but also
to forestall all sorts of licentiousness or anarchy which, because it
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breeds contempt for the general welfare or the connnon good of all other
rrembers of society, is essentially opposed to genuine freedom.
Furthenoore, according to Locke, although state authority and
law are required in order to safeguard the comroon good or the freedom
of all members of society, no state authority or legislative power can
justifiably prevent some of the subjects from organizing their personal
lives or disposing of their private possessions as they wish within the
allowance of the law.

There is, Locke argues, no society or legislative

power which would allow everyone of its subjects to be completely free.
To allow each individual to be completely free to do whatsoever (s)he
pleases would simply amount to complete anarchy or licentiousness whose
effects are often destructive of the freedom of some or all other
bers of society.

IYEm-

And just as it is a mistake to allow ea~h individual

to do -whatsoever (s)he pleases regardless of the law, so also "it is a
mistake to think that the supreme (or legislative) power of any conmenwealth can do" whatsoever it wills; that is that it can, for instance,
"dispose of the estates of the subject arbitrarily , or take any part
of them at pleasure. 119

If state authority and law are allowed to

prescribe anything ioore than what is for the coITIIOOn good of all and
every individual in society, if those who administer the affairs of
society as a whole are given the liberty or the power to meddle in the
private affairs or personal lives of all other members of society, then
the citizens would be denied their personal freedom or the right and
the power to exercise control over their personal lives and private
possessions.

For Locke, this sort of interference simply arnounts to

subjugation which is apparently opposed to freedom.
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Following Locke in this case, it not only seems that there is some
sort of tension between the freedom of individuals and the authority of
the state or society over every individual in it, but also that people
are actually free only when there is a certain area of life which is set
apart for personal freedom; that is, an area "over which neither the
state nor any other authority must be allowed to trespass."

To invade

this area of personal freedom would, in Locke's view, amount to authoritarianism or tyranny; and to surre~der it would be self-defeating and a
denigration of one's own character and of human nature. 10
This point of view was, in fact, quite explicitly expressed by
Mill.

Like Locke, Mill believes that sore laws are needed in order to

protect the general well-being or the freedom and conmen good of all
members of society.

"[L]iberty," he says, "consists in doing what one

desires" in matters of personal concern without unsolicited interference
or hindrance from others.

Acts of whatever kind ought to be controlled

"by the active interference of mankind" if such acts constitute a
nuisance (an obstruction) to the general welfare or the conman good
of others.

But if the individual "refrains from molesting others in

what concerns them, and nerely acts according to his inclination and
judgirent in things which concerns himself," then for "the sane reasons,
... he should be allowed, without molestation, to carry his opinions
into practice at his own cost. 1111
From this perspective,

we

can see that the rationale behind Mill's

conception of freedom as absence of interference is, at least, two-fold.
First, Mill assumes that the individual as an individual is the one who
is most interested in his or her own good or well-being.

The interest
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which society as a whole has in the individual, he argues, is both
indirect and fractional, except in cases where the conduct of the
individual affects the other members of society.

Likewise, the

interests which other members of society have in the well-being of
the individual are very often quite trifling when compared with the
interest which the individual has in his or her own good, except in
cases where there are strong ties or personal bonds.

If this is the

case, then neither society nor any other external authority can rightly
overrule the inclination and judgment of the individual in matters
which concern only the individual without violating the personal freedom of the individual.

According to Mill himself,

... [if] any part of a person's conduct affects prejudicially the
interests of others, society has jurisdiction over it, and the
question whether the general welfare will or will not be promoted
by interfering with it becomes open to discussion. But ... [if] a
person's conduct affects the interests of no persons besides
himself, or needs not affect them unless they like (all persons
concerned being of full age and the ordinary amount of understanding), [then ] .•. there should :be perfect freedom, legal and
social, to do the action and stand the consequences .... [For in
cases which concern the individual alone, any interference by
t he state or any other external authority] must be grounded on
general presumptions which may :be altogether wrong and, even if
right, are [likely] ... to :be misapplied •.. by persons no better
acquainted with the circumstances of such cases. [12]
It has to be emphasized here that there is, for Mill, no doubt that
freedom involves the power or the ability of the individual to exercise
control over his or her own personal affairs.

Nor is there any doubt

that sone forms of social restraint are required in order to protect
the freedom of every individual in society.

The fundamental problem of

freedom, as Mill sees it, concerns the extent to which such -restraints
must be allowed to go.

"What," he asks, "is the rightful limit of the

sovereignty of the individual over himself?

Where does the authority of

72

society begin?

How much of human life should be assigned to individua-

lity, and how much to society?"

And the answer, according to Mill him-

self, is that each "will receive its proper share if each has that which
more particularly concerns it.
of life in which it is the

To individuality should belong the part

individual that is interested; to society,

that part which chiefly interests society. 1113

Thus, Mill not only

implies that there is sore sort of tension or conflict between the freedom of the individual and the authority of society as a l:x:>dy invested
with powers to regulate how its citizens should live; but also that such
a conflict can be resolved if the part of human life which concerns the
individual alone is set apart and protected from outside interference.
Whether the area of personal freedom which Mill has in mind is
supposed to be quite large or small is indeed quite debatable.

But

leaving this tx)int aside, it might be objected that Mill did not give
much consideration to the temptation and the danger which such an
exclusive area of personal freedom might hold for sorre people.

Given

some areas of personal freedom, it is clear that sorre people might
decide to withdraw into such an area and to isolate themselves from
the social world if and whenever the latter proves to be intolerable or
exceptionally difficult and unkind.

This raises the question with its

implicit criticism: if a person decides to avoid the difficulties and
the ills of the social world by isolating himself or herself in sore
area of personal freedom, is that person actually free as Mill implies?
In opposition to Mill, sone critics might argue that there are
internal obstacles (including such things as ignorance, self-deception,
and lack of skill) which are no less hindrances to freedom than external
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obstacles; that a person might not be able to overcome such obstacles
by isolating himself or herself from the social world, and accordingly
that a :person who decides to avoid the ills of the social world by
taking refuge in sore exclusive area of personal freedom might not be
free in a genuine sense of the word "freedom."

One and, perhaps, the

most crucial response to this objection is that self-imposed exile
or isolation from the social world is, like self-discipline or selfimposed restraint, not a symbol of unfreedom.

In Robert Ware's words:

It is ... [one thing] if we are prevented from doing [what we
want to do by sore external authority, and quite another thing
if we are prevented from doing] sorething by adverse physical
circumstances ... or by simple natural conditions such as gravitational force. It is also another matter if we are prevented
from doing something by our own inability or ignorance [or selfrestraint]. We are no less free to swim just because we have not
developed the skill or do not know where the lake is. Neither
are we unfree if we lack money. We are free to buy a car [or any
other item of our choice] even if we do not have the money. [14]
Hence, it might be concluded that a person who chooses to isolate
himself or herself from the social world is not unfree so long as
(s)he is not forced to do so by some other person.

This brings us to

the second point of Mill's argument in defense of negative freedom; and
that is, that such freedom is to be sought not only for its own sake
but also for the sake of its utility.
Mill believes that human beings might be able to obtain happiness
and to live their lives to the fullest if each individual is allowed to
develop his or her abilities (or character) as an individual, and to
follow his or her own inclination and judgment in matters of personal
affairs.

If one is allowed to make choices and decisions for oneself

in matters of one's personal concern without roolestation or unsolicited
interference from others, he argues, one is apparently bound to make
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some mistakes.

In making such mistakes, however, one would also be in

a position to understand and to learn from them.

But if the opinion

of t he individual is slighted, if the individual is forced to act in
accordance with the opinions of others, then the individual is denied
the right or the freedom to do whatever he or she might choose to do.
One of the dangers which arises from this kind of restraint is that a
person who is forced to act in accordance with the opinions of others
might be doing so without a clear grasp of the reasoning behind such
opinions.

The received opinions would, in other words, be held not as a

genuine conviction, but as a form of mere prejudice or dogma.

Besides,

it is obvious that such opinions might turn out to be false, or for them
to contain only half truths.

"To deny this is," according to Mill,

. .. to assume our own infallibility .... That mankind are not
infallible; that their truths, for the most part, are only
half-truths; that unity of opinion, unless resulting from the
fullest and freest comparison of opposite opinions, is not
desirable, and diversity not an evil, but a good, ... are
principles applicable to men's modes of action not less than
t o their opinions. As it is useful that while mankind are
imperfect there should be different opinions, so it is that
..• free scope should be given to varieties of character, short
of injury to others; and that the worth of different modes
of life should be proved practically, when anyone thinks fit
to try them. It is desirable, in short, that in things which
do not primarily concern others individuality should assert
itself. Where not the person's own character but traditions
or customs of other people are the rule of conduct, there is
wanting one of the principal ingredients of human happiness,
and quite the chief ingredient of individual and social
progress. [15]
In claiming that the chief ingredient of human happiness and of
individual and social progress is lacking wherever individuality is not
allowed to assert itself in things which do not concern others, Mill
implies that freedom as absence of interference is an indispensable
condition for the all-round growth of every individual as an individual
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and for the progress of society as a whole.

Perhaps this might be

interpreted to mean that there is a positive side to freedom as absence
of external interference.

From Mill's point of view, this positive side

of freedom appears to be only an outgrowth (or an aspect) of negative
freedom, but not p)sitive freedom.
In the light of the foregoing argument in defense of negative
freedom, one might rightly conclude that institutions, governmental
authorities, and laws which prevent the individual from doing what (s)he
chooses to do in matters which concern the individual alone are oppressive and unjust and, therefore, should be abolished.

For Mill, this

also means that the authority of society over the individual is a restriction on the freedom of individuals and, accordingly, that some areas
of freedom have to be set apart for individuals if the individuals are
to be able to develop their abilities and their distinct characters as
individuals.

Assuming that Locke and Mill are right in this case, how

can we be sure that the establishment of such areas of personal freedom
would not hinder rather than help to promote the all- round growth of
individuals or the progress of society as a whole?

Is there any compel-

ling reason or insurmountable evidence to show that the establishment
of some exclusive areas of freedom for individuals is an indispensable
condition for individual and social progress, for the discovery of
truth, and for the attainment of human happiness as Mill implies?
This issue is not a minor one.

However, it might suffice here to

observe that one might agree with Mill that freedom is important as a
means to certain ends or goals and still argue that freedom as absence
of interference is not an indispensable condition for individual and
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and social progress.

In Isaiah Berlin's words:

No one would argue that truth or freedom of self-expression
could flourish where dogma crushes all thought. But [even so,]
the evidence of history tends to show ... that integrity, love
of truth, and fiery individualism [can and do] grow at least
as often in severely disciplined cormnunities aroong·, for
example, the puritan Calvinists of Scotland or New England, or
under military discipline, as in more tolerant or indifferent
societies; and if this is so, Mill's argument for liberty as
a necessary condition for the growth of human genius falls to
the ground. [16]
With this in mind, we will now turn to Dewey's criticism of the early
liberal notion of freedom as absence of external interference a d the
emphasis which is often placed on the need for such freedom.
III. Dewey's Critique of the Idea of Negative Freedom:
We have seen that the case for freedom as absence of external
interference is, at least, in part based on the assumption that the
authority of society over the individual and, in particular, the restrictions which are imposed upon individuals by governments and laws
are somehow opposed to freedom.

This assumption is clearly supported

(strengthened) by the fact that those who govern are often not "the
same 'people' as those who are governed."

We know that those who are

governed are often sulx>rdinated to the arbitrary will of the governing
class or goverrurent agents.

In view of this, it would seem that govern-

ments and laws are, as Bertrand Russell defines them, "in their very
essence ... restrictions on freedom [which] ... is the greatest of political
goods. 1117

But if this is the case, and if freedom is our goal, must

we then alx>lish governmental authority and law in order to obtain it?
Russell's response is that we nrust not; that it would be extremely
difficult if not impossible to obtain a world in which all ren are free
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if men's actions are totally unchecked, and hence that sore form of
government and laws are required in order to maintain a certain degree
of social order and to preserve the freedom of all and every member of
society.

He writes:

Respect for the liberty of others is not a natural impulse with
most men: envy and love of power lead ordinary human nature to
find pleasure in interferences with the lives of others. If all
men's actions were wholly unchecked by external authority, we
should not obtain a world in which all men would be free. The
strong would oppress the weak, or the majori ty would oppress t he
minority .... It would seem, therefore, that while human nature
remains as it is, there will be more liberty for all in a conrnunity where some acts of tyranny by individuals are forbidden,
than in a conmunity where the law leaves each individual free
to follow his every impulse. But, although the necessity of some
form of government and law must for the present be conceded, it
is important to remember that law and government is itself in
sone degree an evil, only justifiable when it prevents other
and greater evils. Every use of the power of the State needs,
therefore, to be very closely scrutinized, and ·every possibility
of diminishing its power is to be welcomed provided it does not
lead to a reign of private tyranny. [18]
Thus, Russell not only implies that there is some sort of tension or
inherent opposition between freedom and state authority, but also seems
to endorse the Lockean view that there is no freedom without the law.
"[F]reedom in general," he says, consists in "the absence of obstacles
to the realization of desires. 1119
Like Russell, Dewey shares the view that (as the early liberals
would have it) freedom is liberation or, in his words, the "release
of human capacity from whatever hems it in;" that is, from bondage
to such things as despotic dynastic rules or rigid customary beliefs
and practices. 20

Unlike Russell, however, he rejects the freedom--

authority dichotomy of early liberalism on the ground that it is not
only supported by an outdated doctrine of natural rights, but also quite
analogous to an erroneous separation of the social and the personal
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aspects of human experience.

There are, he says, two things which have

"been brought together " and are confused "in the theory that there is
an inher:ent opposition between political power and individual liberty."
These are, namely, the idea of "natural rights" and the idea "of the
basis and purpose of civil" rights and liberties, including the freedom
of assembly, freedom of movement, and freedom of speech. 21
Natural rights (such as the rights of life and the pursuit of
happiness), according to Dewey, are generally supposed to be inherent in
individuals prior to any form of political or social organization while
civil rights and liberties are those 'Which belong to individuals as
citizens of an established conmunity.

Again, in Dewey's own words, no

one would deny that the
... idea of civil liberties developed step by step as the ideals
of liberalism displaced the earlier practices of political
autocracy, which subordinated subjects to the arbitrary will
of governmental authorities .... [But what is also true is that]
the dominant philosophy [of early liberalism] has sprung from
fear of government and organized control, on the ground of their
supposed inherent antagonism to the liberties of individuals .
Hence, one theoretical justification of freedom of conscience,
of choice of worship, of freedom of speech (which is what freedom of assembly airounts to practically) and of publication,
has been based upon the theory of natural rights, rights that
inhere in individuals prior to political organization and
independence of political authority. From this point of view,
[civil liberties are not only like natural rights but are also
to be regarded as] ... fixed and external limits set to political
actions. [22]
Considering the horrid conditions under which the doctrine of natural
rights and freedom of individuals were developed, it is clear that such
a doctrine had a vital role to play in facilitating the displacement
of "the early practices of political autocracy" which subordinated
individuals "to the arbitrary will of governmental authorities."
given that "the term civil is directly connected with the idea of

But
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citizenship," one might rightly conclude that civil liberties are quite
different from those which are supposed to belong to individuals in the
original state of nature.

If this conclusion is correct, then it must

be a mistake to think of freedom or liberty as a full-fledged natural
endowment of individuals, and to search for the justification of the
various forms of civil liberties in those ready-made rights which are
supposedly possessed by "individuals independent of social institutions
and arrangements. 1123
Dewey believes that "the justification for the various civil
liberties is" to be found in "the contribution they make to the welfare"
of individuals and of society as a whole.

In addition, he also

maintains that the corrmonest mistake which is often made about freedom
is to identify it "with the e.."Xternal or physical side of activity;"
that genuine freedom can be found only in and through the "kind of
interaction which maintains an environment in which" the authority of
organized intelligence and the power of "human desire and choice count
for something," and accordingly that the kind of freedom which the
freedom-authority dichotomy of early liberalism promises to bring to
individuals might turn out to be an illusion or merely a counterfeit
of freedom. 24

To put the argument in his own words:

... the mere rerooval of external control is no guarantee for the
production of self-control .... [For it] is easy to jump out of
the frying-pan into the fire. It is easy, in other words, to
escape one form of external control only to find oneself in
another and rore dangerous form of external control. Impulses
and desires that are not ordered by intelligence are under the
control of accidental circumstances. It may be a loss rather
than a gain to escape from the control of another person only
to find one's conduct dictated by inmediate whim or caprice .
... A person whose conduct is controlled in this way has at most
only the illusion of freedom. Actually he is directed by forces
over which he has no command. [25]
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Fr om the point of view of this argument, we can see that Dewey is
not rejecting the idea that the absence of obstacles to realization of
desires or purposes is an indispensable aspect of freedom.

What he

rejects is, rather, the idea that "external [or physical] unconstraint"
to realization of desires is the controlling aspect or the right measure
of freedom and, along with it, the underlying assumption that freedom of
individuals and the authority of society (or state) over its citizens
are inherently opposed to each other.

In emphasizing this point, he

wrote that
•.. democracy is so often and so naturally associated in our
minds with freedom of action, forgetting the importance of freed
intelligence which is necessary to direct and to warrant freedom
of action. Unless freedom of individual action has intelligence
and informed conviction back of it, its manifestation is almost
sure to result in confusion and disorder. The democratic idea of
freedom is not the right of each individual to do as he pleases,
even if it be qualified by adding "provided he does not interfere
with the same freedom on the part of others." While the idea is
not always, not often enough, expressed in words, the basic
freedom is that of freedom of mind and of whatever degree of
freedom of action and experience is necessary to produce freedom
of intelligence. [26]
But -what does t his tell us about Dewey's account of freedom?

If

"external unconstraint" is not the right measure or the controlling
aspect of freedom, and if democratic freedom does not consist in doing
as one pleases without interference from others, what does it really
consist in?
To answer these questions,

we

must undertake a direct elucidation

and assessnEnt of Dewey's concept of freedan as the power of growth and
his claim that "'freedom' is a word applied to many things of varied
plumage."
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IV. Freedom as the Power of Continuous Growth:
Dewey consistently identifies freedom with the acquired power of
continuous growth or developnent on the parts of individuals and of
society as a whole.

Freedom, he says, "consists in a trend of conduct

that causes choices to be more diversified and flexible, more plastic
and more cognizant of their meaning, while it enlarges their range of
unimpeded operation .... we are," quite contrary to orthodox theories
that define freedom in terms of something already possessed, "free not
because of what we statically are, but insofar as we are becoming"
better and "different from what we have been. 1127

Correspondingly, in

his Reconstruction in Philosophy, he not only continues to reject the
freedom-authority dichotomy of early liberalism as a "versior:i of the
strife between the Individual and Society as fixed concepts," but also
explicitly identifies freedom with the acquired power of growth.

He

writes:
Freedom for an individual means growth, ready to change when
modification is required.
It signifies an active process, that of release of capacity
from whatever hems it in. But since society can develop only as
new resources are put at its disposal, it is absurd to suppose
that freedom has positive significance for individuality but
negative meaning for social interests. Society is strong,
forceful, stable against accident only when all its members can
function to the limit of their capacity. Such a functioning
cannot be achieved without allowing a leeway of experimentation
beyond the limits of established and sanctioned custom. [28]
This characterization of freedom does indeed conmit Dewey to the
idea that there are at least two sides (or kinds) of freedom: namely,
the negative and the positive sides of freedom.

Negative freedom, as

he sees it, involves the removal of "sone form of constraint exercised
by the distribution of powers that exists in contemporary society."

It
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signi fi es t he emancipation or liberation of human beings "from the coerc ions and repressions that prevent multitudes" from self-determination
in action, and "from participation in vast cultural resources that are
at hand . 1129

This kind of freedom, he says, is important.

important not as an end in itself.

But it is

In Dewey's words:

There can be no greater mistake ... than to treat such freedom as
an end in itself. It [not only] tends to be destructive of the
shared cooperative activities which are the normal source of
order, [but als o ] •.. turns f r eedom which should be positive into
something negative .•.. [And what this indicates is that] freedom
from restriction, the negative side, is to be prized only as a
means to freedom which is power: power to frame purposes, to
judge wisely, to evaluate desires by the consequences which will
result from acting upon them; power to select and order means to
carry chosen ends into operation. [30]
Without the removal of cramping and thwarting obstacles to the realization of one's desires and preferences, it is obvious that one might not
be able to develop and to achieve self-determination in actions.

There

is, however, much more to freedom than the mere removal of external
constraints or obstacles to the realization of desires and preferences.
Formulated in a slightly different way, it might be said that the
mere removal of external obstacles is not the controlling aspect nor the
right measure of freedom.

It is not even a guarantee for the attainment

of self-control, self-perfection, or human happiness.

In his illustra-

tion of this point, Dewey tells us to consider "the case of a child in
a family vm.ere the environment formed by others is such as to humor all
his choices:"

Assune that living conditions are made easy for the child

. • . to do as he pleases. He meets a minimum of resistance; upon
the whole others co-operate with him in bringing his preferences
to fulfilment. Within this region he seems to have free power of
action. By description he is unimpeded, even aided. But it is
obvious that as far as he is concerned, this is a matter of
luck . He is "free" merely because his surrounding conditions
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happen to be of the kind they are, a mere happening of accident
as far as his make-up and his preferences are concerned. It is
evident in such a case that there is no growth in the intelligent exercise of preferences. There is rather a conversion of
blind impulse into regular habits. Hence his attained freedom
is such only in appearance: it disappears as he moves into
other social conditions. [31]
This passage indicates that freedom as absence of obstacles to the
realization of desires and preferences is dependent on the circumstances or the living conditions in which one finds oneself and,
accordingly, that such a freedom is, at its best, only an outer shell
or a precondition for genuine freedom.
From this perspective, we can see that there is, for Dewey, a
second and a "more important and controlling aspect of freedom," namely,
the positive aspect or kind of freedom.
freedom consist in?

But what does this kind of

Dewey's answer is that this kind of freedom con-

sists in the acquired ability or the "power to do specific things."
includes the ability of the individual to make intelligent choices or
plans of action, the ability to control one's desires and actions, to
carry the proposed plans of action into actual practice, to evaluate
them by their consequences, and to modify the courses of action in
order to resolve problems as they arise.

In Dewey's own words:

... liberty is not just an idea, an abstract principle. It is
power, effective power to do specific things. There is no such
thing as liberty in general; liberty, so to speak, at large. If
one wants to Jmow what the condition of liberty is at a given
time, one has to examine what persons can do and what they cannot do . The moment one examines the question from the standpoint
of effective action, it becomes evident that the demand for
liberty is a demand for power, either for possession of powers
of action not already possessed or for retention and expansion
of powers already possessed .... Translate the present hullabaloo
about liberty into struggle ... [for the redistribution or retention of] powers already possessed, and it has a IYEaning. [32]

It
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It has to be emphasized here that freedom as power is, for Dewey,
not amenable to the external (or physical) side of activity.
it a static ideal and a fixed goal.

Nor is

What it signifies is, rather, the

possibility of a continuous process of growth, self-perfection or better
realization of the potentiality which each individual carries in his or
her very structure.

Like "all other possibilities," Dewey argues,

... this possibility has to be actualized; and like all others,
it can only be actualized through interaction with objective
conditions. The question of political and economic freedom is
not an addendum or an after-thought, much less a deviation or
excrescence, in the problem of personal freedom. For the conditions that form political and economic liberty are required in
order to realize the potentiality of freedom each of us carries
with him in his very structure. Constant and uniform relations
in change and a Jmowledge of them in "laws," are not a hindrance
to freedom, but a necessary factor in coming to be effectively
that which we have the capacity to grow into. Social conditions
interact with preferences of an individual (that are his individuality) in a way favourable to actualizing freedom only when
they develop intelligence, not abstract Jmowledge and abstract
thought, but power of vision and reflection. For these take
effect in making preference, desire and purpose nore flexible,
alert, and resolute. [33]
Thus, Dewey not only implies that freedom of intelligence is both the
key to genuine freedom and the controlling aspect of it, but also that
this aspect of freedom is not something which can be actualized by
an individual alone and in isolation from the social world.

Rather,

it is something which can be actualized "only in rich and manifold
association with others."
Needless to say, the kind of association (social arrangement) which
Dewey has in mind is one which maintains an environment in which each
individual is allowed "to be an individualized self making a distinctive
contribution" toward the progress of society while enjoying in his or
her "own way the fruits of association" and of solidarity with others. 34
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In defense of this position, Dewey argues that the individual is not
headed in the direction of genuine freedom if his or her preferences,
desires, and actions are not informed and backed-up by organized intelligence.

But to develop the effective lX)Wer of organized intelligence

or the ability to act rationally for a purpose, the individual must
associate and interact not only with his or her natural environment, but
also with other individuals who share the same environment.

This does

not mean that every kind of association or social interaction is bound
to lead to the freedom of the individual.

The crucial point of the

argument is rather that there "is no such thing as the liberty or effective lX)Wer of an individual, group, or class, except in relation to
the liberties, the effective lX)Wers, of other individuals, groups, and
classes;" that "liberty is always a social question, not an individual
one," and accordingly that some particular kinds of social association
are required for the attainment and maintainance of genuine freedom. 35
Further, according to Dewey, it would 1::e absurd to deny that there
are, in present s ocieties, established conventions or institutionalized
beliefs and practices which engender the subordination of some people
to the arbitrary will of others.

But it is equally a mistake to think

that an individual could be truly free without the neans, that is, the
intellectual and the material means, to transform his or her desires
and purposes into actual deeds.

The elimination of legal and political

constraints imposed on individuals by existing institutions and social
arrangements would, without doubt, have a liberating effect on those
individuals who are already in possession of the proper means to take
full advantage of the changes in their social conditions.

But it would,
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in Dewey's own words,
... [also leave] all others at the mercy of new social conditions
brought about by freed powers of those advantageously situated.
The notion that men are equally free to act if only the
same legal [and political] arrangements apply equally to all i rrespective of differences in education, in command of capital
and the control of the social environment which is furnished
by the institution of property - is pure absurdity, as facts
have demonstrated. Since actual, that is, effective rights and
demands are products of interactions, and are not found in the
original ... constitution of human nature, ... mere elimination of
obstructions is [simply] not enough. The latter merely liberates
force and ability as that happens to be distributed by past
accidents of history. The "free" action operates disastrously
as far as the many are concerned. The only possible conclusion,
both intellectually and practically, is that the attainment
of freedom conceived as power to act in accord with [rational]
choice depends upon positive and constructive changes in social
arrangements. [36]
Let us suppose that the attainment of freedom as power to act in
accordance with rational choice is dependent on social circumstances
and institutional arrangements.

Assume that the measure of freedom

which is possessed by one individual or group can and does influence
the range of activities and the measure of freedom which is possessed
by other individuals or groups.

Also assume that some individuals

or groups can and do have more or less freedom than others.

Hence,

it might be concluded that (as Dewey would have it) the demand for
freedom at any point is also a demand for certain changes to be made
in the existing social arrangement and, in particular, in the existing
distribution of powers among those who are involved.
This raises another major problem.

If certain changes are

required in an existing social arrangement and in the distribution of
powers, how can such changes be brought about?

Is it, for instance,

through some radical or violent revolutionary measures as some Marxist
socialists are inclined to think, or through some other (100re moderate)

87

means and methods?

Before we attempt to deal with this crucial and

controversial issue, it is important to note that there are some
similarities between Dewey's account of freedom as power and Karl
Marx's conception of freedom.
Marx sees freedom not as a purely personal acquisition nor a
ready-made possession which individuals inherit from the state of
nature.

Nor is it something which individuals can obtain merely by

obeying the general will or some universal laws which apply to all and
every member of their community, as Rousseau and Hegel would suggest.
Rather, it is something which, in its very essence, consists in understanding of the laws of necessity and in the development of the human
energy.

According to this view, if human beings are to be truly free,

then they must take corrrnon control of both the natural and social
conditions of their existence rather than allow themselves to be
controlled by such conditions.

As Marx himself puts it:

... the realm of freedom actually begins only where labour which
is determined by necessity and mundane considerations ceases;
thus in the very nature of things it lies beyond the sphere of
actual material production. Just as the savage must wrestle with
nature to satisfy his wants, to maintain and reproduce life, so
must civilized man, and he must do so in all social formations
and under all possible 1tX>des of production .... Freedom in this
field can only consist in socialized man, the associated producers, rationally regulating their interchange with Nature, by
bringing it under their comnon control, instead of being ruled
by it as by blind forces of nature, and by achieving this •..
under conditions ltX>St favourable to, and worthy of their human
nature. But it nonetheless still remains a realm of necessity.
Beyond it begins that development of human energy which is an
end in itself, the true realm of freedom, which, however, can
blossom forth only with this realm of necessity as its basis.
The shortening of the working-day is its basic prerequisite. [37]
But if freedom which consists in the development of human energy does
indeed require the regulation of human interchange with nature for its
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attainment, would it not then follow that all and every individual in
society would be free under a government and laws which they approve
for themselves or in virtue of their mutual obedience to some universal
laws?
Marx's response is that it does not; that "[p]olitical power ... is
merely the organized power of one class for oppressing another," and
accordingly that juridical and political processes which apply equally
to all members of society might not constitute an ample means to the
freedom of every individual in society.

What

we

need, according to

Marx, is the kind of conmunity or social "association in which the
free development of each is the condition for the free development
of a11. 1138

For it is only ""in conrmmity with others" that each

individual has "the neans of cultivating his gifts in all directions;
only in the conmunity, therefore is personal freedom possible."

What

is also true, however, is that conmunities "in which individuals have up
till now combined always took on an independent existence in relation
to them."

These cormrunities are, in virtue of their nodes of production

and exchange, usually fragmented into very definite and antagonistic
classes of owners of capital (or neans of production) and lal::x:>urers,
masters and serfs, or rulers and ruled.

Because of this kind of

fragmentation, government and laws have, for the rrost part, not only
served the special interests of the ruling class but also imposed new
fetters upon individuals who are not members of this class.

In these

cormruri.ities, therefore, "personal freedom has existed only for the
individuals who developed within the relationships of the ruling class,
and only insofar as they were individuals of this class. 1139
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From this perspective, we can see that there are certain fundamental points about freedom which are shared by Marx and Dewey.

For ooth

of these philosophers, freedom not only consists in understanding and
deliberate control of the natural and social conditions under which
we live but also in the process of continuous growth or development of
human potentialities.

In addition, we also see them maintaining that

freedom is a product of social interaction, and accordingly that it is
only in and through some kind of cormrunity or association with others
that genuine freedom can be obtained.

The points of agreement between

these philosophers, however, should not obscure the fact that they tend
to disagree on issues pertaining to the kind of measures which should
be taken toward the attainment of democratic freedom.

Contrary to Marx

and the Marxist socialists who recorrmend an open class struggle leading
to the dictatorship of the proletariat and the eventual aoolition of
all forms of class divisions as a valid formula for obtaining the freedom of all members of society, Dewey argues that "violent" force is
essentially opposed to derrocratic freedom and, accordingly , that the
only way in which we could obtain a "genuinely" democratic freedom is
through denocratic means and methods. 40

Before we examine the crucial

point of this disagreement, however, let us take a look at some of the
objections which might be raised against Dewey's account of freedom.

v.

Some Criticisms of Dewey's Account of Freedom:
There are, at least, two major objections which might be raised

against Dewey's notion of freedom.

The first objection is that Dewey's

account of freedom in terms of "power to do specific things" is both
confusing and somehow misleading.

It is confusing and misleading in
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that it not only seems to retain the early liberal notion of freedom
as "the absence of cramping and thw-arting obstacles" to the realization
of desires, but also tends to obscure the fundamental differences and
conflicts which exist l:etween freedom and power.
Dewey on this score is Friedrich Hayek.

Among those who attack

"The characteristic confusion

of freedom with power," Hayek argues, is as "old as socialism" and "so
closely allied with it:"
The coming of socialism was to be a leap from the realm of
necessity to the realm of freedom. It was to bring "economic
freedom," without which the political freedom already gained
was "not worth having." [But it also brought with it a subtle
change in the rreaning of the word "freedom" so as to make its
argument sound plausible.J ..• To the great apostles of political
freedom the word had rreant freedom from coercion, freedom from
the arbitrary power of other rren, release from the ties which
left the individual no choice but obedience to the orders of a
superior to whom he was attached. The new freedom promised [by
socialism], however, was to be freedom from necessity, release
from the compulsion of the circumstances which inevitably limit
the range of choice of all of us, ... [from] the "despotism of
physical want," [and from] ... the "restraints of the economic
system" ....
Freedom in this sense is, of course, rrerely another name for
power or wealth .... The demand for the new freedom was thus only
another name for the old demand for an equal distribution of
wealth. But the new name, [though it obscures the fact that the
lack of power or wealth does not necessarily signify the lack
of freedom,] gave the socialists another word in coltlOOn with
the liberals, and they exploited it to the full. And, although
the word was used in a different sense by the two groups, few
people noticed this and still fewer asked themselves whether
the two kinds of freedom promised could really be combined. [41]
"The rost explicit defender of this confusion," Hayek says, is "John
Dewey, according to whan 'liberty is the effective power to do specific
things' so that 'the demand for liberty is demand for power. 11142
In Hayek's view, Dewey errs in the direction in which he identifies
freedom with power.

For in doing so, Dewey tends to ignore the fact

that the possession and the exercise of power are often the chief source
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of coercion, oppression, and all sorts of evil which are found in modem
societies, and accordingly that freedom as absence of interference in
the affairs of others and freedom which resides in equal distribution
of wealth or p:::>wer might not be compatible with each other.

Given that

(as Hobbes would have it) someone who is seriously sick or poor, though
(s)he might not have the money or the p:::>wer to do certain things, is not
unfree so long as (s)he is not restrained by sonE other persons or their
agents from doing what (s)he has the will to do, one can easily see that
freedom is not identical nor quite amenable to power, as Dewey implies.
This criticism appears to me to have some measure of validity.
It is, I think, valid for the reason that there are certain differences
between freedom and J;X>Wer, and in the sense that Dewey did not give
adequate consideration to such differences.

The existence of such

differences is, no doubt, demonstrated by the fact that the exercise
of economic or legislative and political powers, by those who are in
possession of such powers, has the tendency to increase the freedom
of some individuals or groups while diminishing the freedom of others .
In view of this, it would seem that the possession and the exercise of
power in many of its forms are, at best, only a condition for freedom
rather than an essential part of it.

Correspondingly, one might

conclude that to identify freedom with power is to confound it with
something which is only a condition for the attainment of freedom.
In defense of Dewey's position, however, it might be argued
that one of the nErits of his Dewey's account of freedom is that it
recognizes that the problem of freedom is many-sided.

Indeed, we see

Dewey naintaining that "freedom is a word applied to things of varied
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plumage . " Likewise, he argues that the problem of freedom has as many
sides as there are d istinct and varied aspects of human experience and
culture.

Insofar as the problem of freedom of individuals arises from

within the context of culture, he says, it is also
... a problem to be viewed in the context of culture. The state
of culture is [apparently] a state of interaction of many
factors, the chief of which are law and politics, industry and
cotrm=rce, science and technology, and of morals, or the values
men prize and the ways in which they evaluate them; and finally,
though indirectly, the system of general ideas used by men to
justify and to criticize the fundamental conditions under which
they live, their social philosophy .... [Considering this, it is
clear that any attempt to resolve the problem of freedom is
bound to be futile] until the problem has been placed in the
context of the elements that constitute culture as they interact with the elerrents of native human nature, ..• [that is, until
we recognize] that isolation of any one factor, no matter how
strong its working at a given time, is fatal to understanding
[and to freedom of choice] and intelligent action. [43]
Thus, for example, in answer to Hayek's objection, Dewey might as well
argue that freedom as absence of obstacles to the realization of desires
and freedom which resides in the acquired ability of understanding
or the "power to do specific things" are different but not isolated nor
inherently opposed to each other .
To clarify the point of this response, consider the following
example.

suppose that an individual, Mr. P, is very poor, and that a

poor person is free to buy a car, a house, or any other item of his
or her desires so long as (s)he is not prevented from doing so by some
other person.

Assume that those who sell the houses or cars of Mr. P's

desire would not sell them to anyone who does not have the economic
power or the xroney to pay for the items.

Since Mr. P is very poor, it

is obvious that he might not have enough money to pay for the items of
his desires or preferences.

This also means that Mr P might, in spite
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of his freedom, not be able to purchase the items of his preference
or desire.

If this is case, then the freedom which a poor person has

to satisfy his or her desires or preferences must be a very limited
one when compared with the freedom of those who have the proper means,
including the intellectual means and the economic power, to fulfill
their rational desires.

Formulated in a slightly different way, it

might be said that "[b]eing free to do something ... is directly related
to what we should do; 1144 that freedom as absence of obstacles to the
realization of desires would not mean much without freedom as effective
power or the ability to do some specific things, and hence that the
two kinds of freedom are related rather than inherently opposed to each
other.
There is, however, a second but not an unrelated objection which
might be raised against Dewey .

And that is that his multifaceted

notion of freedom has the tendency to obscure some of the key issues
about freedom.

Aioong such issues is, for instance, the issue of the

consequences of antagonisms or conflicts which arise from interactions
between different people, and between the individuals and the community
to which they belong.

The argument against Dewey, in this case, often

takes the following form:

We know that members of a conmunity might

"agree on a general end but disagree about the means" to such an end,
and that political and socio-cultural problems can be and are often
engendered by antagonisms and conflicts among individuals or groups
who might want to go in different directions.

Besides, it is obvious

that there are different rates and styles of emotional, intellectual,
and moral growth for individuals within a conmunity, and that an
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institutional arrangement or system of human relations might provide
more opportunities for some individuals or groups at the expense of
many other individuals or groups.

This also means that, in a complex

system of social relations, the freedom or the power of continuous
positive growth enjoyed by one individual or group might easily operate
as a constraint against the continuous growth of other individuals or
groups.

In view of this, it would seem that any social or political

system which "relies on power to resolve a conflict or 'problem' rrrust
impose the answer on some men.

When man uses power to solve problems

in nature, he imposes his will on it."

The exercise of economic

control and of political power does, in a similar manner, mean that
some people can and do "impose their will on that of others. 1145
At this point, one might imagine Dewey replying that his intention
is not to deny that there are antagonisms and conflicts aioong human
beings. Nor is it to obscure the fact that the exercise of economic
and political power can and does indeed, very often, result in social
fragmentation and domination of some individuals or groups by others.
The argument for freedom as power is, on the contrary, intended to
indicate that there is much more to freedom than the mere elimination
of obstacles; that there are certain links between freedom and the
effective power to do or not to do certain things in the contexts of
our general culture and of our social interaction with others, and
accordingly that these other factors rrrust be taken into account if we
are to succeed in finding an effective and fruitful solution to any of
the key issues about freedom.

According to Dewey himself, it would be

absurd to deny that there are conflicting interests aroong human beings;
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... otherwise there would be no social problems. The problem
under discussion is precisely how [the issues of freedom
and of] conflicting ... [interests] are to "be settled in the
interest of the widest possible contribution to the interest
of all - or at least of the great majority .... [our fundamental
postulate is that these problems can be resolved through the
use of democratic means and methods, and that the] method
of democracy - insofar as it is that of organized intelligence
- is to bring these [problems and] conflicts out into the open
where their special claims can be seen and appraised, where
they can "be discussed and judged in the light of more inclusive
interests than are represented by either of ... [the special
claims of conflicting interests taken] separately. [46]
Thus, for example, in considering how the changes which are required
in our present societies and institutional arrangements can be brought
about, Dewey indicates that the best way is through democratic means
and methods.
Needless to say, there are, apart from Dewey, many other philosophers who subscribe to the view that effective and fruitful solutions
to the problems of conflicting interests and of freedom have to involve
some fundamental changes in our present social arrangements, especially,
in the distribution of economic and political powers .

Indeed, we see

Marx maint aining that the present economic and political systems have ,
for the most part, served only the special interests of members of the
ruling class and are, in that respect, a hindrance to the freedom of
every individual who does not belong to the ruling class.

This kind

of obstruction, he says, often manifests itself in capitalist societies
where individuals or groups who are in possession only of their labour
power are dominated by those who are in possession of the economic
power (the means of production) while the latter are, in turn, along
with everyone else dominated by blind and independent market forces
engendered by fierce competition and the quest for private profit.
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Although some members of such societies might seem to 1:::e freer than
others, none of them is apparently completely free insofar they are,
all and everyone, in one way or another dominated by economic forces
which have outgrown the control of any individual or separate group.
If we are ever to succeed in obtaining the freedom of each and every
IYEmber of society, he argues,

we

have to establish a new economic

system and a democratic classless society in place of the existing
class-divided ones.

But how is this task of economic and social

transformation to be accomplished?
The answer, according to Marx, is that such a great task cannot
be effectively and successfully carried out until the developnent of

the productive forces reaches an advanced stage, and until q class,
that is, the proletariat, takes shape and brings the productive forces
under its conman control.

Only with the development of "big industry"

he says, "does the abolition of private property become possible."

The

appropriation and collective control of the productive forces by the
proletariat, however,
•.. can only be effected through a union, which by the character
of the proletariat itself can only be a universal one, and
through a revolution, in which, on the one hand, the p::>wer
of the earlier mode of production and intercourse and social
organization is overthrown, and, on the other hand, there
develops the universal character and energy of the proletariat,
without which the revolution cannot be accomplished; and in
which, further, the proletariat rids itself of everything that
still clings to it from its previous !X)Sition in society ..•. With
the appropriation of the total productive forces through united
individuals [of the proletarian class], private property comes
to an end. [ 47]
Thus, Marx not only endorses the revolution of the proletariat as a
means to social change and to an equitable distribution of freedan anong
all rrembers of society, but also implies that the level of freedom is
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largely dependent on two important factors.

These factors are, namely,

(i) the level of development of society's industries and corrmerce and,
(ii) the levels of organized social planning and of careful (technical)
control which society as a whole has over the productive forces which
affect the lives of its members.
This conception of freedom and of the means to its realization is,
no doubt, a powerful and an attractive one.

But this notwithstanding,

the conception is still attended by certain difficulties.

In recomnen-

ding the revolution of the proletariat as an effective means to freedom
as power, Marx assumes that people who are already in possession of
economic and political powers might be reluctant or unwilling to share
such powers and to bring an end to private ownership of society's rreans
of production.

If this assumption is correct, as it indeed seems to be,

and if the present economic and political arrangements are nothing roore
than "the organized power of one class for oppressing another," we might
in fact be compelled to accept Marx's reconmendation of an open class
struggle or revolution of the proletariat as an unavoidable means to
social transformation and to a free and democratic classless society.
The issue in this case is, however, far frcm settled.
Following Marx, it does seem that there would

1:e

no serious danger

or serious threat to freedcm once the productive forces are developed
and are brought under planned comnon control of the proletariat or the
society as a whole.

But then, the question arises as to what specific

form "this control by 'society as a whole' [is] supposed to take."
Would such control "not rrean, in practice, the central planning of
economic life by some in the name of all?

May it not therefore, though

98

nominally a freedom exercised by society as a whole, amount effectively
to a freedom exercised by a limited group as a power over others? 1148
If prganized social planning and conman control of the productive
forces simply amounts to some sort of centralized planning and control
of the economic life of all members of society by sonE in the nanE of
all, those who exercise such controlling powers would apparently be in
possession of greater amounts of freedcm than the rest of the masses.
Needless to say, where there is rrore or less freedom for some than for
other individuals or groups, there are very likely to be sonE serious
threats or dangers to freedom.

SUch dangers would, in fact, include the

danger of authoritarianism, despotism, or sonE other forms of coercion,
oppression, and tyranny.
Marx was, I think, well aware of the fact that the control of
"all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of
the proletariat organized as the ruling class" might easily lead to
sonE form of authoritarianism or dictatorship.

Indeed, he insists that

resolute revolutionary measures and an eventual dictatorship of the
proletariat "are unavoidable as means" of making "inroads on the rights
of private property, and on the conditions of lx>urgeois production."
He believes that such measures are required in order to bring an end to
class divisions along with the coercion and oppression which are found
in the existing societies.

That part of his main concern in this case

is with the elimination of all serious threats to freedom is indeed
dem::>nstrated not only by his analysis and criticisms of the capitalist
system, but also by the emphasis which he places on the need for the
proletariat to eventually dissolve itself and to get rid of the state
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as the dominant political power after the revolution is completed. 49
This raises another question: Is there any guarantee that the
proletariat will dissolve itself after t he revolution is completed?
Contrary t o Marx, it might be argued that revolutionary measures
leading to the seizure of power by the proletariat are not sure to lead
to an equitable distribution of freedom as power among all members of
society.

Nor is there any assurance that such revolutionary measures

would constitute a safeguard against the existence, in a socialist
society, of more or less freedom for some individuals or groups than for
others.

To clarify this, consider the following example.

suppose that

the proletariat is successful in its bid to overthrow the capitalist
system and the dominant political rule of the bourgeoisie, and that
economic and political powers are now in the hands of the proletariat .
Assume that (as Marx would have it) every mature individual in society
has also become a proletarian.

Even so, it is still possible that the

leadership of the proletariat class might , for one reason or another ,
be reluctant to dissolve itself and , thus , to get rid of t he state as

the dominant political power after the revolution is completed.
This possibility is indeed strengthened by the fact that individual
proletarians can and are inevitably bound to have different occupations
(or social positions) as well as some conflicting interests, personal
ambitions or desires, needs, and preferences.

Considering this, and

considering also that some occupations or positions of power are more
or less influential and respectable than others, it is clear that
some individuals or groups of proletarians who are in more influential
occupations might decide to take advantage of their positions in order
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to satisfy their special interests or personal needs.

Perhaps,

this was in Dewey's mind when he stated that the idea of "a sudden,
complete, almost catastrophic, transformation" of society "to be
brought about by the victory of the proletariat over the now dominant
class" is nothing more than an illusion or mere rationalization.

"It

requires an unusually credulous faith in the Hegelian dialectic of
opposites," he says, "to think that all of a sudden the use of force
by a class will be transmuted into a democratic classless society. 1150
At this point, however, one might imagine some Marxist-Socialists
replying that a free and democratic classless society is not something
which would come about all of a sudden; that such a society would take
some tirre to develop, and hence that the transition from the old social
order to a truly free and democratic conmunist society would take
some time even after the seizure of power by the proletariat.

But

even so, one might still want to object, as Dewey did, that radical
revolutionary measures and the dictatorship of the proletariat are not
unavoidable nor the best means to social change and to the freedom of
all and every member of society.

To understand Dewey's position, let

us take a closer look at the key point of this objection.
VI. Dewey's Critique of Marxism:
Although Dewey rejects the Marxist's endorserrent of an open class
struggle and the dictatorship of the proletariat as a valid formula for
social change, he was not arguing that the use of such a formula might
not, in some cases, help to bring about the changes which are required
in an existing social arrangerrent.

The crucial point of his argument

is rather that reliance upon violent revolutionary measures as a means
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to social change has the tendency to undermine the use of rrru.tual
cooperation and of collectively organized intelligence as a progressive
and a roore peaceful means or method of resolving our social problems or
conflicts.

The key issue, according to Dewey himself,

... is not whether some amount of violence will accompany the
effectuation of radical change in institutions. The question
is whether force or intelligence is to be the method upon
which we consistently rely and to whose promotion we [should]
devote our energies .... [OUr response is that insistence upon]
the use of violent force ... [as an unavoidable means to social
change often] limits the use of available intelligence, for
wherever the inevitable reigns intelligence cannot be [fully]
used. Cormnitment to inevitability is always the fruit of
dogma; intelligence does not pretend to know save as a result
of experimentation [which is] the opposite of preconceived
dogma. Moreover, the acceptance in advance of the inevitability of violence tends to produce the use of violence in
cases where peaceful nethods might otherwise avail .... [Even
if we admit that the method of violent force has prevailed in
the past,] the conclusion that violence is the method now to
be depended upon does not follow - unless one is conmitted to
a dogmatic philosophy of history. [51]
From this perspective, we can see that there are, at least,
two related reasons why Dewey rejects the Marxist formula for social
transformation.

First, Dewey complains that Marxism has, in endorsing

the revolution of the proletariat as an unavoidable rreans to radical
social change, not only ignored the fact that such a revolution might
generate nore problems than it actually resolves, but also presumed that
there are only definite classes whose special class interests are so
fixed or "so internally unified and externally separated" that they have
no overlapping interests among them.

No one, he argues, would rightly

deny that there are class divisions, vested class interests , and antagonisms or conflicts of interests among the individual members or groups
of different classes.

But what is also true is t hat t he use of violent

force as a means to the resolution of such conflicts is, at least, very
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likely to breed a counter-force as well as the ruin of the parties t hat
are involved in the struggle.

If we admit that the now dominant class

(i.e., t he tourgeois class) has all the agencies of power (including
t he army, the legislature, and the police) under its direct or indirect
control, and if we are already corrmitted to the use of armed confrontation as a valid formula for effecting the changes which are required
in our present societies, the "conclusion to be drawn is surely the
folly of resorting to a use of force against force that is" already
"so well intrenched. 1152

Once we recognize that there is, however, a

vast amount of significant social development and changes which have
and are still taking place without the use of violent force, it becomes
easy to see that the use of violent force is not unavoidable nor the
best means and method of effecting the changes which are needed in the
existing systems of economic and socio-cultural relations.
Secondly, Dewey contends that genuine democratic freedom is not
something which can be handed to individuals as a gift from the outside.
Nor is it something which can be brought about through an all- embracing
causal factor or dictatorial means and methods, as some defenders of
Marxist Socialism are inclined to think.

The fact of the matter, he

argues, is that different ends can and do indeed often reflect the
characters of the means and methods through which they were brought
into being; that dictatorial means and methods are, in virtue of their
dogmatic character, inherently opposed to the ideals of democratic freedom, and accordingly that the Marxist's endorsement of a class struggle
and the dictatorship of the proletariat as a valid formula for social
change, when carried into actual practice, is very likely to produce
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results which would destroy rather than enhance the cause of genuine
democratic freedom.

In Dewey's own words:

The idea of forcing men to be free is [just] an old idea, but
by nature it is opposed to freedom. Freedom [as the power of
rational choice and of continuous positive growth or selfperfection] is not something that can be handed to men as a
gift from outside, whether by old-fashioned dynastic benevolent
despotism or by new-fashioned dictatorships, whether of the
proletarian or of the facist order. It is something which can
be had only as individuals participate in winning it, and this
fact, rather than some particular political mechanism, is the ·
essence of democratic liberalism .... If the method of violence
or civil war be adopted, the end will be either facism, open and
undisguised, or the conmen ruin of both parties to the struggle.
The denocratic method of social change i s slow •..• But it is the
method ... through [which genuine democ a vic freedom and the allround growth or continuous] ... development of individuals in
their voluntary cooperation with one another can ... be made [an
effective reality which is both] secure and enduring. [53]
In the light of the foregoing criticism, we can see that the
Marxist's doctrine of an open class struggle and the dictatorship
of the proletariat as a means to social change is, for Dewey, quite
reminiscent of Rousseau's idea of forcing individuals who are dissenters
or "outlaws" to be free by forcing them to obey the law or "the general
will" of the people .

Dewey looks upon the very process of forcing

someone to obey "the general will" or to become a proletarian in order
to be free as something which is, in itself, a violation of the freedom
which it is supposed to procure and protect.

As

he sees it, Marxism

simply appears to have erred in the opposite direction from laissezfaire liberalism; that is, in the direction of its corrmitment to the
doctrine of inevitability of a class struggle and of the dictatorship
of the proletariat as a means to radical social change.

In his Freedom

and Culture, Dewey emphasizes this point by insisting that Marxism is a
"typical illustration of the absolutism which results when" one aspect
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or factor in the process of socio-cul tural "interaction is isolated
and made supreme" over every other factor which is involved in the
process.

"Marxism, " he says,

... explains events and frames policies exclusively in terms of
conditions provided by the envirorunent .... [It also] claims to
represent the only strictly scientific theory of social change
and thereby the method by which to effect change in the future .
... [Its] adherents, by reason of the very nature of the theory,
readily become so absolutistic in their attitude that they can
see only a display of class-bias, unconscious or deliberate,
in any criticism of their theory - an attitude ... [which is
analogous to] the tendency of the present economic regime [or
capitalist system] to produce consequences adverse to democratic freedom. [54]
This criticism of Marxism is, I think, quite applicable to some
unrefined (crude) versions of Marxist socialism.

Whether or not it

applies to many of the nore refined (contemporary and sophisticated)
forms of Marxist theories is, however , quite debatable.

In response to

Dewey, some contemporary defenders of Marxism might, in fact, contend
that Dewey did not give serious consideration to the fact that Marxism
has been traduced by "the dominant conmunist novements" such as the
ones which existed in the Soviet Union and China; that his attack is ,
at best, an attack on the corrupt or "the weakest versions" of Marxism,
and hence that his criticisms are not a compelling refutation of all
versions of Marxism. 55

They do not, in other words, constitute a

strong ground for the rejection of Marxist socialism in general and,
in particular, of the well-refined versions of Marxist socialism.
Leaving this point aside, however, let us take a nore critical look
at Dewey's reconmendation of the ItEthods of organized intelligence and
of denocracy as the best method of social transformation and a 100re
plausible alternative to the Marxist's doctrine of a class struggle as
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an effective means to democratic freedom.
VII. Dewey's Defense of Socially Organized Intelligence as a
Means to Freedom:
As

we have already seen, Dewey holds that juridical and political

processes which are applied to all and every member of society do not
constitute an ample means to the freedom of all and everyone.

With Marx

and the Marxist socialists after him, he also shares the belief that
organized social planning· and social control of the economic forces
which constitute the material basis of our social institutions are
required if we are to succeed in obtaining the freedom of all and every
member of society.

In his Liberalism and Social Action, Dewey indeed

explicitly expresses this belief.

He writes:

The only form of enduring social organization that is now
possible is one in which the new forces of productivity are
cooperatively controlled and used in the interest of the
effective liberty and development of individuals that constitute society. such a social order cannot be established
by unplanned and external convergence of actions of separate
individuals, each of whom is bent on personal private advantage. This is the Achilles heel of early liberalism .... The
ends [to which liberalism has conmitted itself] can now be
achieved only by reversal of the means to which early liberalism was committed. Organized social planning, put into effect
for the creation of an order in which industry and finance are
socially directed in behalf of institutions that provide the
material basis for cultural liberation and growth of individuals, is now the sole method of social action by which
liberalism can realize its professed aims. Such planning
demands in turn a new conception and logic of freed intelligence as a social force. [56]
But when Dewey stresses the need for "a new conception and logic of
freed intelligence" and for organized social planning and collective
control of the "forces of productivity" as a rreans to the effective
liberty of all and every member of society, what does he really mean?
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What particular k ind of new conception and logic of intelligence does
he have in mind?
The answer, according to Dewey, is that it is the kind of intelligence which is now exemplified in the methods of experimental science.
The experimental method, he says, involves "overt doing" as well as
deliberate and continuous adjustment of both ends and means.

Doing in

this case is, in other words, not mere random activity nor something
which is already predetermined and quite inflexible in character.

It

is, instead, a form of activity guided by ideas or plans of action
which can, in turn, be adjusted or roodified in such a way as to meet
the special demands of the problems which present themselves.

Both the

continued development and the over-all success of modern science in the
fields of physical inquiry are, undeniably, largely due to the flexibility and the cooperative character of the experimental method as an
effective method of action.

Considering this, and considering also

that intelligence is not an exclusive possession of some individuals
or groups, it becomes easy to see, in Dewey's own words, that
... life based on experimental intelligence provides the only
possible opportunity for all to develop rich and diversified
experience, while also securing continuous cooperative give and
take and intercommunication [aroong individuals or groups]. The
method cannot be fully established in life unless the right
of every person to realization of his potential capacities is
effectively recognized. For without this condition the full
ma.terial for judgment of values in action is absent .... [It is
obvious that there] are ma.rked differences between the experimental method in physical and in human matters. But [we must
also recognize that] one phase of physical science is significant for our purposes, ... [and that is, that science] progresses
because a discovery ma.de by one inquirer is at once ma.de available for all workers in the field. Without constant exchange
and mutual reinforcement, the science of nature would still be
in a rudimentary state. Free communication on one side signifies power to receive and to participate in values on the other
side. The great problem of society is to combine a maximum of
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different values, achieved by g1vrng free play to individual
taste and capacity, with a minimum of friction and conflict.
The experimental method solves this problem as no other method
can .... [It is, in this respect,] the only one compatible with
the deroocratic way of life, as we understand it. [57]
Let us assume for the rooment that Dewey is correct in suggesting
that the method of experimental intelligence "is the only one compatible
with the deroocratic way of life."

Even so, the question might still be

raised as to how such a method would actually help to effect the great
changes which are required in the existing social arrangement.

For

instance, how would the method of experimental intelligence help us to
overcome the reluctance of those individuals or groups who are recalcitrant toward any great change in our present economic and socio-political
systems?

How is it going to compel the now dominant (bourgeois) class

to give up its privileged position in society in order to enhance the
freedom of all and every member of society?
Dewey's response is that the method of experimental intelligence
is a slow and, yet, an effective rrEthod of resolving problems; that it
provides room for creative effort or personal initiative and voluntary
cooperation am:,ng individuals or social groups and, in doing so, makes
possible the "extension of intelligence as a method of action" as well
as the enlargement of areas of mutual understanding and consensus.
"Understanding," he argues, "may not ensure complete agreement, but it"
does provide "the only sound basis for enduring agreement.

In any case

where there is a difference, it will conduce to agreement to differ,
to mutual tolerance and sympathy, pending the time when roore adequate
knowledge and better methods of judging are at hand. 1158

Thus, for

example, in considering how the method of experimental intelligence
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would help us to resolve our social problems or claims of conflicting
interests, Dewey indicates that it is through a deliberately planned
and cooperative process of trial and error leading to mutual understanding and consensus.
This response is, I think, quite inadequate and unconvincing.

It

is unconvincing in the sense that it does not provide us with a clear
picture of how the method of experimental intelligence would help us to
overcome the reluctance of individuals or groups who are unwilling to
permit any significant changes in the existing system of economic and
social relations.

What the response does, it seems, is to give rise to

two major difficulties.

First, if decisions on how to resolve some of

the antagonisms or claims of conflicting interests are to

re

pending the time when mutual understanding or "more adequate

postponed
knowledge

and better methods of judging are at hand," how can we assure ourselves
that such a postponement would not add more to the weights of the
problems rather than reduce them?

The existing problems or conflicts

of interests would , no doubt , remain unresolved so long as we continue
to postpone the decisions on how to resolve them.

But there is,

in this case, also the possibility that the unresolved problems or
conflicts of interests might, in effect, engender some more serious
problems.

They might, for instance, obstruct the paths of further

social development or progressive changes in the existing system of
social relations by eroding the already existing areas of mutual understanding and consensus.

In view of this, it would seem that the method

of experimental intelligence might not, after all, be as effective in
resolving our social problems as Dewey implies that it might be.
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Secondly, if we are to accept Dewey's recommendation of the
experimental method as the best method of dealing with social problems,
he has to explain how t he introduction of this method in matters of
human relations can be brought about in the first place.

In dealing

with this issue, Dewey tells us that the introduction and perpetuation
of the experimental method in the sphere of human relations demand a
recognition of the general import of education and of individual variations, as well as the need for the spread of the pluralistic and the
fallibilistic attitudes of mind which characterize the present state
of science.

The spread of these attitudes, he argues, can be effected

through the educative process, a process which is both correlative and
interactive with the different aspects of human experience and culture.
The educative process is, without doubt, an important aspect of our
culture, for it not only stimulates the human mind but also enables
individuals or groups to gain a better understanding of the diverse and
varied aspects of their lives and of the situations in which they find
themselves.

I n doing so, it also intensifies the processes of coopera-

tive exchange or voluntary sharing and intelligent harmonizing of
diverse ideas, interests, and values, and thus enhances the possible
introduction and use of the method of experimental intelligence as a
method of social action.
It has to be observed here that while insisting that the introduction of the methods of experimental intelligence in the sphere of human
relations can be effected through the process of education, Dewey did
make some claims which are similar to the views expressed by Marx and
sorre of the the Marxist socialists.

"The objective precondition " for a
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"complete and full use of the method of intelligence" in the sphere of
huma.n relations, he says, "is a society in which class interests that
recoil from social experimentation are abolished.

It [experimental

method] is incompatible with every social and political philosophy and
activity and with every economic system which accepts the class organization and vested class interest of present society. 1159

Likewise, in

his Liberalism and Social Action, he argues that if society "through an
authorized majority has entered upon the path of social experimentation
leading to great social change, and a minority refuses by force to
permit the method of intelligent action to go into effect," then "force
may be intelligently employed to subdue and disarm the recalcitrant
minority. 1160

Thus, he not only acknowledges that the methods of

experimental intelligence and the method of force may not be mutually
exclusive of each other, but also implies that there are some exceptional situations in which direct confrontation or the method of force may
be rightly employed as means to radical social change.
If all this is interpreted to mean that there are exceptional
situations in which an open confrontation or the method of force may
be rightly used in order to advance the cause of democratic freedom,
Dewey's espousal of the method of experimental intelligence as a method
of social action would in fact turn out to be quite consistent or
compatible with the Marxist's reconmendation of an open class struggle
as a valid formula for social change.

From this perspective, we can

also see that there are certain weaknesses in Dewey's defense of the
method of experimental intelligence as the only method which is compatible with the democratic way of life.

Let us suppose that (as Dewey
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would have it) the method of force is to be rightly employed only in
exceptional situations where a recalcitrant minority refuses by force
to permit the methods of experimental intelligence to go into effect.
Even so, the question arises as to how we can deal with cases where the
dominant (ruling) class denies that there is need for social change
and, without the use of force, refuses to allow the method of experimental intelligence to go into effect.

Given that mutual understanding

or tolerance and sympathy might not, in such cases, lead to effective
changes in the existing social system, one might rightly conclude that
Dewey's emphasis on the need for a complete and consistent dependence
on the method of cooperative and experimental intelligence as an effective method or means to deroocratic freedom is one-sided.

It tends

to obscure the fact that some conflicts of interests or situations involving rival claims among individuals or social groups may not, after
all, be susceptible to resolution through the process of trial and error
or the methods of experimental and cooperatively organized intelligence .
At t his point, i t is perhaps important to emphasize that Dewey's
emphasis on the need for the extension of the experimental method into
the sphere of human relations has an indispensable purpose.

It is

primarily intended, by Dewey, as an endorsement of the pluralism and the
fallibilistic attitude which characterize the present state of science,
as well as a call for the spread of such an attitude in the sphere of
human relations.

In addition, it also reflects Dewey's hostile atti-

tude toward all fonns of absolutism, totalitarianism or despotism - an
attitude which finds expression in Dewey's critique of Marxism.
there is more to it than this.

But

Dewey firmly believes that there are
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certain links between different ends and the means and methods through
which such ends are obtained.

As

"are the means used," he argues, "so

are the actual ends achieved - that is, the consequences. 1161

If this

is the case, then the realization of democratic ends must be largely
dependent on whether or not democratic means and methods are actually
employed toward their attainment.

For Dewey, this also rreans that we

have to employ democratic rreans and rrethods or the methods of organized
intelligence if we are ever to succeed in obtaining a peaceful and
lasting solution to the problem(s) of deroocratic freedom.
Dewey consistently identifies the methods of democracy with the
methods of organized intelligence or what he regards as the "scientific
method."

In doing so, he not only intends to accentuate th~ vital

roles which organized intelligence has to play toward the improvement
of the general conditions of human experience, but also to provide
the basis for a roore viable model of conmunity life.

Indeed, we see

him maintaining that democracy is the way "of corrmunity life itself."
Likewise , he argues that the democratic way of life and, in particular,
the ideals of democratic freedom and equality, cannot be fully realized
and made secure until we recognize that cooperatively organized intelligence has an indispensable and a central role to play toward their
attairurent.

For him, insofar as organized intelligence is allied with

democracy and is, accordingly, employed as a method of social action,
to that extent it also leads to intelligent hannonization of a variety
of human habits and purposes, and to the development of new evaluative
criteria for settling the claims of divergent interests and values.
What cooperatively organized intelligence does, in other words, is to
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provi de the basis for an institutional framework in which cooperative
individuals can mediate the inescapable conflicts of interests while
also regulating the conditions of their association in such a way as to
promote and sustain the maxirrrum amount of freedom for each compatible
with an equal and equitable distribution of freedom for all.
There are, I think, very few people who would deny that organized
intelligence has an indispensable or a central role to play in mediating the conflicts of divergent interests and in solving the problems
of democratic freedom.

Fewer still would disagree with Dewey that

fundamental issues aoout freedom are more of social issues than matters
of mere personal concern.

For it is obvious that the freedom enjoyed

by one individual or group can and does indeed, very often, affect
the measure of freedom enjoyed by sore other individuals or groups.
Considering this, and considering also that individuals or groups might
not be truly free without the rreans, including the intellectual and
the economic means, to satisfy their rational desires and purposes,
it is clear that (as Dewey would have it) the basic freedom has to
include the freedom of organized intelligence.

Perhaps, this was also

in Sidney Hook's mind when he stated that there are at least three
paradoxical facts aoout freedom.

One of these facts, he says, is that

... in the inescapable conflicts of rights and duties, obligations and responsibilities, there can be no absolute obligation
except ... the rooral obligation to be intelligent. Intelligence
alone is an absolute value because, as distinct from ... every
other value which is a constituent of the good life, intelligence alone is the judge of its own limitations. It rrediates
the conflicts of all other values, sets limits of scope, timing,
and appropriateness to their expression. It possesses a quality
of intrinsic delight in addition to its instrumental function.
It knows when to be quiescent, when to take a holiday - when it
can give rein to the vital impulses. But it neve~ abdicates. [62]
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This arguirent is, no doubt, quite supportive of Dewey's claims
that individuals or groups are not headed in the direction of freedom
unless their desires or preferences and actions are informed and guided
by organized intelligence and, accordingly, that the attainment of
genuine democratic freedom is possible only to the extent to which the
methods of cooperative and socially organized intelligence are employed
in winning it.

This support should not, however, obscure the fact that

there are some serious difficulties which stand in way of a continuous
or free development of socially organized intelligence and its complete
and consistent application within the complex domain of human relations.
One such difficulty arises from the fact that the human intelligence
is, in its very essence, quite flexible and thereby also susceptible
to manipulation.

It can and does indeed, very often, lend itself to

very divergent aims or conflicting interests and purposes.

It can, for

instance, be made to serve as an instrument of war and destruction,
or an instrument of peace and social progress.

Besides, it is obvious

that, in our present societies, the young, the inexperienced , and
people who are ignorant are often indoctrinated or misinformed and
misguided, by those in better positions, to think and to act in ways
which might be detrimental not only to the personal interests but also
to the freedom of others, and to the general well-being and the rore
inclusive interest of society as a whole.

In view of these difficul-

ties, it would seem that Dewey's espousal of methods of socially
organized intelligence and of derocracy as methods upon which we must
consistently rely in order to resolve the problems of conflicting
interests and of demcx:ratic freedom is just a dream or a noble ideal
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whose concrete realization is still far-fetched.
Dewey's espousal of the method of cooperative intelligence as a
method of social action and some of the difficulties which attend this
view will be discussed in more detail in a later chapter.

For the

moment, however, it might suffice only to observe that Dewey was well
aware of the fact that a continuous and free development of organized
intelligence is confronted by some serious difficulties.

He indeed

believes that we can overcome such difficulties if we appropriate and
make a generalized use of the experimental (fallibilistic) attitude of
modern science and scientific methodogy in dealing with the problems
of our everyday social and personal lives.

The experimental attitude

of modern science, in his view, not only exemplifies, the kind of
attitude which enhances the development of organized intelligence;
it also represents the kind of disposition which enables different
individuals or groups to engage in communal and cooperative ventures
and to avail themselves of the benefits of mutual understanding and
tolerance in order to construct or reconstruct their socio- cultural
conditions in such a way as to be conducive to concrete realization
of their personal abilities and conmen interests and, in particular,
of genuine democratic freedom.
Some critics of Dewey might, in fact, object that his call for
the spread of the experimental or "scientific" attitude and method in
every area of human experience and culture has the tendency to obscure
the fact that there are fundamental differences between the physical
relations with which the experimental sciences are concerned and the
political and socio-economic relations which engender the problem(s) of
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freedom.

This objection does indeed appear to have sore validity; but

that notwithstanding, we can also see that Dewey's emphasis on the need
for the spread of the experimental attitude and for generalized use of
"scientific method" as a method of social action has an indispensable
purpose.

In endorsing the use of experimental (or scientific) method

in matters of human relations, Dewey not only intends to provide us with
a better or roore plausible alternative to authoritarian or dictatorial
methods of dealing with our socio-cultural problems, but also to remind
us that genuine democratic freedom is not something which can be forced
on any individual or social group.

Rather, it is something which can

be obtained and made secure through a series of cooperative (or united)
and progressive efforts on the part of individuals or social groups.
As

we have already seen, Dewey consistently maintains that

"liberty is always a social question, not an individual one."
Likewise, in considering how the key issues about deroocratic freedom
can be effectively resolved, he insists that the "system of liberties
that exists at any time is always the system of restraints or controls
that exists at that time."

Again, in his own words:

No one can do anything except in relation to what others can do
and cannot do .•.• [But let no one] be fooled into thinking that
the issue is [merely an issue of] liberty versus restraint and
regimentation. For the [crucial] issue is simply that of one
system of control of the social forces upon which the distribution of liberties depends versus sore other system of social
control which would bring another distribution of liberties. And
let those who are struggling to replace the present economic ...
[and socio-political system with a deroocratic or] cooperative
one also rerrember that in struggling for a new system of social
restraints and control they are also struggling for a roore equal
and equitable balance of powers that will enhance and multiply
the effective liberties of the masses of individuals. Let them
not be jockeyed into the position of supporting social control
at the expense of liberty, [and at the risk of war and increasing social disorder], when what they want is another rrethod
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of social control than the one that now exists, one that will
increase significant human liberties. [63]
Needless to say, the method which Dewey has in mind is the method
of cooperatively organized intelligence, one which is not only similar
to the systematic methods of experimental science but also quite
derrocratic in character.
Once we grant that the methods of experimental science are quite
derrocratic in character, and that such methods are the only ones that
are compatible with the democratic way of life, there is, I think, no
escape from Dewey's conclusion that we have to cultivate and employ
some of the key aspects of the methods of experimental science in other
areas of our general culture if we are to succeed in transforming our
present economic and socio-cultural conditions in such a way as to be
conducive to the realization of genuine dem::>cratic freedom.

Again,

once we admit that the struggle for democratic freedom is, at least, in
part a struggle for an equal and equitable distribution of freedom as
IX)Wer in many of its different forms, we are inevitably compelled to
agree with Dewey that there are certain links between the ideals of
democratic freedom and equality.

But to get a clear grasp of how dezoo-

cratic freedom and equality are actually related to each other, we have
to take a critical look at Dewey's notion of democratic equality.
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Chapter 4
Deroocratic Equality
I. Introduction:

In chapter three of this study, we saw that the on-going struggle
for deroocracy is a struggle not only for freedom as autonomy or li:berty
and self-determination, but also for deroocratic equality and, in
particular, for such things as equality of opportunities and of life
prospects for all and every member of society.

But then, there are

some philosophic~lly interesting and indeed very crucial questions
about deroocratic equality, questions which are, I think, encompassed
by the following three.
signify?

First, what exactly does deroocratic equality

roes it, for instance, signify that all members o{ society

are to :be treated exactly in the same way irrespective of differences
in their natural abilities and talents or their personal aspirations,
desires, needs, and preferences?

Or, does it signify something less

or different from this?
In his essay, "Deroocracy and Educational Administration," Dewey
attempts to answer these questions.

Like the ideals of autonomy

and liberty, he says, the ideal of equality "is an element of the de100cratic credo."

This is, however, not to say that belief in democratic

equality is the same as "belief in equality of natural endowments."
For it is obvious that
[t]hose who proclaimed the idea of equality did not suppose they
were enunciating a psychological doctrine, but a legal and political one. [And that is, that all] ... individuals are entitled to
equality of treatment by law and in its administration .... In short,
each one is equally an individual and entitled to equal opportunity of development of his own capacities, be they large or small
in range. Moreover, each has needs of his own, as significant to
him as those of others are to them. The very fact of natural and
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psychological inequality is all the more reason for establishment
by law of equality of opportunity, since otherwise the former
becomes a means of oppression of the less gifted. [1]
This passage indicates what Dewey wants to emphasize when he spoke of
democratic equality.
No one, I think, would rightly deny the fact of existence of
natural and psychological inequalities among human beings.

Given that

such inequalities can and do indeed, very often, serve as means of
suppression or coercion and oppression of some individuals or groups
by others, and given also that equality is the very opposite of inequality, it is clear that (as Dewey would have it) the "establishment by
law of equality of opportunity" might help to mitigate the oppression
of some people by others. This brings us to another but not an
unrelated question. And that is, secondly, would the establishment of
equality of opportunity by law not create a damp atmosphere of passive
uniformity aroong people and, in doing so, also discourage some people
from taking personal initiatives.

Would it not, for instance, under-

mine the freedom of those people who are better endowed, by nature, by
discouraging them from freely employing their natural talents in order
to achieve unequal results?

If not, then what is the relationship

between denncratic freedom and equality?

Since these two ideals of

democracy are, at least, seemingly, incompatible with each other, how
can we reconcile them so as to ensure that the realization of one does
not, in practice, hinder (rather than enhance) the realization of the
other?

Thirdly, what measure of equality is actually required in order

to construct a system that meets the criteria of a genuinely democratic
society; that is, a system which encourages the free development of all
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and every individual and, without undermining the latter, meets the
need for democratic (common) control of those social forces which
affect the lives of all and every member of society?
In this chapter, we attempt to find some appropriate answers
to these questions.

In doing this, however, we shall focus special

attention on Dewey's attempt not only to provide us with some insight
into what democratic faith in equality signifies, but also to defend
a rrove toward such equality against those who contend that democratic
equality and liberty are so incompatible that the establishment in fact
of one of these key elements of the derrocratic credo is bound to create
conditions that are not quite conducive for the other.

Following Dewey

and others who agree with him, we attempt, on the one hand, to show
that concrete realization of genuine democratic freedom depends on the
establishment in fact of equality of opportunity along with a large
measure of equality of conditions of living for all and everyone.

On

the other hand, contrary to Dewey's belief that the only way to obtain
and sustain such conditions is through the democratic method, we argue
that such a complete and total dependence on the democratic method
might pose some serious threats to the realization and maintainance
of the democratic conditions of equality and freedom for all and
everyone.

However, let us begin by taking a brief look at some of the

meanings which are often attached to the idea of equality.
II. The Very Idea of Equality:
The idea of equality is in fact something which often comes up in
social and political discussions.

It is apparently prominently used

by early liberals such as Locke and Jean Jacques Rousseau who not only
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insist that human beings "are

oom

free and equal," but also advocate

that people should respect and treat each other with equal consideration or concern.

Needless to say, human beings have not always

respected each other.
consideration.

Nor do they often treat each other with equal

If they did, perhaps they would not be, as Rousseau

maintained, "everywhere in chains."

To put the point slightly differ-

ently, it might be said that the extensive inequalities which are found
in our present institutions are a chief source of insecurity or fear
of coercion and oppression and are, indeed, not infrequently a form of
oppression and coercion among human beings; that equality of consideration or treatment and respect for every human being as an individual
is a precondition for genuine liberty which is essentially opposed
to oppression and coercion of some people by others, and hence that
human beings will not be moving in the direction of genuine liberty or
freedom until they actually recognize the values of equal respect and
of equality of consideration for all and every individual and endeavor
to establish a state of affairs which is conducive to t hem.
One of the implications of this argument is in fact that there are
certain links between the idea and ideals of equality and of liberty.
In order to grasp and explain this relationship, it is important to
note that there are at least two different senses (or meanings) which
are often attached to the very idea of equality.

These are (i) factual

meanings which often find expression in statements of facts such as
"A and Bare identical or equal to one another," and (ii) normative
meanings which often find expression in reconmendations or prescriptive
statements such as "A and B should respect and treat each other as
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equals."

Whereas the idea of equality which is employed in the latter

statement is intended to signify an objective or normative ideal, the
statement that "A and Bare equal" is apparently an assertion of something which is taken to be a fact.

But to clarify the point of this

distinction, consider the following example:

Suppose that A, B, and c

are human beings, and that these people are equal by virtue of the fact
of their birth as human beings.

Assume that each of these three has

certain abilities as well as some basic needs or personal desires,
preferences, and purposes which (s)he intends to fulfill under various
circumstances.

Also, assume that they often associate and interact

with each other under various circumstances.

On

the basis of these

assumptions, can we rightly conclude that A, B, and C would always
remain equal, or that they would respect and treat each other with
equal consideration in all and every circumstance of their association?
The answer is that we cannot, that the various situations under
which A, B, and Clive and interact with each other are generally
subject to change, and hence that these people might respect and treat
each other with equal consideration in some situations but not in
others.

It is, in other words, possible that A might decide to respect

B but not C, or to treat each of the two differently as unequal under
certain circumstances.

Considering this, and considering that there

is nothing implicit in the situation under which these people live and
interact to ensure that they would always respect and treat each other
as equals, it is clearly quite appropriate or reasonable for someone
to ask whether these people should always respect and treat each other
with equal consideration or not.

Since it is not unreasonable to ask
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this question after being told that A, B, and Care equal, we have to
conclude that there are fundamental differences between the factual and
the normative applications of the notion of equality.
Although there are fundamental differences between the two
broad meanings or applications of the very idea of equality, there is
nevertheless something which is conman to both of these applications
of the notion of equality.

And that is that the idea of equality in

both of these applications often gives raise to similar difficulties.
According to Bernard Williams, "on one kind of interpretation the
statement in which" the idea of equality "figures are rnuch too strong,
and on another kind much too weak, and it is hard to find a satisfactory interpretation that lies between the two. 112

The difficulty which

arises in this case is, perhaps, largely due to the fact that the idea
of equality is not amenable to one particular definition.

That this is

the case is, I think, dem::mstrated by the following example.
that the statement that "men are born free and equal" is true.

Suppose
Now,

let us interpret the statement to mean that if A, B, and Care all
human beings, and if X, Y, and Z are natural characteristics or humanmaking qualities, then A, B, and Care all and everyone alike in that
they share the same characteristics or human-making qualities.

If

this interpretation is correct, then the statement in question is
irrrrediately refuted by pointing to the fact that some :rren are bigger,
stronger, or more or less intelligent than others.
Faced with this obvious objection, defenders of the idea of
equality would, no doubt, respond that the statement that "men are
born free and equal" is not decisively refuted by the fact that human
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beings are not exactly the same (equal) in size, strength, or any other
natural abilities.
form:

Their argument might in fact take the following

It would be absurd for someone to deny the fact of existence of

natural and psychological inequalities aroong human beings.

For it is

obvious that some people are big or small or more or less intelligent
than others.

But even so, it would be equally absurd for anyone to

argue that some people are in virtue of their size and strength or
any other natural abilities irore or less of human beings than others.
If this is the case, then, instead of interpreting the statement in
question in terms of some particular natural endowments, we have to
'

interpret it to mean that no human being is more or less of a human
being than others.
Among those who explicitly endorse the latter interpretation is
John Dewey.

As

he puts it, the formula "that men are born free and

equal" does not presuppose nor apparently signify that human beings
are equal in all respects.

Its proper meaning is rather

... the same as that of the familiar saying that in the grave
pauper and millionaire, monarch and serf, are equal. It was
a way of saying that political inequality is the product of
social institutions; that there is no "natural" inherent
difference between those of one social caste, class, or status
and those of another caste, class, or status; that such differences are the product of law and social customs. The same
principle holds of economic differences; if one individual
is born to the possession of property and another is not, the
difference is due to social laws regulating inheritance and
possession of property. Translated into terms of concrete
action, the formula means that inequalities of natural endowment should operate under laws and institutions that do not
place permanent handicaps upon those of lesser gifts; that the
inequalities in the distribution of powers, achievements, and
goods that occur in society should be strictly proportionate
to natural inequalities. [3]
Needless to say, the idea that "inequalities in the distribution of
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powers ... and goods that occur in society should be strictly proportionate to natural inequalities" is not unambiguous nor uncontroversial.
Indeed, .there are several objections which might be raised against
this interpretation of the early liberal notion of equality.
Before taking a look at sorre of these objections, however, it
is important to observe that there are many contemporary philosophers
who, like Dewey, subscri1::e to the view "that inequalities of natural
endowment sho _

operate under laws and institutions that do not place

permanent handicaps upon those of lesser gifts."

outstanding among

these philosophers is John Rawls who, in his A Theory of Justice, not
only endorses the idea that "inequalities of birth and natural endowrrent are undeserved," but aiso proposes what he regards as a way in
which society could "improve the long-term expectation of the least
favoured" individuals.

In elaborating on this point, Rawls wrote:

... whatever other principles we hold, the claims of redress
are to be taken into account. It is thought to represent one of
the elements in our conception of justice .... [T]he difference
principle is not of course the principle of redress. It does not
require society to even out handicaps as if all were expected to
compete in the same race •... [What it represents is], in effect,
an agreement to regard the distribution of natural talents as a
conmen asset and to share in the benefits of this distribution
whatever it turns out to be. Those who have been favoured by
nature, whoever they are, may gain from their good fortune only
on terms that improve the situation of those who have lost out.
The naturally advantaged are not to gain rrerely because they
are more gifted, but only to cover the costs of training and
education and for using their endowments in ways that help the
less fortunate as well. No one deserves his greater natural
capacity nor rrerits a rrore favorable starting place in society.
But it does not follow that one should eliminate these
distinctions. There is another way to deal with them. The basic
structure can be arranged so that these contingencies work for
the good of the least fortunate. [4]
This passage indicates that (as Dewey would have it) "inequalities of
natural endowment should operate under laws and institutions that do
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not place permanent handicaps upon those of lesser gifts."

But then,

does it follow "that the inequalities in the distribution of powers,
achievements, and goods that occur in society should be strictly
proportionate" to inequalities in natural and psychological endowments?
The answer, I think, is that it does not; that marked unequal
distribution of power and goods that occur in society is very likely
to work against (rather than help to enhance) the life-prospects or the
good of the less fortunate nembers of society.

But leaving this point

aside, let us assune that Dewey's interpretation of the statement that
"men are born free and equal" is correct.

Even so, one might still

want to object that if all that this statement does is to remind us
that no human being is more or less of a human being than others, then
the notion of equality which figures in the statement is very weak or
far less significant than it seems to be.

Formulated in a slightly

different way, it might said that the statement itself does not do as
nruch as "its proponents in political argument wanted it to do." 5
At this point, however, one might imagine Dewey replying that the
statement in question is not, in Bernard Williams' phrase, as "vacuous
as this objection makes it seem. 116

Indeed, we see Dewey maintaining

that every human being "is equally an individual" regardless of whether
(s)he is big or small or more or less intelligent than everyone else.
Likewise, he argues that every human being as an individual has certain
capacities or unique qualities as well as sore basic needs or personal
desires, preferences, and purposes which are "as significant to him as
those of others are to them," that each individual "is affected equally
in quality if not in quantity by the institutions under which he lives,"
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and accordingly that every human being as an individual is "entitled
to equal opportunity of development of his own capacities" as well
as an equal right to satisfaction of basic needs or most significant
personal desires and purposes, "be they large or small in rang·e."
The very fact of existence "of natural and psychological inequality,"
Dewey says, is "all the m::>re reason for establishment by law of
equality of opportunity, since otherwise the former becomes a means
of oppression of the less gifted" by those who are better off. 7
Thus, he not only implies that being a human being is something which
is significant in itself, but also that it is a mistake to discount or
to ignore the fact that there are certain traits which are similarly
shared by every human being as an individual irrespective of whether
(s)he is big or small or more or less intelligent than some other
individuals.
Dewey's argument on this particular point does indeed appear to be
plausible.

But even so, the question with its criticism arises.

the statement that "men are

oom

as Dewey claims that it does?

Does

free and equal" actually do as much

Does it, for instance, follow from this

statement that human beings should treat each other as equals or, in
Dewey's

O'Wll

words, that "inequalities of natural endowment should

operate under laws and institutions that do not place :permanent handicaps upon those of lesser gifts"?

Given that there are fundamental

differences between a factual and a normative application of the idea
of equality, I think that the appropriate answer is that it does not.
The issue involved in this case is, no doubt, not a minor one.

However,

instead of dealing with this broad issue in all its varied details, it
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might suffice here only to observe that Dewey has, in his interpretation and defense of the early liberal claim that "men are born free and
equal," confounded the factual and the normative applications of the
very idea of equality.

With this in mind, we will now turn to Dewey' s

conception of equality as an ideal of democracy.
III. Equality as an Ideal of Democracy:
As we have seen, Dewey holds that political and socio-economic

inequalities which are found in our present societies are a product of
social institutions and of laws and customs.

In his essay, "Liberty

and Social Control," he indeed emphasizes this point by stating that
in the existing "social arrangement, opportunities for individuals are"
often "determined by the social and family status of individuals;"
that "the institutional set-up of human relations provides openings
to members of certain classes to the detriment of other classes."
Considering this, Dewey says, and considering also that extensive
unequal distribution of wealth and political power wrought by classdivisions and by vested class-interests can and does indeed constitute
a chief source of coercion and oppression of some individuals or groups
by others, it is clear that the "challenge of progressive and liberal
deroocracy can be stated in the familiar war-cry:

Institutions and

laws should be such as to secure and establish equality for all" and
every member of society . 8

In this case, Dewey not only implies that

equality is an ideal of deroocracy, but also that the realization of
such an ideal is a task which is yet to be accomplished.
It is, perhaps, important to note that there are at least two
basic assumptions behind Dewey's espousal of equality as an ideal of
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democracy.

First, Dewey assumes that individuals or of the lower class

would be better off than they are under their present conditions if
laws and institutions under which they live are reconstructed in such
a way as to engender social equality rather than inequality.

Secondly,

he assumes that the right thing for society to do is, in Jan Narveson's
phrase, "to incorporate in its structure the requirement that we bring
about equality. 119

This raises, at least, three major questions.

First, even if the right thing for society to do is to secure and
establish equality, what general sort or sorts and degrees of equality
are to be regarded as essential for the well-being of all and every
member of society?

Secondly, if there were natural and psychological

inequalities among human beings before the errergence of class divisions
or political and socio-economic inequalities, why should individuals or
groups, especially those of the higher classes, value equality rather
than inequality?

Thirdly, how can we possibly secure and establish

such equality for all and every rember of society?
I n the light of these questions, it is easy to see that the
assumptions behind Dewey's espousal of equality as a democratic ideal
are not self-evident nor uncontroversial.

Contrary to Dewey and other

defenders of the idea of equality, there are indeed anti-egalitarians
who argue that the incorporation or establishment of equality as an
essential part of our social ideals or goals would, in effect, undermine the freedom of sore members of society, that it would create an
atmosphere of passive uniformity for all and everyone and, in doing so,
discourage sore people from taking personal initiative and, therefore,
that it might be wrong for society to incorporate the requirements
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of equality in its legal, political, and socio-economic structure.
Needless to say, the main :point of this objection is one which deserves
sorre evaluation.

But to be able to evaluate it, we need to take a

critical look at some of Dewey's answers to the foregoing questions.
Dewey's espousal of the idea of equality can, I think, be rightly
construed as a reaffirmation of the early liberal notion of democratic
equality.

With the early liberals (such as Locke and Rousseau), he

not only shares the view that equality as an ideal of democracy is a
moral and social ideal, but also quite explicitly insists that the
"establishment of equality of opportunity by law" is an indispensable
condition for the realization and preservation of a genuinely deroocratic freedom or liberty for all and every rrember of society.

As

to

what the gene~al sorts of equality which a society should endeavor to
secure and to establish for all and every individual in it might be,
Dewey tells us that they are equality before the law, equality of basic
rights of every individual to self-realization and satisfaction of
basic personal needs, moral and socio-economic equality or equality
of consideration for each and everyone in matters pertaining to the
distribution of available social resources and opportunities.
In elaborating upon this point, however, Dewey tells us that there
are, at least, two main kinds or two sides of equality: namely, (i) the
quantitative side of equality or equality which is defined in terms of
"mathematical equivalence" or "sameness" in number, size or strength,
and position of certain objects, and (ii) the qualitative side of
equality or equality which is often defined in term of those desirable attributes or values which are unique and irreplaceable about an
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individual or an object.

Quite in line with this distinction, he

argues that equality as an ideal of democracy and as part of our
moral and social ideals "does not mean sameness ... of materials and
quantities."

Neither does it stand for "mathematical equivalence"

and for something which is "external and mechanical rather than
qualitative and unique" in character, nor is it to be rightly regarded
as something which is an absolute end-in-itself.

He writes:

... whatever the idea of equality rreans for democracy, it rreans,
I take it, that the world is not to be construed as a fixed
order of species, grades or degrees ... [and] that every existence deserving the naire of existence has something unique and
irreplaceable about it, that it does not exist to illustrate a
principle, to realize a universal or to emoody a kind or class .
... In social and moral matters, equality does not mean nathematical equivalence. It means rather the inapplicability of
considerations of greater or less, superior or inferior. It
means that no matter how great the quantitative differences
of ability, strength, position, wealth, such differences are
negligible in comparison with something else - the fact of
individuality, the manifestation of something irreplaceable.
It means, in short, a world in which an existence must be
reckoned with on its own account, not as something capable
of equation with and transformation into something else. It
implies, so to speak, a metaphysical mathematics of the
incommensurable in which each speaks for itself and demands
consideration on its own behalf .... F,quality, individuality,
tends to isolation and independence. It is centrifugal. To say
that what is specific and unique can be exhibited and become
forceful or actual only in relationship with other like beings
is merely, I take it, to give a metaphysical version to the
fact that democracy is concerned not with freaks or geniuses
or heroes or divine leaders but with associated individuals in
which each by intercourse with others somehow makes the life
of each more distinctive [and richer]. [10]
Furthermore, in his Ethics, Dewey not only continues to maintain
that equality in moral and social matters is "one of values, not of
materials and quantities," but also argues that "equality of value has
on this account to be measured in terms of intrinsic life and growth
of each individual, not mechanical comparisons."

There is, -he says,
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... a great deal of discussion of equality which is meaningless
and futile recause the conception is taken in a static instead
of a functional way. [The fact of the matter, however, is that
one] ... person is morally equal to others when he has the same
opportunity for developing his capacities and playing his part
[toward the continuous developnent of society in the same way]
that others have, although his capacities are quite unlike
theirs .... Each individual is inconmensurable as an individual
with every other, so that it is impossible to find an external
measure of equality. Concretely, one person is superior in one
particular respect and inferior in some other to many others.
He is morally equal when his values with respect to his own
possibilities of growth, whatever they are, are reckoned with
in the social organization as scrupulously as those of every
other. To employ a somewhat mechanical analogy, a violet and an
oak tree are equal when one has the same opportunity to develop
to the full as a violet which the other has as an oak. [11]
This statement indicates Dewey's unwillingness to sacrifice the fact
that different capabilities or personal needs of different individuals
might require sorre form of differential treatment or consideration at
the altar of an absolute equality of wealth and power; that he regards
the equality of basic human rights along with equality of consideration
of diverse and different needs (rather than economic equality) as
an equality of overriding importance for every member of society, and
accordingly that Dewey was not advocating an absolute equality or
uniformity of living conditions for every member of society when he
endorsed the principle of democratic equality.
This position, taken by Dewey, does indeed give rise to a very
serious concern.

suppose that the equality of rights 1::,efore the law

and equality of concern or consideration for the different capabilities
and personal needs of every individual have an overriding importance
over any other form of equality.

If these two forms of dem::>eratic

equality are not to be measured in terms of economic incomes or wealth
and material quantities possessed by each individual, would there
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actually be nruch in the way of equality of basic rights and equality of
opportunities or equal chances of self-development for every individual
without, at least, a rough measure of economic equality or equality of
material conditions for every individual in society?

In the absence

of a considerably large measure of equality of material conditions
for every individual in society, it is very likely that there will
be ~'Ctensive inequalities of power and of life-prospects am:>ng the

members of society.

And if this is the case, then how can we ensure

that all and every individual in society have equal rights and equal
opportunities of development or self-realization?
One answer which is often "offered to questions such as these
is," according to John Rees, "that equality as a principle c1100unts to
no more than that men should all be treated in the same way save where
there is sufficient reason for treating them differently. 1112

Perhaps,

this was what Rousseau had in mind when he suggested that if we are
to meet the demands of equality as a social ideal and as part of the
greatest goods of all members of society, all

we

have to do is to

ensure that the distribution of social resources and opportunities is
such that no one would be rich enough to buy another, and none so poor
or powerless as to sell himself to someone else.

As

Rousseau puts it:

•...[B]y equality, we should understand, not that the degrees of
power and riches are to be absolutely identical for everybody;
but that power shall never be great enough for violence, and
shall always be exercised by virtue of rank and law; and that,
in respect of riches, no citizen shall ever be wealthy enough
to buy another, and none poor enough to be forced to sell himself: which implies, on the part of the great, rooderation in
goods and position, and on the side of the conman sort rooderation in avarice and covetousness. [13]
This statement might, I think, be rightly interpreted to mean that (as
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Dewey would have it) a better understanding of the idea of equality as
a social ideal as well as the criteria for determining the appropriate
value of such equality are to be found, not in the anount of wealth or
material quantities fX)Ssessed by each individual, but in the quality of
m:>ral life and the possibilities of continuous all-round development
and of self-realization which are open to all and every individual
under the law and institutional set-up of human relations.
This point is, in fact, so important that it deserves further
consideration.

Needless to say, there are many who would agree with

Dewey that some sort of equality is utterly fundamental in matters
pertaining to the conduct of our everyday social and personal affairs;
that is, in Jan Narveson's phrase, that we need "a principle or principles that apply to all" and "are the sanE for all" members of society
without undermining the fact that every individual as an individual has
certain unique qualities as well as some personal needs or desires and
purposes which are as significant to him or her as those of others are
to them, and accordingly that different needs of individuals or groups
might require some form of differential treatment in order to be
properly satisfied. 14

Even so, there are some cr_itics of Dewey for

whom Dewey's version of deIOOCratic equality seems to be "a very thin
sort of 'equality'" in that it not only tends to provide support for
what is, in John Rees' phrase, "to count as a sufficient reason" for
some people to acquire and enjoy a greater share of society's wealth
than others, but also seems to leave the door open for extensive
inequalities and for "all kinds of invidious distinctions [which]
could make an entry" into people's conditions of living. 15
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To t hi s criticism, however, one might imag ine Dewey replying t hat
t he primary purpose of the princi ple of democratic equality is not to
satisfy t he special concerns of "freaks or geniuses or heroes."

Its

primary purpose is , rather, to "prevent t he untoward work ing of native
differences in power" arrong associated individuals, to help to create
an atmosphere which is conducive to the full and free development of
every individual, and thereby also to foster the general social wellbeing and progress of all members of society. 16

Thus, for example, in

in considering why people should value equality rather than inequality,
Dewey indicates that equality is an instrumental good; that it is to be
valued as a means to the realization of genuine democratic freedom and
to roore fruitful association· and roore secured conditions of living for
all members of society irrespective of differences in their natural
and psychological abilities or positions in society.

This response not

withstanding, it might be objected that Dewey's position in this case
is compatible with two different conceptions of equality as an i deal
of deroocracy , conceptions which are , at least , s eemingl y not quite
compatible with each other.

These are, namely, the old and the new

egalitarian conceptions of equality.
IV. The Old and the New Egalitarian Notions of Equality:
On

the old egalitarian (or liberal) conception, individuals do not

only have equal rights to develop their natural talents , but also equal
rights to achieve unequal results and to enjoy all the benefits of such
results which accrue from their personal efforts.

This includes the

rights to own private "property and to make contracts" with others,
"regardless of the distribution of social resources or wealth and power
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that result from such a right. 1117

According to this point of view,

insofar as institutions and laws prevent individuals or groups from
unlawf ul interference in the private affairs and personal lives of
others and from doing violence to others by imposing the same restrictions on every individual, to that extent they (institutions and laws)
also make it possible for individuals to develop their natural talents
and to pursue their chosen goals or life plans.

To the defenders of

this view, the establishment by law of conditions of equal opportunity
for individuals to achieve unequal results and to enjoy the benefits
of such results simply provides an added incentive for individuals to
take personal initiatives and to put more personal effort toward the
development of their natural talents.

To many of its critics, however,

this view appears to be little more than a disguise for the extensive
inequalities which are engendered by present institutional set-up of
human relations and, in particular, by existing capitalist institutions.
As we have seen, Dewey holds that "democratic faith in equality
is t he faith that each individual shall have the chance and opportunity"
to develop whatever talents (s)he has and "to contribute whatever (s]he
is capable of contributing" toward the general social welfare and the
continuous development of society as a whole. 18

We already know that

some individuals are more talented than others.

But, following Dewey

in this case, let us suppose that every individual in society has the
same opportunities of self-development which every other citizen has.
Assume that these opportunities include a similar opportunity for
everyone not only to achieve unequal results, but also to reap and to
enjoy whatever benefits accrue from his or her personal efforts and
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dealings with others.

From these assumptions, it is easy to see that

some individuals might be able to achieve better results than others.
But we can also see that if each individual is allowed to reap and
enjoy all or most of the fruits of his or her effort and associations
with others, some individuals would be able to acquire a greater share
of society's wealth and, thereby, also more opportunities, more privileges, and roore powers which they might exercise in such a way as to
limit the opportunities of self-development and self-reliance or selfcontrol that are supposed to be similarly open to all and everyone else.
Now, let us assume that the quality of life and development of all and
everyone is already considerably high.

Even so, the old egalitarian

(liberal) conception of equality appears to undermine its own aims.
Insofar as it provides support for the allotment of social resources
or wealth and power to citizens according to their individual abilities
and merits, it also inevitably undermines the need for an equitable and
fair distribution of society's wealth and opportunities of full and
free development among citizens.
This point is, in fact, conceded by Dewey and many other liberals
who are often regarded as social democrats.

As

Dewey puts it:

... the rise of machine-industry, controlled by finance capitalism, was a force that was not taken into account [by the early
liberals who proposed the idea of equal opportunity for all].
It gave liberty of action to those particular natural endowments
and individuals that fitted into the new economic picture ... [and
allowed these individuals to develop specialized acquisitive
abilities] .... The employment of these specialized acquisitive
abilities has resulted in the monopoly of power in the hands
of the few to control the opportunities of the wide masses and
to limit their free activities in realizing their natural capacities .... [This notwithstanding, it is important to recognize
that] the conmen assertion of mutual incompatibility of equality
and liberty rests upon a highly formal and limited concept of
liberty. It overlooks and rules out the fact that the actual
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literties of one human being depend upon the powers of action
that existing institutional arrangements accord to other indi viduals. It conceives of liberty in a completely abstract way.
The democratic ideal that unites equality and literty is, on
the other hand, a recognition that actual and concrete liberty
of opportunity and action is dependent upon equalization of
t he r.x:>litical and economic conditions under which individuals
are alone free in fact, not in some metaphysical way. [19]
Although Dewey criticized the old egalitarian notion of equality, he
did not reject it.

Quite to the contrary, he attempts to reinterpret

and to reconcile it wi th the new egalitarian conception which indicates
that "equalization of the political and economic conditions under which
individuals" live and interact with each other is an essential requirement of democracy.
Dewey believes that extensive inequalities which are, everywhere,
found in "nominally democratic countries" are fostered by, among other
things, "unrestrained individualistic action" which is still going
on, especially in capitalist countries. "The tragic break-down of
democracy," he says, "is due to the fact that the identification of
liberty with the maximum of unrestrained individualistic action in the
economic sphere ... is as fatal to the realization of literty for all
as it is fatal to the realization of equality.

It is destructive of

liberty for the many precisely because it is destructive of genuine
equality of opportunity. 1120
this problem to be resolved?

But if this is the case, then how is
What exactly is the difference or the

relationship between the denocratic equality of opportunities and the
equality of conditions of living?
By insisting that "concrete liberty of opportunity and action is

dependent upon equalization of the political and economic conditions
under which individuals are alone free in fact," Dewey puts himself in
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a favorable position to argue that democratic equality of opportunity
and equality of conditions of living for all persons are not mutually
exclusive of each other; that they are, instead, related to each other
in such a way that a genuine equality of opportunity cannot be brought
about without a rough equality of material conditions, and hence that
no hard and fast line can be rightly drawn between the two general
sorts of equality.

The relationship between these two sorts of

equality should not, however, obscure the fact that there are some
recognizable or notable differences between them.
aware of the fact of existence of such differences.

Dewey was, no doubt,
What he did not

do in this case, however, is to make a clear distinction between the
democratic equality of opportunity and the equality of conditions.
Instead, he prefers to focus attention on the need for the "establishment by law of equality of opportunity."
As Dewey saw it, democratic equality of opportunity would in fact
include, among other things, equality of consideration for people whose
different needs often require some sort of differential treatment,
equal chances of self-development and of tetter life-prospects, as well
as equal chances or opportunities for every individual to satisfy his
or her basic needs, to engage in "meaningful" or fruitful work, and to
contribute whatever (s)he is capable of contributing toward the general
well-being and over-all development of society as an inclusive whole.
By contrast, the equality of conditions includes, among other things,

the equality of basic human rights for all persons, equality of selfcontrol and self-respect' for everyone under the same institution and
law, and the equality of rights of every mature member of society to
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take an active part in the formation of social policies and values and
to receive an equitable and fair share of available social resources
compatible with similar shares which are allocated to every other
person in society. This is not to suggest that society should bring
about an absolute equality or uniformity of incomes and of material
conditions of living for every individual in it.

What it indicates is,

rather, that social resources and responsibilities are to be, in Kai
Nielsen's phrase, allocated to every individual in society "according
his needs" and "his ability," respectively.

"There is," Nielsen says,

an equal giving and equal responsibility here according to
ability. It is here, with respect to giving according to
ability and with respect to receiving according to need, that
a complex equality of result, i.e., equality of condition, is
being advocated by the .radical egalitarian. What it comes to
is this: each of us, where each is to count for one and none
count for more than one, is to give according to ability and
receive according to need. [21]
This was, perhaps, what Dewey also had in mind when he suggested
that equality in social and moral matters "does not mean mathematical
equivalence," nor does it stand for an absolute uniformity of
conditions of living for every individual in society.
It is, I think, important to emphasize here that there are
those who, in opposition to the position taken by Dewey and other
egalitarians, contend that the establishment of equality of opportunity
and equality of conditions of living, even if it could be achieved, is
bound to militate against the liberty or freedom of some individuals
or groups.

With this objection in mind, we will now turn to the issue

pertaining to how democratic equality can be brought about.
In his attempt to deal with this particular issue, Dewey tells us
that "the problem· is a practical one" and, accordingly, that what it

145

demands is a solution which is also practical in nature.

He writes:

The original idea and ioeal of democracy combined equality and
lil::lerty as coordinate ideals, adding to them, in the slogan
of the French Revolution, fraternity as a third coordinate.
Both historically and actually the possibility of realization
of the democratic ideal is conditioned, therefore, upon the
possibility of working out in social practice and social
institutions a combination of equality and liberty. As proved
by the present state of democracy in nominally democratic
countries the problem is a practical one. [22]
Like Rousseau, Dewey believes that the problem is one which can be
solved through some measure of restraint and moderation on the part of
individuals.

Unlike Rousseau who holds that power should

J::,e

"exercised

by virtue of rank," however, Dewey argues that ,;,mat we need is rather
an institutional set-up of human relations which does not place any
"permanent handicaps upon those of lesser gifts. •~
The kind of institutional system which Dewey has in mind is
apparently an institutional system which is genuinely democratic in
character, a system which operates in such a way as to secure and
enhance a more equitable and fair distribution of society's wealth and
power among citizens; that is, in John Rawls' phrase, a system that
works for "the advantage of those [who are] less fortunate. 1123

In

order to obtain such a democratic system, Dewey says, we must also
make some positive and constructive changes in the existing systems of
economic, political, and socio-cultural relationships.

But then, does

this mean that (as some Marxist socialists would have it) we have to
abandon capitalism with its tendency toward wholesale individualism for
socialism?

How far are the changes which are needed in the existing

economic and social arrangements supposed to go?
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Before we take a look at Dewey's answers to these questions, it
is, I think, important to note that there are, among capitalists and
socialist oriented philosophers, many who agree with Dewey that a large
measure of positive and constructive changes is needed in the existing
economic and social arrangements if the democratic ideals of equality
and liberty are ever to be realized.
is indeed not far-fetched.

The reason for this agreement

It is, as Kai Nielsen puts it, that where

... there are extensive differences in life prospects between
people, at least within a single society, where their condition
is markedly unequal, where there are extensive income differentials, the better off people in this respect tend to gain a
predominance of power and control in society. It is evident
as anything can be that there is a close correlation between
wealth and power. If we are reasonably clear-headed, and if we
prize liberty and autonomy, and if we prize democracy, we will
also be egalitarian. With those inequalities of power and
control, liberty and democracy must suffer. Equality, liberty,
autonomy, democracy and justice, [all] .. ·.come as a packaged
deal. To have any of them in any secure and extensive manner
we must have all of them. [24]
Needless to say, the implication of this statement is that extensive
inequalities in people's life prospects often if not always constitute
a means of coercion and oppression of the less favoured individuals
in society while more equality among people often engenders liberty,
democracy, and justice for everyone.
One important objection against this egalitarian position is, as
we have seen, that the establishment of a system of more equality of
opportunities and equality of conditions of living for all would, in
effect, stifle the spirit of personal initiative and obstruct the
free and full development of more talented individuals or groups.

To

clarify the point of this objection, let us assume that the conditions
of living of every individual in society are approximately the same
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(very similar).

Also, assume that no individual in society is allowed

to keep more than one or two percent of what accrues from his or her
personal efforts, and that the larger percentage of such incomes is
fairly distributed among all the members of society.

From this, it is

easy to see that the income differentials between the individuals in
society might be very low.

But then, the question arises:

How could

any of these people be motivated "to become an exceptional musician
or painter or athlete or lawyer," and so on? 25

How can we bring

about more equality of opportunities or equality of conditions without
destroying the incentives to personal initiative as well as the liberty
of the more talented or better off members of society?

How far should

the equalization of living condition actually go without und~rrnining
the liberty of some individuals or groups?
The answer to these questions, according to anti-egalitarians, is
that even if it is possible to bring about the equality of opportunity
and the equality of conditions for all members of society, we do not
simply have the right to do so.

To do so would, in effect, amount to

a violation of rights and freedoms of some members of society.
those who endorse this point of view is Robert Nozick.

Am:>ng

He writes:

The major objection to speaking of everyone's having a right
to various things such as equality of opportunity, life, and
so on, and enforcing this right, is that these "rights" require
a substructure of things and materials and actions; and other
people may have rights and entitlements over these •... Other
people's rights and entitlements to particular things (that
pencil, their body, and so on) and how they choose to exercise
these rights and entitlements fix the external environment of
any given individual and the means that will be available to
him. If his goal requires the use of means which others have
rights over, he must enlist their voluntary cooperation ....
The particular rights over things fill the space of rights,
leaving no room for general rights to be in a certain material
condition. [26]
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There are, I think, not many who would disagree with Nozick that
individuals "have rights and entitlements to particular things."

But

then, does the fact of existence of particular rights and entitlements
to such things as a car, a house, and so on rule out the need for the
establishment of some general rights for all members of society?

Are

these two kinds of rights so incompatible that they cannot coexist with
each other, as Nozick implies?

The answer, according to the defenders

of the idea of equality, is that they are not; that general rights
are required in order to secure and safeguard the freedom and the
particular rights of every individual in society, and accordingly that
it is a mistake to think of particular rights as things which are
absolute in themselves and are incompatible with general rights.

In

Kai Nielsen's words:
The importance of having rights is to protect a respect for us
as human beings, as persons, who are to be respected and whose
autonomy must be defended .... [F]or this to be possible, there
must be a system of rights which qualify each other and which,
with the various individual rights forming that system, have
various weights .... It is unrealistic, if not incoherent, to
assume that property is not a creation of law or, in primitive
societies, of something like law but that not withstanding,
Nozick simply assumes, without argument, that there can be and
indeed is a natural right to property which may or may not be
reflected in the law or in law-like social structures. [27]
The point of this argument (or response to anti-egalitarians) is,
of course, not to refute the claim that certain natural rights (such as
the right to life and right to satisfaction of the roost basic personal
needs) are possessed by human beings.

Rather, it is that such rights

are, in Dewey's phrase, "at the mercy of accident[s]" if they are not
protected by laws which apply to every individual in society.

It

is, according to Dewey, true that law and "organization may become a
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hindrance to freedom."

But what is also true is that the trouble does

not lie "in organization but in over-organization."

It is, he argues,

... easy to criticize the contract theory of state which
states that individuals surrender some at least of their natural
liberties in order to make secure as civil liberties what they
retain. Nevertheless there is some truth in the idea of surrender and exchange. A certain natural freedom is possessed by man .
... But we cannot trust wholly to a freedom thus procured. It
is at the mercy of accident. Conscious agreement among men must
supplement and in some degree supplant freedom of action which
is the gift of nature. In order to arrive at these agreements,
individuals have to make concessions •... They must , in short ,
enter into an organization with other human beings so that the
activities of others may be permanently counted upon to assure
regularity of action and far-reaching scope of plans and courses
of action. The procedure is not, in so far, unlike surrendering
a portion of one's income in order to buy insurance against
future contingencies, and thus to render the future course of
life more equably secure. It would be folly to maintain that
there is no sacrifice; we can however contend that the sacrifice
is a reasonable one, justified by results. [28]
To clarify the point of this argument, let us take a closer look at
Dewey's criticism of capitalism and what he describes as "official
Communism."

v.

Equality Versus Inequality, or Socialism Versus capitalism:
There are some who believe that concrete resolution to the issue

of equality versus extensive inequalities between members Qf society
cannot be brought about until we replace capitalism with socialism.
Capitalism and socialism, we are told, are two different forms of
political and economic arrangements.

One of the essential differences

between these two, however, is that socialism ensures that nore equality and nore freedom are enjoyed by everyone by securing public ownership of society's means of production whereas capitalism encourages
private ownership of such means and tends to ignore the need for rrore
equality and to undermine the freedom of the many.

This point is, in
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fact, often reflected in formal definitions of capitalism and socialism.
For instance, according to Andrew Levine:
... political economic arrangements [are] capitalist if there
are no economically significant juridical or customary relations
of bondage or hierarchy ... and there is private ownership of
society's principal means of production. Political economic
arrangements are socialist when private ownership of the means
of production is replaced by some form of non-private or public
ownership .... Capitalism requires formal equality of persons - to
the extent that persons must be able to become wage laborers and,
more generally, to enter into contractual relations. Socialism
takes over the formal equality capitalism has secured , while
radically altering capitalism's other distinctive feature; the
private ownership of society's principal means of production.
Socialism is post-capitalism; capitalism without private property
in means of production. [29]
In the light of these definitions, it would seem that the key
issue of "equality" versus "inequality" is not reducible to an issue
of "socialism" versus "capitalism."

Considering that capitalism and

socialism do require sorre measure of formal equality between members
of society, it is clear that the issue of equality might, possibly, be
separated from the issue of "capitalism" versus "socialism."

To this,

some socialist egalitarians would no doubt contend that the two issues
may be easily separated in theory but not in actual practice; that is,
in the affairs of our everyday lives.

As

John Baker puts it:

Theoretically, it is possible to separate the issue of equality
from the issue of socialism by defining socialism as a deroocratically planned economy in which the means of production are
under social ownership, and leaving open the question of whether
such an economy is necessary for equality. But [we must, on the
other hand, recognize that] politically, equality and socialism
share the same platform. The connection becones especially
obvious when you see people using arguments against socialism
as reasons for opposing equality. It would be unrealistic to
ignore these arguments on the pretence that socialism and
equality are different issues. [30]
In this case, Baker implies that the issue of more equality for all
and the issue of "socialism" versus "capitalism" are two issues which
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are closely related to each other, and t hat it is a serious mistake to
thi nJ-<: t hat t he t wo are completely separate issues.
According to this view, socialism as a democratically planned
economy clearly re r esents a more plausible or better alternative to
capitalism.

If we are, however, to grant that socialism does indeed

share the same platform with equality,

we

have to be convinced that

the same thing cannot rightly be said about capitalism.

What is it

that makes capitalism with private ownership of means of production so
objectionable or so troublesome that it cannot possibly promote more
equality and more liberty for all and everyone?
The reason for this, 1ve are told, is that capitalism operates in
the interest of those individuals who are in possession of society's
principal means of production, and not in the best interests of all
and everyone.

Among those who explicitly endorse this answer is Dewey.

The name "capitalism", he says, is "a rough designation of a complex
of fX)litical and legal arrangements centering about a particular mode
of economic relat ions ;" that i s, an economic relation based on "private
ownership of means of production and exchange."

In promoting private

ownership of means of production and exchange, capitalism has in fact
engendered great improvements in both the methods of production and
in the actual production of material goods.

"The application of

science," and "to a considerable degree, even its own growth, has been
conditioned by the system to which the name capitalism is given."

But,

in doing so, capitalism has also allowed entrepreneurs to reap "out of
all proportions to what they sowed.

By obtaining private ownership

of the means of production, they deflected a considerabl e share of t he
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results of increased productivity to their private pockets. 1131
For Dewey, insofar as capitalism continues to serve the special
interests and whims of the few private owners of society's principal
means of production, to that extent it also inevitably fosters
inequality and hinders any progress toward more equality and rore
freedom for all and everyone.
Dewey emphasizes these points.

In his "Liberty and Social Control,"
He writes:

The drift of nominal democracy from the conception of life
which may be characterized as democratic has come about under
the influence of a so-called rugged individualism that defines
liberty in terms of the inequality bred by existing economiclegal institutions. In ..• [these institutions,] an almost
exclusive emphasis [is put] upon those natural capacities of
individuals that have power to effect pecuniary and materialistic acquisitions .... [OUr] existing materialism, with the blight
to which it subjects the cultural development of individuals,
is the inevitable product of exaggeration of the econom1c
liberty of the few at the expense of the all-round liberty of
the many. And, I repeat, this limitation upon genuine liberty
is the inevitable product of the inequality that arises and
rrrust arise under the operations of institutionally established
and supported finance-capitalism. [32]
Needless to say, these points are not, in any way, objectionable to
socialists who advocate the abolition of private ownership of means
of production and its replacement with public ownership of capital or
society's principal means of production.
Considering that capitalism encourages the "so-called rugged
individualism" and, in doing so, gives rise to extensive inequalities
between the owners and non-owners of means of production, it is
clear that capitalism does not "provide much of a hedge" against the
"tendency of capital to concentrate" in the hands of very few individuals "and to dominate the state. 1133

And because capitalism does

not provide such a hedge, it also inevitably tends to undermine the
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egalitarian ideals and principles of democracy: namely, the principles
of equality, lil::erty, autonomy and justice for all and everyone.
Another and, perhaps, more incisive criticism of capitalism is
that it incites relentless competition instead of mutual cooperation
among the capitalists themselves.
way, it might

re

Formulated in a slightly different

said that capitalism, as it develops, often tends to

1::ecome a monopoly capitalism or something like it.

That this is the

case is particularly demonstrated in the crucial sections of society's
industry such as the oil and petroleum industry, an industry where
"price wars" among competitors are apparently a rampant occurrence.
From this example, it is indeed easy to see that
[t]he possession of fabulous wealth and power does not satisfy
the capitalists. They strive with each other for supremacy. The
rivalry tetween them is so great and competition for each other's
customers, both foreign and domestic, is so keen that they drag
nations into war - just as, on a smaller scale, rivalry between
bootleggers brings on gang wars. [34]
This does not mean that capitalists do not, sometimes, cooperate with
each other.

The crucial point is that where and when some of them

decide to cooperate, they often do so in order to defeat or to 1::eat out
another competitor or to make more profits for themselves.

What capi-

talism does, in other words, is to prop-up the existing inequalities
by encouraging fierce competition and, with it, the concentration of
capital in the hands of the more powerful few who are able to grab and
to maintain a greater share of the rrarket for themselves.

In the same

way, it also encourages relationships of domination tetween those
who are in possession and control of society's means of production
and those who are not.

It leads to exploitation and to coercion and

oppression of the many by a more powerful few and, in doing so, tends
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to undermine any progress toward rrore democratization of society's
resources and of the decision-making processes pertaining to the
different aspects of our economic, political, and social lives.
Paradigm cases of fierce competition and wars generated by capitalism are, in fact, not far-fetched.

They range from price wars among

local businesses to very bloody combats in open battle fields among
nations.

The colonization and eventual partition of some parts of

Africa between Britain, France, and other European powers (from the
nineteenth century to the middle part of the twentieth century) as well
as the colonization of Australia, India, and so on, are the results
as well as clear evidence of such fierce competition, and even wars,
between these imperial powers.

The "cold war" that raged for a long

time between the "Eastern" and the "Western" allies, the recent overthrow of Kuwait, by Iraq, and the "Operation Desert Storm" which was
undertaken in order to drive Iraq out of Kuwait are, perhaps, all parts
of the relentless competition and the ills generated by capitalism.
But even so, must we make a choice between capitalism and socialism, as some socialists are inclined to think?

Must we abandon

private ownership in favour of public ownership of society's means of
production in order to eliminate the exploitation or the coercion and
oppression of the many by the more powerful few, and to resolve the
issue of equality?

Dewey's answer to this question is that we must not,

that "the question of the public's taking charge of the machinery of
the manufacture of goods is less a matter of wholesale 'individualism'
versus 'socialism' than it is of the ratio of the experimental and
novel in their management to the habitual and matter of course" in
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their own operations. 35

Historically, he says, there is a tendency

on t he part of individuals and, in particular, of state officials and
others who are clothed with great powers to be seduced by their private
or special class interests.

Instead of using such powers to serve

the public interests which they were meant to serve, these individuals
often "employ their panoply to advance private and class interests.
Were actual dishonesty" or greed "the only, or even the chief foe,
the problem would be much simpler" and easier to resolve. 36

But the

problem is neither simple nor an easy one.
Furtherroore, according to Dewey, the reason why the problem
is not so simple nor easy to resolve is that a greater part of it is
made up of such things as the "ease of routine" or bureaucratic red
tape, "the difficulty of ascertaining public needs, the ... desire for
inmediate and visible results," and so on.

Again, in Dewey's words:

One often hears it said by socialists justly impatient with the
present economic regime that "industry should re taken out of
private hands." One recognizes what they intend: that it should
cease to be regulated by desire for private profit and should
function for the benefit of producers and consumers, instead
of being side-tracked to the advantage of financiers and stockholders. But one wonders whether those who so readily utter
this saying have asked themselves into whose hands industry is
to pass? Into those of the public? But, alas, the public has
no hands except those of individual human beings. The essential
problem is that of transforming the actions of such hands so
that it will be animated by regard for social ends. There is no
magic by which this result can be accomplished. The sane causes
which have led men to utilize concentrated political power to
serve private purposes will continue to act to induce men to
employ concentrated economic power in behalf of non-public
aims. This fact does not imply [ that] the problem is insoluble.
But it indicates where the problem resides, whatever guise it
assumes. [37]
Thus, Dewey implies that even if we abolish private ownership of means
of production and replace it with public ownership, a larger part
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of the essential problem might still remain unresolved.

Indeed, he

believes that even if making a choice between capitalism and socialism
is necessary, it is not a sufficient condition for resolving the
essential problem.

But what, exactly, do we need in order to resolve

the problem?
There are, in Dewey's view, at least two things that we need in
order ·to resolve the essential problem.

First, we need an indivi-

duality of a new type, an individuality whose actions are animated
by genuine regard for the good or the general social welfare of all
merncers of society and not by selfish interests.

"As far as indivi-

duality is associated with aristocracy of the historic type," Dewey
argues, "the extension of the machine age will presumably be hostile
to individuality in its traditional sense all over the world. 1138
Secondly, we need to take collective control of the conditions in which
we live and of all the social forces, including the economic forces,
that are at work within these conditions.

"Our lack of control in the

sphere of human relations, national, donestic, international , requires
no emphasis of notice.

It is proof that we have not begun to operate

scientifically in such matters. 1139

In this case, Dewey implies that

the kind of control that we need is not just any form of collective
control.

What we need is rather a form of control which is in accord

with the corrmunal attitude and the experimental spirit of nod.em
science and technology; that is, a kind control which is both
intelligent and genuinely democratic in character.
This response apparently raises another problem:

How can we

operate scientifically in areas of purely human relations?

Is it, in
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any way, possible to employ the "scientific method" in such areas, as
Dewey implies?

In opposition to Dewey, it might be argued that such

areas involve not only the physical, but also t he psychological and
emotional as pects of life.

They are areas in and through which human

emotions and instincts express themselves.

Given that human emotions

and instincts do not always nor indeed often lend themselves to public
observation and scrutiny, and given also that enotions and instincts do
not only possess a significant force of their own, but also have sorre
important roles to play in our lives, one might conclude that it ma.y
not

:be

possible to employ the scientific rethod in some of those areas

of human relations in which human emotions and instincts are deeply
involved.
As

we saw in Chapter three of this study, Dewey consistently iden-

tifies the scientific method with organized intelligence and democracy.
He believes that human emotions and instincts have to be controlled
and guided by intelligence.

For him, some of the efforts being made in

communist Russia toward the transformation of the economic and social
relations among its citizens clearly indicate that it is possible to
cultivate and to employ the experimental (scientific) method in dealing
with matters of purely human relations.

"Were we to forget for the

morrent the special Russian political setting," he says, "we should see
here an effort to use co-ordinated Jmowledge and technical skill to
direct economic resources toward social order and stability. 1140

Both

the glasnost and the perestroika which took place in the old Union of
Soviet Socialist Republic (U.S.S.R.) from late 1980s to the early 1990s
might, in fact, be regarded as exemplary cases of the kind of social
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experimentation, which Dewey has in mind.
However, even if these examples are correct, one might still want
to object that the fact that such efforts, both the past ones and the
ones that are still being made, have caused and are still causing a
great deal of confusion for the masses of Soviet citizens is a clear
evidence that the application of the experimental method in matters
of purely human relations is unlHcely to produce any significant
positive result.

To this, Dewey might respond that our desire for

imnediate positive results is one of the things that stand in the way
of organized social planning and planned use of scientific method in
matters of human relations.
in the

u.s.s.R.,

The failure of the efforts being made

he might well argue, does not signify that the

experimental method is already destined to fail.

Such a failure is,

at least in part, due to the reluctance of the old comnunist regimes
in the

u.s.s.R.

to cut their ties with worn-out traditions, and to

completely discard their bureaucratic habits, predatory interests , and
practices based upon very dogmat i c or extremely rigid state socialist
ideology which actually stands in the way of a well planned use of
scientific methodology and techniques.

In Dewey's words:

To hold that .•• organized planning is possible only in a conmunist society is to surrender the case to corrmunism. Upon any
other basis, the effort of Russia is a challenge and a warning
to those who live under another political and economic regime.
It is a call to use our more advanced Jmowledge and technology
. .. to achieve sone degree of control of the social consequences
which the application of science is, willy-nilly, bringing
about. What stands in the way is a lot of outworn traditions,
moth-eaten slogans and catch-words, that substitute duty for
thought, as well as our entrenched predatory self-interest. We
shall only make real beginning in intelligent thought when we
cease mouthing platitudes; stop confining our idea to antitheses
of individualism and socialism, capitalism and communism, and
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realize that the issue is between chaos and order, chance
and control: the haphazard use and planned use of scientific
techniques. [41]
We .have to observe here that the foregoing response does not, in
fact, completely answer the question as to how we can actually operate
scientifically in matters of purely human relations.

Besides, what are

the implications of the application of the scientific method in matters
of human relations for our private and socio-cultural lives?

To answer

some of these difficult questions, we shall turn to Dewey's formulation
of the "scientific mathod" in the next chapter.

For the nomant, however,

it might suffice only to emphasize that Dewey recommends the scientific
method not only as an effective method of mitigating the economic and
socio-political inequality propped up by capitalism, but also as a roore
plausible method and an alternative to Marxist socialists' formula or
method of an open revolution and class struggle.
Although Dewey was critical of capitalism and, in particular, of
the existing capitalist democracy (both in the United States of America
and i n parts of Europe), he was in fact suspicious and nore critical of
Marxist socialism, and of "Russian Cormrunism" in particular.

Indeed,

we see him rejecting the idea of an open class struggle and an eventual
dictatorship of the proletariat recommended, by Marxist socialists,
as a -way of ending the existing class-divisions along with extensive
inequalities and the domination and exploitation of the masses of the
working class by a few property owners (or financiers and stockholders)
and the bureaucrats who work in association with them.

In making this

recorrmendation, Dewey complains, Marxism not only overlooks the importance of mutual cooperation as a necessary condition for individual
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and social development, but also tended to slight the
possible use of socially organized intelligence as a peaceful means to
progressive changes which are needed in present social arrangements.
These points are, in fact, at the center of five related reasons
why Dewey also rejected what he characterizes as "official Conmunism"
or "Russian Communism."

The first reason, according to Dewey, is

that "official Cormrunism," in the form which it takes in Russia, is
illiberal and overly resistant to minority opinions and changes in its
predetermined policies.

It has made "the dictatorship of the proleta-

riat and over the proletariat, the suppression of the civil liberties
of all non-proletarian elements as well as of dissenting proletarian
minorities, integral parts of the standard Corrmunist faith and dogma.
It has imposed and not argued the theory of dialectical materialism
... upon all its followers."

Despite the fact that this theory bas

undergone frequent restatements in the u.s.s.R. depending upon "the
exigencies of party functional controversy," its "cultural philosophy,
which has many corrmendable features, is vitiated by the absurd attempt
to make a single and uniform entity out .of the 'proletariat' . ,i4 2
Secondly, part of "the ideology of official Conmunism is its
monistic and one-way philosophy of history.

From this roonistic

philosophy of history, there follows a uniform political practice and
a ... revolutionary strategy and tactics" that tend to suppress all the
differences in people's historical and cultural backgrounds, in their
thoughts, religious beliefs, and so on.

But where there are such

differences, and where such differences are taken into account, "there
will be corresponding differences in political m:thods, differences
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that may extend to general r:olicies as well as to their general
execut i on.

For example, so far as the historic experience of America

is concerned, two things among many others are overlooked by official
Comrrrunists."

And these are, namely, the possibility "that important

social changes in the direction of democratization of industry may be
accomplished by groups working with the working class although ... not
of them," and the fact of "our deeply rooted belief in the importance
of individuality. 1143
Thirdly, considering Russia's history and experience with
overshadowing feudalism, it is clear that an open class struggle and
eventual dictatorship of the proletariat "may have been necessary for
Russia in order to achieve peace for her war-weary soldiers, and land
for her hungry peasants."

Yet, it was the lessons which Germany and

Italy learned from official Communist dictatorship and violence in
the

u.s.s.R.

that aided the growth of fascism in these two countries.

Since an "inminent war, or even the overt threat of such a war, in
any western nation," might actually "bring Facism with its terrible
engines of repression to power," we have to be, at least, suspicious
of Corcmunism for continuing "to advocate the kind of economic change it
desires by means of civil war, armed insurrection and iron dictatorship" of the proletariat. 44
Fourthly, "the errotional tone and methods of discussion and
dispute which ... accompany Corrmunism" do not seem to be accompanied
or guarded by any articulate and proper senses of elementary honesty,
justice and fair play.

These things are apparently "more than
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'oourgeois virtues. ' "

They are traits which we have to acquire in

and through our associations with others rather than inherited natural
tendencies.

"The systematic, persistent and seemingly intentional

disregard of these things by Cormrunist spokesmen" and officials in
carrying out "their policy of 'rule or ruin' in their so-called united
front activities, their apparent conviction that what they take to be
the end justifies the use of any means if only those means promise to
be successful - all these ... are fatal to the very end which official
Communism profess to have at heart. ,,4 5
Fifth and finally, suppose that a large scale class struggle or
worker's revolution has just started in a highly industrialized nation
such as Canada or the United States of America "where the middle class
is stronger, roore militant and better prepared than anywhere else."
Assume that each of the two parties involved in this struggle is ready
to employ all the violent means, tactics, and techniques within its
control in order to ensure victory for itself.

From this, we can

easily see that the outcorre of such a violent revolution for the
proletariat "would either be abortive, drowned in a blood bath, or if
it were victorious, would win only a Pyrrhic victory.
would destroy the country and each other. ,,4 5

The two sides

Since such a violent

revolution by the working class is, at least, likely to result in chaos
and destruction instead of social order and development of individuals
and of society as a whole, we must reject the Comrnunist view that such
a revolution is a proper rreans to democratization of industries, to
more equal distribution of social goods, and to more liberty, autonomy,
and justice for everyone.
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In directing his attack at what he regards as "the orthodox and
official Communism," Dewey acknowledges that there is a "perceptible
difference between comrmmism with a small c, and Comrmmism, official
Communism with a capital letter. 1147

What he did not tell us, however,

is what this perceptible difference consists in, or how it affects the
official Communist doctrine of class struggle.

Nevertheless, we can

see that the difference which Dewey has in mind may have something to
do with the orthodox connnunist inclination and support for an open
class struggle and for a dictatorship of the proletariat as a means
to democratic equality and freedom for all and everyone.

Perhaps the

difference which Dewey has in mind in this case is a difference marked
by the fact that there are some Marxist socialists and communists who
prefer a more peaceful and more democratic means and method of social
change to a violent class struggle.

Indeed, we see Dewey suggesting

that genuine democratic ends such as more equality, and liberty for all
and everyone, require deroocratic means and methods as indispensable
conditions for their concrete realization.

And this is an idea which

has an irresistible appeal not only for social democrats, but also for
many contemporary socialists, and there are cormrunists who accept it.
VI. SonE Criticisms of Dewey:
On Dewey's view, the socialization of society's principal means

of production is apparently required as a condition for an equal and
equitable distribution of opportunities and of society's wealth, status,
and power among all and everyone.

Nevertheless, Dewey holds that

democratization or socialization of our economic conditions does not
require that we make a choice between capitalism and socialism.

And
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the reason for this is that replacing private ownership with public
ownership of society's principal means of production, even if it is
necessary, might not be enough to resolve a larger part of the issue of
"equality" versus "inequality."

Moreover, even if we replace private

ownership with public ownership of the means of production, such a
public ownership might turn out to be only in name,. and not in actual
practice. "Our troubles," Dewey claims, "flow from the oppressive exercise of power by financial overlords and from failure to introduce new
forms of democratic control in industry and government consonant with
the shift from individual to corporate economy. 1148

Thus, Dewey also

implies that if we are ever to succeed in resolving these two issues,
we must focus our attention .directly at the essential problem of transforming the actions of individuals in such a way as to be animated by
the conmen good of all, and not by private and special class interests.
But how is this ever to happen in capitalist societies?
One might concede that the transformation of the actions of
indivi dual might not happen with public ownership of society's means
of production and still argue, contrary to Dewey, that such a transformation could never happen with private ownership and without public
ownership of the means of production.

If any attempt to transform

the actions of individuals and to introduce a new form of democratic
control in industry is to succeed, such an attempt must be aided by
a total abolition of those individual rights and privileges which prop
up the existing inequalities.

The rights of individuals to private

ownership of the means of production and to private enjoyment of a
large portion of profits which accrue from the operations of such means

165

are apparently a motivating force behind the existing inequalities and
the oppressive exercise of power by financial overlords.

These rights

are, in other words, an integral part and parcel of the essential
problem of transforming the actions of individuals so as to be animated
by regard for the cormnon good.

In order to secure the socialization of

society's means of production along with more equality and liberty for
all and everyone, therefore, we must not be reluctant to abolish such
rights to private ownership of the means of production.
It might suffice here to observe that Dewey did indeed acknowledge
that the "institution of private property" along with class-divisions
and institutional "relationships fixed in the prescientific age" do
"stand in the way of accomplishing this great" task of social "transformation. ,A9

This notwithstanding, he appears to be reluctant to

advocate the abolition and replacement of private ownership with public
ownership of society's means of production.

Instead of public owner-

ship of the means of production, he wants us "to introduce new forms
of democratic control in industry and government" which are "in accord
with the shift from individual to corporate economy."

In this manner,

for example, he seems to express an inclination toward capitalism with
some form of private ownership of the means of production.

From this

also emerges the key point of the foregoing objection against Dewey.
And that is that, in endorsing the shift from individual to corporate
ownership of means of production, Dewey tends to ignore the fact that
private ownership in the form of corporate ownership might be nothing
more than a thin veil over the existing inequalities, and the exploitation of the masses of workers by a few financiers and stockholders.
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Considering that such things as economic "belt-tightening" and
massive retrenchment of workers, by large industries or corporate
institutions whose primary aim is to make as much profit as possible
for t heir shareholders, generally contribute to massive unemployment
and attendant miseries among the mass of individuals in many capitalist
countries, it is clear that shifting from individual to corporate ownership of means of production has not done much to promote democracy and
socio-economic equality and liberty of all and every member of society.
Welfare state capitalism with the kind of corporate ownership of means
of production which Dewey advocates is, in John Baker's words, merely
"a compromise which suits many interests.
also helps to keep them in their place.
also of control."

It helps people in need, but
It is a system of support but

It is, in other words, a system which "is designed

for an unequal society .

Many of its policies and problems would be

transformed by more equality 1150

To this, Dewey might actually respond

that a larger part of the problem which faces us, in this case, is
due to our inability to control the consequences of the operations of
industry and of corporate ownership of means of production.

He writes:

The essential fact is that if both democracy and capitalism
are on trial, it is in reality our collective intelligence
which is on trial. We have displayed enough intelligence to
create the new and powerful instrument of science and technology, [an instrument which has helped to break down the rigid
class barriers of the feudal times and to engender new hopes
of a better life for the masses of individuals while, at the
same time, creating some new classes in place of the old ones].
We have not as yet had enough intelligence to use this instrument deliberately and systematically to control its social
operations and consequences. [51]
In this case, Dewey implies that if capitalism can serve to foster
the growth of the new and powerful instruments of modern science along
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with the growth of industrial production, it might be made to serve
the ends of democracy as well.

All we have to do is to articulate a

genuine democratic method of systematic control of the operations and
social consequences of the new and powerful instruments of science and
technology, that is, a method which is in accord with the democratic
ends we want to achieve, with our historical and cultural backgrounds,
and with our different needs and aspirations as individuals. 52
The point that our historical and cultural backgrounds, and our
different aspirations and needs as individuals, have some significant
roles to play in determining the form of political and socio-economic
arrangements that best satisfy our need for rrore equal and equitable
distribution of social goods is, in fact, recognized and st(essed by
many other philosophers, apart from Dewey .

As

Rawls puts it:

Both private-property and socialist systems normally allow for
the free choice of occupation and of one's place of work. It is
only under conmand systems of either kind that this freedom is
overtly interfered with .... It is [also] necessary ... to recognize
that market institutions are conmen to both private-property and
socialist regimes, and [that the connection which is often made
between t he use of f r ee markets and the private-ownership of the
means of production is nothing rrore than a historical contingency in that theoretically, at least, a socialist regirne can
avail itself of the advantages of free markets. And if this is
the case, then we have] to distinguish between the allocative
and distributive function of prices. Since under socialism the
means of production and natural resources are publicly owned,
the distributive function is greatly restricted, whereas
a private-property system uses prices in varying degrees
for both purposes. Which of these two systems and the many
intermediate forms nost fully answers to the requirements of
[equality, liberty, autonomy and] justice ... depends in large
part upon the traditions, institutions, and social forces of
each country, and its particular historical circumstances. [53]
Hence, it might be concluded that (as Dewey would have it) what we need
to do, instead of roouthing platitudes about capitalism and socialism,
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is to introduce new forms of democratic control in industry and
government which are such as to secure equality of opportunities
and, in Nielsen's phrase, to enhance a more "equal division of wealth
with adjustments for differences in need and in nonsocioeconomic
circumstance. 1154
Perhaps the most crucial and incisive criticism of Dewey's
:position has to do with the great emphasis which he places on the need
for the employment of democratic methods or methods of organized intelligence toward the realization of concrete democratic ends.

Dewey,

while emphasizing the importance of the democratic method as the most
proper method of obtaining concrete democratic ends, quite explicitly
expresses his contempt for all forms of dogmatic or dictatorial methods
of social control, including the method of the dictatorship of the
proletariat which is often advocated by Marxist socialists.

He writes:

If there is one conclusion to which human experience unmistakably :points it is that democratic ends demand democratic methods
for their realization. Authoritarian methods now offer themselves to us in new guises. They come to us claiming to serve
the ultimate ends of freedom and equity in a classless society .
Or they reconrrend adoption of a totalitarian regime in order to
fight totalitarianism. In whatever form they offer themselves,
they owe their seductive power to their claim to serve ideal
ends. Our first defense is to realize that democracy can be
served only by the slow day by day adoption and contagious
diffusion in every phase of our cormon life of methods that
are identical with the ends to be reached and that recourse
to monistic, wholesale, adsolutist procedures is a betrayal
of human freedom no matter in what guise it presents itself. [55]
To many contemporary socialists who subscribe to the idea of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, this criticism might in fact seem to
be based on an erroneous or distorted view of the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

But leaving this aside, it might be objected that while

human experience indicates "that democratic ends require democratic"
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means and "methods for their realization," it does also point to the
fact that resolute democratic ends such as freedom and equalization
of conditions of living for every individual in society do sometimes
require an equally decisive method of action for their realization.
But to clarify the crucial point of this objection, consider the
following example.
was never fought.

suppose that the second world war against Naziism
Assume that the allied forces and governments who

were opposed to the Nazis had placed all their hopes on the slow day
by day procedures that are in accord with democracy, and that they had
hoped to bring an end to the Nazi movement and aggression through such
procedures.

In this case, it is easy to see that oppressive machine

of Naziism would have continued to operate without much hindrance and,
accordingly, that the Nazis would have actually succeeded in achieving
their infamous and disdainful aims.

Again, suppose that the open and,

sometimes, violent struggle for independence which took place between
some colonies and their colonial masters did not actually take place.
If the colonies had simply continued to carry-out their normal day
by day activities, if there was no struggle or resolute demand for
independence from the colonial masters, many people in parts of Africa,
Asia, or any other colonies would have apparently been forced to remain
under the domination of foreign rulers for longer periods of time than
they actually did.

Beside the fact that total dependence on "slow day

by day adoption and diffusion" of democratic method into our social and
personal lives in order to obtain the democratic ends which we want
might actually prolong the time it takes to obtain such ends, it is
also quite possible that the long delay or waiting, in this case, might
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turn out to be an unending one.
Another, but not an unrelated objection, is that even if we employ
the democratic method and succeed in using it to obtain the democratic
ends which we want, the method itself might turn out to be extremely
deficient in protecting democracy against individuals or groups whose
aim is to bring an end to democracy with its egalitarian objectives.
Using the democratic method of voting, for example, some individuals or
groups who are opposed to any movement in the direction of democratic
equality and liberty may, in fact, succeed in voting democracy out
of office (for another form of government which they choose) without
contradicting any of the guiding principles of democratic voting. 56
Since democracy does indeed have some powerful enemies who would
like to bring it to an end by any possible means or method, it might
be concluded that total dependence on deroocratic methods may not
constitute an ample protection for democracy against such enemies.
Whether or not Dewey would be able to provide some satisfactory
answers to the foregoing objections is something we might find out
by having a closer look at his characterization or conception of the
"method of dernocracy".

For the moment, however, it might suffice to

conclude this chapter by observing that the foregoing objections do not
refute Dewey's claim "that dernocratic ends demand democratic methods
for their realization."

Considering that authoritarian or dictatorial

methods, even if they are benevolent ones, may not actually go as far
as to secure an equal and roore equitable division of wealth, power, and
liberty for all and everyone, including the rulers and the ruled, it
is clear that the "method of democracy" might be the best method to
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employ toward the realization and preservation of these democratic ends.
However, consi dering that one of the serious problems that face us in
this case is "that of transfonning the action of" individual "hands so
that it will be animated by regard for social ends," it is also clear
that the difficult task of removing the great obstacles which stand
in the way of this transformation, and in the way of more equality
and liberty for everyone, might sometimes require the employment of
undemocratic methods in order to be accomplished.

Insofar as Dewey

acJmowledges this, to that extent his theory also appears to be
compatible with the idea that an open class struggle and dictatorial
methods might help in some cases to prepare the grounds for democracy,
more equality, and rnore liberty for every individual in society.
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Here, Dewey tells us that each individual should be given the
"opportunity to contribute whatever he is capable of contributing"
toward the good and welfare of society as a whole. Again, in
his words, although the weight of each individual's contribution
or "judgment may not be equal in aroount when it enters into the
pooled result to that of others •.. , each one is equally entitled
to equal opportunity of development of his capacities" and of
satisfaction of his or her own needs; that is, needs which are "as
significant to him as those of others are to them." What Dewey
did not tell us in this case, however, is whether the distribution
of society's wealth is to done in accordance with people's merits,
or whether it has to depend rrore on their individual needs (as
Nielsen would have it). Insofar as Dewey did not put any emphasis
on the importance of distribution of wealth according to people's
needs, instead of their individual merits, to that extent his
theory also appears to be quite compatible with both the idea
of equal division of wealth according to merit and the idea of
equal division of wealth according to needs.
55. Dewey, Freedom and Culture, pp. 175 - 176.
56. This particular objection was suggested to me by :Bob Jewell.
Also, it might be observed that this objection does seem to be
applicable only to dem:::>eracy and denocratic methods, and not
to authoritarian and to dictatorial systems or methods.
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Chapter 5
Methods of Democracy
I. Introduction:
In the previous chapter, we saw that one of Dewey's major concerns
is with ways or means and methods by which the ideals and standards
of democracy can be realized and sustained in our social and cultural
institutions and everyday life affairs.

In his attempt to deal with

this particular issue, Dewey tells us that the only way in which we
could realize the noble ideals and standards of democracy is through
democratic means and methods.

This raises the question: what do demo-

cratic means and methods consist in?

What, exactly, is the form which

democratic methods are supposed to take?
Dewey's response to the first question is that "freedom of inquiry,
toleration of diverse views, freedom of communication" along with such
things as public discussion or negotiation, persuasion, and mutual
exchange of ideas and values are integral parts of democratic means
and methods. 1 As to the form which democratic methods are supposed
to take, he reconmends that they should take a form similar to the
experimental procedures or methods of modern science.

He writes:

The crisis in democracy demands the substitution of the intelligence that is exemplified in scientific procedure for the kind of
intelligence that is now accepted. The need for this change is
[expressed but] not exhausted in the dema.nd for greater honesty
and impartiality, even though these qualities be now corrupted
by discussion carried on mainly for purposes of party supremacy
and for imposition of some special but concealed interest. These
qualities need to be restored. But the need goes further. The
social use of intelligence would remain deficient even if these
moral traits were exalted, and yet intelligence continued to be
identified simply with discussion and persuasion, necessary as
are these things. Approximation to use of scientific method
in investigation and of the engineering mind in invention and
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projection of far-reaching social realities in terms of cause
and effect is demanded. The habit of considering social realities in terms of cause and effect and social policies in terms
of means and consequences is still inchoate. The contrast
between the state of intelligence in politics and in physical
control of nature is to be taken literally. What has happened
in this latter is the outstanding demonstration of the meaning
of organized intelligence. [2]
Thus, Dewey not only identifies the scientific •method with organized .
intelligence, but also implies that "approximation to the use of scientific method" in every area of human experience and culture is required
as an indispensable condition for concrete realization of the ideals
of democracy, and for effective resolution of moral and socio-cultural
problems which are apparently likely to arise in a democratic society.
But how can we possibly extend and apply the scientific method in
morals and politics or any other area of culture which has to do with
matters of human relations?

What, exactly, is the relationship retween

scientific and democratic methods?

Would the approximation and use of

scientific method in those areas of experience and culture which have
to do with people's relationships with each other not, in practice,
lead to some sort of centralized planning and control of people's lives
by some experts such as professional social planners and politicians or
state executives?

How can the use of scientific method actually help

to promote and to protect democracy against individuals or groups whose
intention is to bring democracy to an end?
Whether it is possible or not possible to expand and to apply the
scientific method in every area of human experience and culture is
indeed quite debatable.

There are, among Dewey's critics, those who

saw his espousal of scientific method as nothing more than a dream or
mere wishful desire for something which is untenable.

And there are
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others who saw it as an explicit endorsement of the "cult of scientism."

In this chapter, we intend to show that ooth of these views

are quite mistaken.

Following Dewey, we argue that there are certain

similarities between the scientific method and some other methods which
we often employ in the problems of our everyday social and personal
lives, and accordingly that it is possible to generalize and employ the
scientific method toward the over-all improvement of the conditions and
contents of human experience and, thereby, also toward the realization
of deroocracy as a way of life.

While agreeing with Dewey on this _point,

we will nevertheless argue that Dewey's identification of scientific
and democratic methods is marked by an ambiguity, an ambiguity which,
I think, is largely due to Dewey's failure to work out sorre effective
or successful techniques of social and political action which are
consistent with the expansion and generalized use of scientific method
in human affairs.

Finally, we attempt to resolve this ambiguity by

examining some techniques of social and political action which might
be consistent with generalized use of scientific method in our social

and personal affairs.

But let us begin . by taking a critical look at

Dewey's conception of science and scientific :rrethod.
II. Dewey's Conception of Science and Scientific Method:
What exactly did Dewey mean by "scientific method"?

In order to

answer this question, I think that we need to take a look at Dewey's
understanding of the term "science" and how that understanding is
related to his general theory of inquiry.
As

we have seen, Dewey identifies scientific method with what he

regards as "organized intelligence."

In elaborating on this point, he
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wrote that the word "science" is not simply a name for one particular
field of inquiry or subject matter.
range of subjects.

It is rather a name for a wide

In his own words,

It is enough for our purpose to note that the word "science"
has a wide range.
There are those who would restrict the term to mathematics
or to disciplines in which exact results can be determined by
rigorous demonstration. such a conception limits even the claim
of physics and chemistry to be sciences, for according to it
the only scientific portion of these subjects is the strictly
mathematical. The position of what are ordinarily termed
biological sciences is even more dubious, while social subjects
and psychology would hardly rank as sciences at all, when
measured by this definition. Clearly we must take the idea
of science with sorcE latitude. We must take it with sufficient
looseness to include all the subjects that are usually regarded
as sciences. The important thing is to discover those traits in
virtue of which various fields are called scientific. When we
raise the question in this way, we are led to put emphasis upon
the rethod of dealing with subject matter rather than to look
for uniform objective traits in subject matter. From this point
of view, science signifies ... the existence of systematic methods
of inquiry, which, when they are brought to bear on a range of
facts, enable us to understand them better and to control them
more intelligently, less haphazardly and with less routine. [3]
Again, in his Philosophy and Civilization, Dewey wrote that "science is
strictly impersonal."

It is, he argues,

a rethod and a body of knowledge. It owes its operation and
consequences to human beings who use it. It adapts itself
passively to the purposes and desires which animate these
human beings. It lends itself with equal impartiality to the
kindly offices of medicine and hygiene and the destructive
deeds of war. It elevates sore through opening new horizons;
it depresses others by making them slaves of machines operated
for the pecuniary gain of owners.
The neutrality of science to the uses made of it renders
it silly to talk about its bankruptcy, or to worship it as
the usherer in of a new age. In the degree in which we realize
this fact, we shall devote our attention to human purposes and
motives which control its application. Science is an instrument,
a method, a body of technique. [4]
These passages not only point to Dewey's intellectual leaning toward
a broad conception of science but also, more importantly, to what he
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wanted to emphasize when he spoke of scientific method of inquiry.
He wants to direct our attention to "those traits in virtue of which
various fields" of inquiry are commonly regarded as scientific.
Considering that there are indeed various fields of inquiry
which are "called scientific," it is clear that there must be certain
features which are shared and are commonly exhibited by these fields in
order to be regarded as scientific.

But what are these common traits?

What do they consist in?
The answer, according to Dewey, is that it "is of the nature of
science not so much as to tolerate as to welcome diversity of opinion,
while it insists that inquiry brings the evidence of observed facts to
bear to effect a consensus of conclusions - and even then tq hold the
conclusion subject to what is ascertained and made public in further
new inquiries. 115

Likewise, in his essay "Antinaturalism in Extremis,"

he characterizes the "scientific method" as "systematic, extensive,
and carefully controlled use of alert and unprejudiced observation and
experimentation in collecting, arranging, and testing" of materials
which present themselves as "evidence" for entertained ideas. 6
This characterization of science and scientific method not only
provides us with sore clues as to what Dewey regards as the comroon
"traits in virtue of which various fields are called scientific," but
also points to Dewey's contempt for dogmatism and for all forms of
dualism or sharp divisions between the different aspects and phases of
human experience and culture, including the sciences.

Dewey believes

that the outstanding problems and conflicts which face our present
c i vilization are l argel y due to dogmatic beliefs in fixed and f i nal

180

ends or values .

More importantly, he argues that such beliefs have the

tendency to breed all sorts of sharp divisions or cleavages between the
different aspects of human experience and general culture.

Even the

"[l ]ack of respect for scientific method," he says, "is attended by a
tendency toward finalism and dogmatism. 117

If this is the case, and

if any of our hopes of resolving the outstanding problems and conflicts
of our present civilization is to be realized, he argues, such a hope
must be accompanied by a rejection of the belief in fixed ends or
values and by a recognition of fundamental connections and continuity
between the multifaceted aspects of nature, life-experience, and our
general culture.

As Dewey himself puts it:

... the outstanding problem of our civilization is set by the
fact that common sense in its content, its "world" and methods,
is a house divided against itself. It consists in part, and that
part the most vital, of regulative meanings and procedures that
antedate the rise of experimental science in its conclusions and
methods. In another part, it is what it is because of application
of science. This cleavage marks every phase and aspect of nodern
life: religious, economic, political, legal, and even the
artistic .
The existence of this split is put in evidence by those who
condemn the "modern" and who hold that the only solution of the
chaos in civilization is to revert to the intellectual beliefs
and methods that were authoritative in past ages, as well as by
radicals and "revolutionaries." Between the two stand the nn.iltitude that_ is confused and insecure. It is for this reason that
it is here affirmed that the basic problem of present culture and
associated living is that of effecting integration where division
now exists. The problem cannot be solved apart from a unified
logical method of attack and procedure. The attainment of unified
rethod reans that the fundamental unity of the structure of inquiry in connoon sense and science 1::e recognized, their difference
being one in the problems with which they are directly concerned,
not in their respective logics. It is not urged that attainment
of a unified logic, a theory of inquiry, will resolve the split
in our beliefs and procedures. But it is affirred that it will
not be resolved without it. [8]
From this perspective, we can see that the foregoing characterization of science and scientific rethod is intended, by Dewey , not as a
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denial of the fact that there are recognizable differences and
corresponding distinctions to be made between the specific problems
and, a~cordingly, between t he various subject-matters with which common
sense and scientific inquiries are concerned.

Rather, it is intended

to bring into focus the issue of the relationships between the operations of reasoning and observation, cetween science and common sense,
and thereby also between the different aspects of human experience and
culture.

By insisting that scientific method is, in its very essence,

"systematic, extensive, and carefully controlled use of alert and
unprejudiced observation and experimentation in collecting, arranging,
and testing evidence" for entertained ideas or beliefs, Dewey puts
himself in a position to argue that there are certain links 1:etween the
operations of science and of common-sense.
In his Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, Dewey acknowledges that
certain distinctions are required for any inquiry to ce able to move
in the proper direction toward the accomplishment of its intended aims.
In elaborating on this particular point, he emphasizes that "cornmonsense problems and inquiries have to do with the interactions into
which living creatures enter in connection with environing conditions
in order to establish objects of use and enjoyment" while scientific
inquiries are, by contrast, often concerned with meanings as meanings
in the form of "abstract" relations. 9

In conman sense inquiries,

Dewey says,
... the symbols employed are those which have teen determined
in the habitual culture of a group. They form a system but the
system is practical rather than intellectual. It is constituted
by traditions, occupations, techniques, interests, and estalrlished institutions of the group. The meanings that compose it
are carried in the corrmon everyday language of coimlUil·cat'on
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between members of the group ....
Because the syml:x>l-meaning systems involved are connected
directly with cultural life-activities and are related to each
other in virtue of this connection, the specific meanings which
are present have reference to the specific and limited environing conditions under which the group lives .... There is no such
thing as disinterested intellectual concern with either physical
or social matters. For, until the rise of science, there were
no problems of conman sense that called for such inquiry, ... no
intellectual disinterestedness beyond the activities, interests,
and concerns of the group. In [scientific inquiry, however,]
... meanings are related to one another on the ground of their
character as meanings, freed from direct reference to the concerns of a limited group. Their intellectual abstractness is a
product of this liberation .... The generality of all scientific
subject-matter as such means that it is freed from restriction
to conditions which present themselves at particular times and
places. Their reference is to any set of time and place conditions - a statement which is not to be confused with the doctrine
that they have no reference to actual existential occasions. [10]
In view of the differences between the various subjects or the specific
problems with which common sense and scientific inquiries are concerned,
it would seem that common sense and science are somehow isolated from
each other.

But the fact of the matter, according to Dewey, is that

there are certain links between corrmon sense and scientific inquiries,
"that inquiry, in spite of the diverse subjects to which it applies,
... has a common structure or pattern ... [that] is applied both in common
sense and science," and hence that it is a mistake to think of common
sense and science as things which are isolated from each other. 11
It has to be observed here that Dewey's claim that inquiry "has
a corrmon structure or pattern" which "is applied both in common sense
and science" is indeed supported by several persuasive considerations,
considerations which are, I think, encompassed by the following two.
First, it might be argued that cornmon sense and scientific inquiries
are often, if not always, evoked by situations which are "indeterminate" or "fu

of conflicting tendencies , " that we "inquire when we

183

question," when we search for "an answer to the question" or for whatever will help us to resolve the questionable situation in which we
find ourselves, and hence that cormnon sense and scientific inquiries
are similarly goal-orientea. 12

This was, I think, what Charles Pierce

had in mind when he stated that doubt is often the cause of "a struggle
to attain a state of 1::elief," that the name for "this struggle [is]
inquiry," and hence that "the sole object of inquiry is the settlement
of opinion. 1113

Following Peirce, Dewey explicitly endorses the same

point of view by defining inquiry as "the controlled or directed
transformation of an indeterminate situation into one that is so
determinate in its constituent distinctions and relations so as to
convert the elements of the original situation into a unified whole. 1114
This characterization of inquiry is, in fact, not self-explanatory
nor uncontroversial .

On

this particular issue , one might readily agree

with Dewey that the process of inquiry is often "prompted and set in
motion by men's practical needs" and still argue that inquiries, in
general, are not always aimed at resolving sonE practical problems.
Even if we grant that the object of most inquiries which are undertaken
by human beings is to resolve some indeterminate situations, there is,
according to Anthony Quinton,
... such a thing as pure curiosity, as distinct from the curiosity which arises from a suspicion that something may have
hitherto unJmown properties that call for action, perhaps of a
pre-emptive kind, and, one has to add, from the impure curiosity
of the inquirer who has to find sorrething out in order to pass
an examination or retain a job, however practically indifferent
he may be to the content of what he is seeking to find out. [15]
In view of this criticism, it would seem that (as Bertrand Russell
would have it) "Dewey has nothing but contempt for the conception of
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knowledge as contemplation" or knowledge for its own sake. 16
Needless to say, the issue involved in this case is not a minor
one.

It is, however, no part of our present purpose to engage in any

detailed discussion of the problems which arise from Dewey's characterzation of inquiry.

For our purpose, it might suffice here only to say

that Dewey's characterization of inquiry can

1:)e

defended on the ground

that many things which "people have "been motivated to discover by the
love of knowledge for its own sake have later turned out to be of the
highest significance for practical human purposes. 1117
We will now turn to the second consideration in support of :tewey's
claim that inquiry "has a corrmon structure of pattern" which "is
applied both in conman sense and science," a consideration which has
to do with the respective roles which observation and reasoning have
to play within the contexts of common sense and scientific inquiries.
Following Dewey in this case, let us sup:pose that common sense and
scientific inquiries are similarly problem or goal oriented.

Assume

that the goals which are pursued by conman sense and by scientific
inquiries can be and are indeed often "achieved by means of operations
of two kinds which are in functional correspondence with each other,"
namely, the operations of observation and of reasoning. 18

Also,

assume that no hard and fast line can be rightly drawn "between the two
kinds of operations, that such operations nrust be continuous and in
constant functional correspondence with each other if inquiry is to
succeed in achieving its intended aims.

Hence, it would follow that

(as Dewey would have it) common sense and scientific inquiries do not
only share some common features but are, in virtue of such features,
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also quite continuous with each other.

To put the point in a slightly

different way, one might say, in Kai Nielsen's phrase, that the systematic activities of science are "continuous with ways of common sense
reasoning which are cross-culturally pervasive. 1119
Once we acJmowledge that the ways of conman sense reasoning- "are
cross-culturally pervasive," there is, I think, no escape from Dewey's
conclusion that inquiry !'has a common structure or pattern" which is
applied in the diverse and different areas of human experience and
culture, including the sciences.

Even so, the question arises:

does this corrmon structure or pattern of inquiry look like?

What

How can

we analyze it?
The answer, according to Dewey, is that the pattern of inquiry can

re

analyzed into five distinct steps or logical moments.

These steps

are namely: (i) the felt difficulty or initial awareness of a problem
which arises from the conflicting tendencies of a situation in which we
find ourselves; (ii) the location and definition (or careful analysis)
of the difficulty or problem; (iii) the suggestion or formulation of
possible solutions to the problem; (iv) careful analysis and clarification of the meanings or the practical implications of the suggested
solutions; and (v) experimentation, further observation, and evaluation
of the suggested solutions with respect to their "operative force"
as relevant rreans to actual resolution of the problem with which the
on-going inquiry is concernea. 20
At this point, it is perhaps important to emphasize that these
steps or moments of inquiry are not intended, by Dewey, to represent "a
chronological sequence of what actually occurs in an inquiry."

Quite

186

to the contrary, Dewey believes that some of these steps "may be merg-ed
into a sing-le step, or they may interact with each other" so as to
constitute a unified or serial process which eventually "culminates in
a resolved or determinate situation. 1121

What we have to remember,

according to Dewey, is that observed fact and ideas are operational
within the context of an inquiry, that the problem with which an
inquiry is concerned "is insoluble save as it is recognized that facts
and entertained ideas are operational" within the context of an inquiry:
Ideas are operational in that they instigate further operations
of observation; they are proposals and plans of acting upon
existing conditions to bring new facts to light and to organize
all the selected facts into a coherent whole .... Facts are
[operational in that they serve as evidence; they] ... are tests
of an idea in so far as they are capable of being organized
with one another. The organization can be achieved only as they
interact with one another. When the problematic situation is
such as to require extensive inquiries to effect its resolution,
a series of interactions intervenes. Some observed facts point
to an idea which stands for a possible solution. This idea
evokes roore observations. Some of the newly observed facts link
up with those previously observed and are such as to rule out
other observed things .... The new order of facts suggests a
modified idea (or hypothesis) which occasions new observations
whose result again determines a new order of facts, and so on
until the existing order is both unified and complete. In the
course of this serial process, ... the orders of fact ... are tested
or "proven" with respect to their evidential function just as
much as ideas (hypotheses) are tested with reference to their
power to exercise the function of resolution. The operative
force of both ideas and facts is thus recognized in the degree
in which they are connected with experiment. [22]
Thus, Dewey implies that inquiries both in common sense and science do
require that we "shuttle back and forth" between the realm of observed
facts and the realm of ideas, "making adjustments at either end and
indeed often in the middle" until the problem with which inquiry is
concerned is actually resolved. 23
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For Dewey, t h is "back and forth" movement between the realms of
observed facts and t hose of i deas not only stands for t he ~""Cperimental
phase of t he process of inquiry, but also appears tote an indispensable condition for any inquiry to achieve its intended objective.
In his view, such movements appear to be indispensable for two related
reasons:

First, they enable the ongoing process of inquiry to

eliminate all the factual materials and ideas which are irrelevant or
obstructive to the mode of solution demanded by the problem in hand
and, thereby, also to proceed in the proper direction toward an actual
resolution of the problem.

Secondly, it is extremely difficult if not

impossible for reasoning or ratiocination alone to effect the actual
re-ordering (transformation) of an existing indeterminate situation
into a unified whole.

What this indicates, according to Dewey, is that

it is only through the "execution of existential operations directed by
an idea in which ratiocination terminates" that we can and are indeed,
very often, able to "bring about the re-ordering of environing conditions required to produce a settled and unified situation.

Since this

principle also applies to the rreanings that are elaborated in science,
the experimental production and re-arrangement of physical conditions
involved in natural science is further evidence of the unity of the
pattern of inquiry. 1124
Very few people would, I think, deny that the ways of common sense
reasoning are cross-culturally pervasive.

But even so, even if conman

sense and scientific inquiries do require that we "shuttle back and
forth" between the realms of observed facts and ideas until the problem
with which inquiry is concerned is actually resolved, does it follow
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that there is not much of a difference between the methods which
are applied in corrmon sense and those which are applied in science?
Dewey's answer is that it does not; that "some methods of inquiry"
are different or "better than others in the same way in which ... some
methods of surgery, farming, road-making" or navigating are different
or "better than others, and accordingly that there are differences in
the degree of "emphasis upon the factors involved" in common sense and
scientific inquiries. 25

"Scientific inquiry," Dewey explains,

follows the sane pattern as common sense inquiry in its
utilization of facts and ideas (conceptual meanings) which
are products of earlier inquiries. It differs from conmon
sense in the scrupulous care taken to ensure both that the
earlier conclusions are fitted in advance to be rreans for
regulation of later inquiries, and the care taken to ensure
that the special facts and conceptions employed in the later
ones are strictly relevant to the problem in hand. In conman
sense, the attitudes and habits formed in earlier experiences
operate to a large extent in a causal way; but scientific
inquiry is a deliberate endeavor to discover the grounds upon
which attitudes and habits are entitled to operate causally
in a given case. [26]
Given that there are differences in "the emphasis upon the factors
involved" in conman sense and scientific inquiries, and given that the
systematic rrethods of experimental science are employed only in some
restricted areas of culture, can we rightly expand and apply such
methods in every area of our social and personal affairs, as Dewey
explicitly suggested?
In order to answer this question, it is, I think, important to
take a closer look not only at sorre of those traits in virtue of which
some fields of inquiry are regarded as scientific, but also at some
objections which might be raised against Dewey's espousal of scientific
method .
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III.

Rorty's Criticism of the Idea of Scientific Method:
Some of Dewey's critics might, in fact, admit that there are

certain links or similarities between the methods which are employed in
experimental science and those which are employed in other areas of our
general culture and still reject the idea that the scientific method
can

re

rightly expanded and employed in all areas of human experience

and culture.

One of those who take this position is Richard Rorty.

It

is, he says, doubtful that "the notion of 'scientific method'" can be
stretched as far as Dewey and Sidney Hook want to stretch it.

Even if

it is possible to stretch and apply the scientific method in morals,
politics, and every other area of our general culture, it would be a
serious mistake to do so.

He writes:

Hook wants this notion to stretch as far as morals and politics,
but he does not want it to stretch as far as, e.g., Tillichian
theology. I doubt that this can be done. If we stretch it as
far as rrorals and politics, then we shall have to cover cases
in which we are not choosing between alternative hypotheses
about what will get us what we want, but between redescriptions
of what we want, of what the problem is, of what the materials
to hand are. We shall have to cover just the sorts of cases
that the Kuhnians emphasized in the history of science: cases in
which the description of the problem to r,e solved changes, thus
changing the "observation language" used to describe "evidence."
This is not to say that we cannot, retrospectively, describe the
problems and data of all earlier epochs in a single, up-to-date,
commensurating vocabulary. But the ability to commensurate by
hindsight ... should not mislead us into trying to describe our
favourite ancestors as using "the hypothetico-deductive observational method" (as Hook sometimes characterizes "scientific
inquiry") .... I do not think that one can stretch "scientific
method" as far as Dewey and Hook want to stretch it and still
accuse [someone such as] Tillich of not using it. [27]
Following Rorty in this case, one not only gets the impression
that expanded and generalized use of scientific method in every area
of human interaction is very likely to create rrore problems in addition
to the ones it is intended to resolve, but also that Dewey's idea of
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scientific method is both ambiguous and misleading .

It is misleadi ng

i n t hat it has t he tendency not only "to make science itself look
unscientific by softening the contrast between it and t he rest of
culture," but also to create the erroneous impression that t here is
such a thing as a "special" sort of way, that is, a right and reliable
method for fixing beliefs and for solving all our social and personal
problems. 28
For Rorty, stretching the notion of "scientific method" as far as
morals and politics simply amounts to degradation or disparagement of
all unscientific attempts to enrich and to give IrEaning to our social
and personal lives; that is, as if such attempts are merely "a secondrate kind of intellectual activity."

In effect, it amounts to "having

the natural scientist step into the cultural role which the philosopheras-superscientist vacated , as if the naturalistic world-picture" which
emerged out of the systematic activities of natural science "were
somehow enough to serve the purpose for which the gods, the Platonic
Ideas, and the Hegelian Spirit were invented. 1129

In elaoorating on

the point of this criticism, Rorty makes a distinction between what he
regards as two opposing sides of pragmatism: namely, the "scientistic
side of pragmatism - best represented by Hook," and the "syncretic and
holistic side of pragmatism - best represented by [William] James."
Whereas the scientistic side of pragmatism wants "to break through
the crust of convention" and to "bring the scientific method to bear
throughout culture," he says, the holistic side of pragmatism endeavors
to disclose and to strengthen "a pre-existent continuity between
science , art, politics, and religion" without assigning distinctive
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cultural roles or ranks to any of t hem .

LiJ<e t he scientistic side of

pragmati sm, the holistic side of pragmatism would also "like tote
naturalistic;" but it wants to do so "without being scientistic. 1130
It ·wants to avoi d t he danger of "having the natural scientist step into
the cultural role which the philosopher-as-superscientist" was forced
to vacate.
In the light of this distinction "between the two sides of pragmat ism, it is easy to see that Rorty wants to get rid of the cleavages
or the sharp splits and divisions which are supposed to exist "between
the different aspects and phases of human experience and culture.

With

Dewey , he shares the view that there are certain connections between
the different aspects and phases of human experience and culture.
Contrary to Dewey and Sidney Hook, however, he sees the very idea of
an expanded and generalized use of scientific method in every area of
human ~rperience as part of the problem of dualism, not a solution to
it.

In his view, the scientistic side of pragmatism simply errs in the

direction in which it emphasizes the very idea of "method" and e)..,tols
the systematic method of experimental science as an outstanding model
for the rest of culture.

Insofar as this side of pragmatism glorifies

the scientific method, it also inevitably inflates and strengthens
(rather than helps to mitigate) the issue of where to draw the line
""between the cognitive and the noncognitive, between 'truth' and
'comfort, '" and between those activities and procedures which are
scientific and those which are not.

Rorty wants to get rid of "the

very idea of 'method'" along with the kind of dualism to which it seems
to provide support.

He writes:
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If we could get rid of [the very idea of "method" and of] the
notion that t here was a special wissenschaftlich way of dealing
with general 'philosophical' ideas (a notion Dewey did his best
to discountenance), then we would have much less trouble thinking of the entire culture, from physics to poetry, as a single,
continuous, seamless activity in which divisions were rrerely
institutional and pedagogical. T1nis would prevent us from mal<ing
a moral issue of where to draw the line between "truth" and
"comfort." We would thus fulfill the mission of the syncretic
and holistic side of pragmatism - the side that tries to see
human beings doing much the same sort of problem-solving across
the whole spectrum of their activities (already doing it - not
needing to be urged to start doing it). [31]

This objection is indeed a very strong one.

That this is the case

is, I think, demonstrated by the fact that (as Rorty has pointed out)
there are certain dangers which are very likely to attend the expansion
and generalized use of scientific method in all areas of human
experience and culture.

One such danger is that complete reliance

upon the scientific method might, in effect, lead people away from
liberal democratic values, especially "from the laissez-faire attitude
that sees religion and science as alternative ways of solving life's
problems. 1132

If we are to rely on the scientific IIEthod in order to

resolve all our social and personal problems, we might, for instance,
J::e led to "the cult of 'scientism' which impoverishes human experience

by stripping it of all save quantitative dimensions" and by treating
"human l:::ieings as if they were inanimate things. 1133
At this point, one might imagine Dewey responding that his
espousal of scientific method is not intended as an endorsement of the
cult of scientism; nor is it intended to diminish th~ weight of the
fact that there are certain dangers or difficulties which are likely to
accompany the expansion and generalized use of scientific method in the
different areas of human experience and culture.

Indeed, we see him
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acknowledging that reliance upon the scientific method might not
suffice to eliminate all the problems of our present civilization and
culture.

"It is," he says, "not urged that the attainment of a unified

logic ... will resolve the split in our l:Jeliefs" or all the problems of
our present civilization.

What is affinned is, on the contrary, that

"the outstanding problems of our civilization ... will not be resolved
without" the expansion and generalized use of scientific method in our
soci al and personal affairs. 34
Further, in his Philosophy and Civilization, Dewey not only maintains that the general adoption of scientific method in our everyday
life-affairs is required as an indispensable condition for resolving
the outstanding problems of our present civilization, but also insists
that reliance upon the scientific method does not mean that we have
to pledge an unconditional loyalty to some "special" procedures or
fixed sets of formal decision-making principles and techniques.

It

is, he says, true that there are sore specific procedures or sets of
principles and techniques which illustrate the scientific method in
particular ways.

But what is also true is that "science is strictly

impersonal" and quite flexible (rather than something which is
absolutely fixed) in character.

It is impersonal in that it not only

represents a complex body of methods (procedures) and techniques which
are applied in various fields of rational inquiry, but also "adapts
itself passively to the purposes and desires which animate" the human
beings who endeavor to cultivate and to use it.

And just as it lends

"itself with equal impartiality" to the purposes and desires of people
who endeavor to avail themselves of its great advantages, it also
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inevitably "owes its operation and consequences to the human beings
who use it."

If this is t he case, if science as a body of systematic

methods of inquiry is indeed "strictly impersonal" in character, then
it must be "foolish to try to draw up a debit and credit account for
science."

For Dewey, this also means that we cannot rightly blaire t he

ills of our present civilization on science.

"To do so," he says, "is

to mythologize; it is to personify science and impute to it a will and
an energy on its own account. 11 35
Needless to say, Dewey was not the only one who thought that the
general adoption of scientific attitude and method of inquiry in human
affairs is an indispensable condition for the resolution of the outstanding problems of our present civilization.

Hook, followjng Dewey,

not only echoes the same point, but also argues that the fear that
generalized use of scientific method in human affairs might impoverish
(rather than help to improve and enrich) the conditions and contents
of human exi~rience has its origin in a double confusion.

He writes:

The charge that reliance upon scientific irethod is a cult of
"scientism" which impoverishes human experience by stripping it
of all save quantitative dimensions ... derives whatever force it
has from a double confusion. It confuses scientific method as
a general pattern of inquiry whenever we seeJ< knowledge, with
scientific rrethod as the procedures pursued in the study of
nature, and confuses these procedures with the specific methods
and techniques employed in physics.
Scientific rrethod was not discovered in the roodern world. It
was implicitly followed wherever men were able to distinguish
between effective and ineffective rreans for the accomplishment
of their daily tasks. Its systematic application to nature, the
formulation of its rationale, and the program of its extension
to society and man - these are the distinctive contributions of
the roodern world. Far from imperilling human values, scientific
method enables us to give them a roore effective status in experience. It is not the whole of life, but in its broadest sense it
encompasses the whole intellectual enterprise of man. Those who
urge its centrality ... [and generalized use in all areas of human
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experience and culture do not seek] to rule out or disparage t he
experiences of appreciation of color, sound, form and feeling
[but to enrich them]. They assUIIE that the rrore we understand,
the rrore we appreciate; and that tested understanding always
reveals the pattern of scientific method. [36]
Thus, Hook implies that to identify the scientific method with some
fixed sets of procedures and techniques which are employed in a specific field of inquiry is not only to limit the scope of its possible
application, but also to hold a dogmatic view which is (as Dewey has
pointed out) diametrically opposed to the pluralism and fallibilistic
attitude of modern science and scientific method, construed broadly
and flexibly, as the method of organized intelligence and of critical
thinking and controlled experimental actions.
In insisting that scientific method is not something new, that it
"was followed wherever men were able to distinguish between the effective and ineffective means for the accomplishment of their daily
tasJrn," Hook did indeed create the impression that "our favori te
ancestors" were making use of scientific method in dealing with the
problems of their everyday lives .

Whether scientific method was used

by our favorite ancestors or not is, I think, quite debatable.

On

this

particular point, one might rightly contend, as Rorty did, that it is a
mistake to "describe our favourite ancestors as using 'the hypotheticodeductive observational method' (as Hook sometimes characterizes
'scientific inquiry'). 1137

This objection not withstanding,

we

can

still see that Hook's argument in favor of the expansion or generalized
use of scientific m2thod in every area of human experience and culture
is not unconvincing.

Like Dewey, Hook identifies the scientific method

with organized intelligence and, in doing so, puts himself a position
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to argue that scientific method, construed broadly, as a method of
intelligence and '_'a general pattern of inquiry whenever we see1< knowledge, is not an exclusive possession of a few selected individuals or
special groups of eJ...'l)erts and professional scientists.

Rather, it is

something which is available to people who endeavor to cultivate and
use it, something which "owes its operation and consequences to human
1::eings who use it."

For Dewey and for Hook, this also means that it is

up to us, human beings, not only to determine the particular ends or
purposes and desires which are to be primarily served by science and
scientific method, but also to decide on how scientific method is to be
applied within the different areas of human experience and culture. 38
Once we admit that the· methods of scientific inquiry are, in
their very essence, methods of organized intelligence and of critical
thinking and deliberate experimentation, we are, I think, compelled
to agree with Dewey and Hook that it would 1::e a mistaJ<:e not to avail
ourselves of the great advantages which scientific method as a general
pattern of inquiry promises to bring to our everyday life-experiences.
Even so, the question arises:

How can we 1::e sure that the general

adoption of scientific method in our social and personal affairs would
not create roore problems than it actually resolves?

Is there anything

inherent in scientific method to prevent its generalized use in human
affairs from leading to impoverishment rather than over-all improvement
of the conditions and contents of human experience?
A partial response to both of these questions is, I think, that
science and scientific method as a general pattern of inquiry are not
irrmune from error and from possible misapplication by individuals or
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groups who want to use them f or t heir private aggrandizement or selfish
interests and purposes.

Insofar as scientific method continues to be

subject to error and to possible misapplication by human beings who use
it, to that extent it does not provide an absolute guarantee for continuous improvement of the conditions and contents of human experience.
Perhaps, this was what Jurgen Habermas had in mind when he wrote that
[t]he political consequences of the authority enjoyed by the
scientific system in developed societies are ambivalent. The
rise of modern science established a demand for discursive
justification, and traditionalistic attitudes cannot hold out
against that demand. On the other hand, short-lived popular
syntheses of scientific data ... guarantee the authority of
science in the abstract. The authority Jmo,m as 'science' can
thus cover lx>th things: the broadly effective criticism of any
prejudice, as well as the new esoterics of specialized Jmowledge
and expertise. A self-affi.nnation of the sciences can further
a positivistic corrmon sense on the part of depoliticized public.
Yet scientism establishes standards by which it can also :te
criticized itself and found guilty of residual dogmatism. [39]
With this response in mind, let us take a closer look at some of
those traits in virtue of which various fields of inquiry are commonly
regarded as scientific.
IV. The Chief Features of Scientific Method as a Methoe of
Experimentation:
As

we have seen, Dewey acJmowledges that reliance upon the scien-

tific method might not suffice to resolve the outstanding problems of
our present civilization and culture.

Nevertheless, he insists that

the expansion and generalized use of scientific method in our social
and :personal affairs are required as inois:pensable conditions for the
resolution of such problems.

Science, he claims, is "the roost powerful

instrument" of change and control which we have at our disposal.

"It

has been used to extend enorroously the sco:pe and power of interests
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and values which anteceded its rise;" but it "has hardly been used to
modify IIEn's fundamental acts and attitudes in social matters."

This,

in itself, "is the contradiction in our civilization" as well as "the
heart of our present social problem" or problems. 40
If science as an instrument of change and control is being used to
extend the scope and ix,wer of interests and values which anteceded its
rise, if the operations and the consequences which follow from the use
of science are influenced by the motivating interests or purix,ses and
desires of the human beings who use it, then, according to Dewey, the
important question which we nrust ask ourselves is whether the human
purix,ses and "attitudes which control the use of science [can] be
themselves so influenced by scientific technique that they harmonize
with its spirit:"
For what ends shall it [science] be used? Shall it 1:e used
deliberately, systmatically, for the promotion of social
well-being, or shall it be employed primarily for private
aggrandizeIIEnt, leaving its larger social results to chance?
Shall the scientific attitude be used to create new rental
and rooral attitudes, or shall it continue to be subordinated
to service of desires, purposes and institutions which were
formed before science care into existence? [41]
The issue which is raised here is, in fact, not only important,
but also a very contentious one.

In raising such a contentious issue,

Dewey wants to call attention to the fact that the existing imbalance
in the development of the different aspects of our general culture as
well as the social divisions and the crippling fear of oppression and
coercion which abound in our present societies are, in part, due to
haphazard or arbitrary use and control of science as an instrument
of change.

If any of our hopes of resolving the problems of coercion

and oppression which are found in our present societies is to be fully
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realized, he argues, such a hope has to be accompanied by socially
planned (rather than arbitrary or haphazard) use and control of "the
new methods which science puts at our disposal."

To be able to obtain

such a planned control of both the operations and the consequences of
science as an instrument of change, however, we also need to cultivate
a new kind of attitude; that is, the kind of attitude which is in
accord with the pluralism and the experimental and cooperative
attitudes which are the characteristic marks of science.

Dewey writes:

Shall we try to improve the hearts of men without regard to the
new methods which science puts at our disposal? There are those,
men in high position in church and state, who urge this course.
They trust to a transforming influence of a norals and religion
which have not been affected by science to change human desire
and purpose, so that they will employ science and machine
technology for beneficient social ends .... Quite apart from any
ecclesiastical connection, there are many "intellectuals" who
appeal to inner "spiritual" concepts, totally divorced from
scientific intelligence, to effect the needed work. But there
is another alternative: to take the method of science home into
our own controlling attitudes and dispositions, to employ the
new techniques as means of directing our thoughts and efforts
to a planned control of social forces. [42]
Needless to say, the third alternative is, in Dewey's view, the roost
plausible alternative which is available to us if we are ever to
succeed in minimizing the unpalatable social effects of science as an
instrument of change.
At this point, however, there are a number of points which need
clarification in order to get a clearer understanding of the foregoing
claims along with the general import which Dewey attaches to the need
for an expanded and generalized use of scientific method in our everyday life affairs.

The first point nas to do with Dewey's characteriza-

tion of scientific method as a method of experimentation.

There are,
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on this particular point, at least three important questions which come
to mind.

First, what is an experiment?

characteristics of an experiment?

Second, what are the main

And thirdly, what significant role

does t he process of experimentation have to play in our social and
personal lives?
In answer to the first question, one might, I think, rightly
describe an a"'CI)eriment as an operation which involves some form of
"trial-and-error" in action, an operation which is carried out in order
discover or to verify some ideas or facts.

It is, however, important

to emphasize that it is not trial-and-error in the form of mere "random
activity" which Dewey had in mind when he spoke of scientific method of
inquiry.

Rather, it is the kind of experiment which is controlled or

guided by ideas which are, in themselves, products of critical thinking .
As Dewey himself puts it, there are at least "three outstanding charac-

teristics" which are exhibited by controlled experiments:
T1ne first is .• . that all experimentation involves overt doing,
the making of definite changes in the environment or our
relation to it. The second is that experiment is not a random
activity but is directed by ideas which have met the conditions
set by the need of the problem inducing the active inquiry.
The third and concluding feature ... is that the outcome of the
directed activity is the construction of a new empirical situation in which objects are differently related to one another,
and [are] such that the consequences of directed operations
form the objects that have the property of being known. [43]
For Dewey, insofar as the process of experimentation exhibits these
characteristics, to that extent it also promotes a functional correspondence between the realms of observed facts and ideas and, in doing
so, enables an on-going inquiry to circumscribe the problem and to
proceed in the proper direction toward the node of solution required by
the problem( s) .
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To put the latter point slightly differently, it might be said
that one of the most significant roles of the process of experimentation is to test or evaluate the ideas or theoretical conceptions which
we entertain in the course of an inquiry in such a way as to determine
which ones are relevant or irrelevant to the problem(s) with which
the on-going inquiry is concerned.

As Bas

c.

van Fraassen puts it:

Experiments are ... designed to test ... theories, to see if they
should be admitted to the office of truth-bearers, contributing
to our world-picture ...• Scientists aim to discover facts about
the world--about the regularities in the observable part of the
world. To discover these, one needs experimentation as opposed
to reason and reflection. But those regularities are exceedingly
subtle and complex, so experimental design is exceedingly
difficult. Hence the need for the construction of theories,
and for appeal to previously constructed theories to guide the
experimental inquiry. .[ 44]
This characterization of the process of experimentation is, no doubt,
quite consistent with Dewey's claim that inquiry has a conmen pattern
which is applied both in co:rrmon sense and science.

But then, can we

rightly say that one method of inquiry is as good as another so long as
the method(s) in question involve some kind of controlled experiment?
Dewey's response is that we cannot; that the method of scientific
experimentation (in the sense in which he refers to it) is not only
different from the methods of authoritarianism or dogmatism, but also
a much IIOre plausible method than any of the methods of dogmatism in
that it involves a deliberate search for problems as well as critical
thinking and careful consideration of all ideas and ideals or standards
which present themselves as alternative possible solutions to the
problem(s) with which the on-going inquiry is concerned.

He writes:

If experiment means simply trying, there is nothing new about
it. Life itself is an experiment; everything we undertake
is experimental in one way or another. When the roost assured

202

dogmatist starts out to act in conformity with his dogma, he may
... [deem his actions] warranted by the assured truths which he
assumes that he possesses. But actually he is trying something.
He cannot absolutely guarantee the consequences of what he does.
His dogma will not guarantee them in fact. It will only blind
his eyes to many bad results of his action ....
Experimental method, in the sense in which we have referred to
it, is ••• something different [in that it is so aware of itself
as to take proper account of the good and bad results of its own
operations] .... Experimental method is fatal to dogmatism because
it shows that all ideas, conceptions, theories, however extensive
and esthetically attractive they may be, are to be provisionally
entertained until they have been tested by acting upon them. To
state the fact in its full force, ideas prior to active test are
intelligently significant only as guides and as plans of possible
actions. The actions when undertaken produce consequences which
test, expand, and modify the ideas previously tentatively entertained. The experimental method is thus opposed once and for all
to all methods which claim to be sure-fire. [45]
Thus, Dewey implies that one of the outstanding merits of the method
of scientific experimentation is that it welcomes a diversity of views
and endeavors not only to promote the course of free inquiry, but also
to teach the virtues of tentativeness in beliefs and actions by leaving
its own conclusions open to possible revisions depending on the results
of further new inquiries.
This brings us to a second and a related point , a point which has
to do with the suggestion that the criteria for adequate testing of
ideas and ideals which we entertain in the course of an inquiry are to
be found in and through the on-going process of inquiry, not in what is
already given or known prior to inquiry.

Let us suppose that (as Dewey

would have it) none of our ideas, ideals, and standards is above and
beyond criticism or possible revision.

Assume that the operation of

experimentation is an indispensable condition for determining which of
our ideas and ideals are relevant or irrelevant to the resolution of a
given problem.

Now, if all ideas and ideals which present themselves
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in the course of an inquiry are to be entertained provisionally until
they are tested and evaluated on the grounds of "the consequences to
wh ich they lead, must we not already know in advance what are good consequences if our analysis or experiment is to be significant?
then Dewey' s argument is circular", or somehow misleading.

If

we

do,

Accordingly,

Dewey might te reproached for over-stressing the need for cultivation
and generalized use of scientific (experimental) attitude and method
in our social and personal affairs and, in particular, for creating the
impression that the experimental process is round to uncover or to lead
to the roost plausible solution to any given problem.
Jmow, then "Dewey ... has no theory of the good. 1146

But if we do not

In this case, his

espousal of experimental attitude or method of inquiry will turn out to

te nothing roore than an endorsement of the philosophy of opportunism,
a philosophy which indicates that we should do whatever is convenient
for us under the circumstances of the rooment regardless of the existing
standards, long-term policies or plans of action. 47
Considering that what is convenient for one individual might not
be convenient for another under the same circumstances, it is clear

that Dewey's espousal of experimental or scientific method cannot be
successfully defended if it is meant as an endorsement of the philosophy of opportunism.

At this point, however, one might imagine Dewey

replying that his espousal of scientific method of experimentation is
not an endorsement of the philosophy of opportunism nor a denial of
the fact that ideas, ideals, and standards which emerged out of past
experiences may be rightly employed as guiding principles of action
aimed at resolving a present problematic situation.

Without making use
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of the Jmowledge or ideas, ideals, and standards which we gained from
past experience, it might be extremely difficult if not impossible for
us to be able to define a present problem, to find out the cause(s) of
such problems, and to decide on what we need to do in order to resolve
the present one.

But this notwithstanding, it is a mistake to presume

that some information or principle which we bring from past experience
to an existing problematic situation is above and beyond criticism or
absol utely val id and supreme in al l probl ematic situations.

To make

such a presumption is simply to ignore the fact that the exigencies of
a present problematic situation and the rode of solution required by
such a situation might be different from those of some other problematic situations which we encountered in the past.

As

Dewey himself puts

it , when a suggested idea is accepted without questions, the process of
"inquiry is cut short.

Hence the conclusion reached is not grounded,

even if it happens to be correct.

The check upon inmediate acceptance

is examination" or controlled testing and critical evaluation of ideas
and standards which present themselves as alternative possible solutions to the problem with which the on-going inquiry is concerned. 48
From this perspective, we can see that Dewey's emphasis on the
need for the expansion and generalized use of scientific nethod in
human affairs is intended to serve sone indispensable purposes.

It

is primarily "an espousal of the rights of free inquiry" and a call
for the r eplacement of rigid customary beliefs and practices with the
experimental and critical attitude which is a characteristic mark of
science. 49

In Richard Bernstein words, "Dewey attacks tradition when

it becomes static," dogmatic, or insensitive "to new conditions and
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to the demands of critical reflection," when it impedes the continuous
growth of intelligence and of knowledge; "that is, when it becomes an
unquestioned acceptance of the past and a belief that it is sufficient
t9 answer new problems."

This does not mean the experimental method as

a method of intelligence and of critical thinking is, in Dewey's view,
radically opposed to all existing habits and customs.

On

the contrary,

Dewey believes that habit and custom "are the instruments for the
realization of intelligence."

He wants "to keep tradition alive and,"

at the sane time, "sensitive to new conditions and to the demands of
critical reflection. 1150

There is, however, roore to his plea for the

general adoption of scientific attitude in human affairs than this.
Dewey saw accurately that the inventions and results of systematic operations of roodern science are, in spite of the restriction of
scientific rrethod to the narrow fields of mathematics and the physical
sciences, contributing to the vast and largely uncontrolled number of
changes which are taking place within the wider social field of our
everyday life-affairs.

He also saw that established conventions and

the traditional sources of rroral authority (such as religion and law)
are unable to withstand or to control the modern forces of change and
the consequences of the changes which are engendered by science. 51
Instead of allowing ourselves to be controlled by blind forces of
change which are operating within the wider field of our everyday
social experiences, he argues, we should endeavor to take full control
of such forces.

But if we are to succeed in taking control of the

roodern forces of change, we must also enlist the aid of organized
intelligence; that is, the kind of intelligence which expresses itself
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in the cooperative and critical method of e:hrperimental science as a
self-corrective enterprise.

He writes:

Since science ancJ technology have equipped us with the means
of establish ing a sotmd material basis for our civilization, our
problem shifts from a material one to a moral one: the challenge
is now to good-will, intelligence, and courage. Conditions
present us with a magnificent opportunity: that of forming a
society wherein continuous e.--sq:>erimental planning with respect to
our abundant resources and material and technical skill further
a democratic faith to full life and action, while nothing else
will do so ....
We are in possession of a method of controlled experimental
action which awaits to be extended from limited and compartmentalized fields of operation and value to the wider social field.
In the use of this method there lies the assurance not only
of continued planning and inventive discovery, but also of
continued reconstruction of experience and of outlook [on the
world]. The expanded and generalized use of this method signifies the possibility of a social order which is continuous by
self-repairing, a society which does not w-a.it for periodic
breakdowns in order to amend its machinery and which therefore
forestalls the breakdowns that are now as nru.ch parts of social
activity as storms of nature are of the physical order. [52]
Thus far, we have seen that the distinctive features of scientific
method as a method of organized intelligence and of critical thinJ~ing
and controlled experimental actions are, among others, (i) its deliberate search for problems and for data which help to define the problem
or problems, (ii) its insistence on careful consideration of alternative possible solutions to the problem, and (iii) its flexibility and
openness to :[X)Ssible correction or confinnation of its results through
further new inquiry.

In spite of these characteristics of the method

of scientific experimentation, however, one might still want to object
that scientific experiments are, in most cases, carried out in speciallized laboratories, that the apparatus with which such experiments are
carried out are objects or things which are quantitatively measurable
and easily accessible to public observation and scrutiny, and hence
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that the method of scientific experimentation has little or no
application in t hose areas of human e.,""Cperience which are intangi ble
and inaccessible to public observation and scrutiny.

No one would deny

t hat such t h ings as natural instincts and personal states of mind or
emotions and personal feelings have indispensable or very vital roles
to play in our everyday life-eA'I)eriences.

Although these aspects

of experience can and do indeed, very often, manifest themselves in
actions, they often do so in many disguised forms.

An example of this

is that a feeling of love or sympathy for someone can and does, sometimes, express itself in the form of devotion or k indness.

At other

times, however, the sane sort of feelings can and do express themselves
in the form of indifference or hostility.

Besides, it is obvious that

actions which are dictated by such feelings are often so spontaneous
t hat they do not permit nor wait for deliberate variation of given
conditions in order to give ~rpression to the particular feeling which
instigated them.

If this is the case, then it must

:be

difficult if

not impossible to extend the use of scientific method to those areas of
experience which have to do with emotions and personal states of mind.
To this objec"tion, Dewey might well respond that the operation of
scientific e.,"'<I)erimentation does not necessarily rean the performance of
laboratory experiments, that a controlled e.,"'Cperimental act may involve
no more than a deliberate change in a person's habit or outlook, a
careful use of a familiar tool, "or just looking ... depending upon the
character of the problem" in hand, and hence that it is a mistake to
think of the method of scientific experimentation as something which is
designed to be used only in specialized laboratories. 53

The fact of
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t he mat ter, according to Dewey h imself , i s t hat "everyth ing we under take is experiment al i n one way or another ," t ha t t here is no vali d
ground f or a hard and fast line to be dra1-m between t he physical,
t he emot ional or psychological, and t he intellectual aspects of our
everyday life-experience, and accordingly "that t here is no ground
... upon which a logical distinction can

re

dra,m. between t he operations

and techniques of experimentation in natural sciences and the same
operations and techni (':'iUes employed for distinctively practical" or
huma.ne social ends and objectives. 54
Once we grant that "everything we undertake is experimental in one
·way or another " we are, I think , compelled to agree with Dewey t hat t he
experimental method of inquiry has some application in every area of
human experience and general culture.

But even so, does it follow t hat

t he us e of the experimental method in the field of morals and PJlitics
will a ctually help us in determining what is morally right or ·wrong and
in sol ving all our moral and political problems, as Dewey implies?

The

answer, according Hilary Putnam, is that it does not; that there are
cases in which the use of experimental or scientific method might not
be helpful in resolving the problem, cases in which a person finds him-

self or herself in a "moral dilemna."

Consider the following example:

It is World War II, and Pierre has to make an agonizing choice.
He has to choose between joining the Resistance, which rreans
leaving his aged mother alone on the farm, or staying and taking
care of his mother, but not helping to fight the enemy. Dewey's
r ecommendation to use intelligently guided experimentation in
s olving ethical problems does not really help Pierre's case.
P ierre is not out to "maximize" the "good," however conceived;
h e i s out to do what is right .... This is not to say that Dewey' s
philosophy never applies to individual choices. Some choices are
dumb. But Pierre is not dumb. Neither of the alternatives he is
c onsi dering is in any way stupid. Yet he cannot just fli p a coin.
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... One of the things that is at stake in Pierre's situations
is Pierre's need to decide who Pierre is .... Pierre wants to
be Pierre .... And this is not the same thing -as wanting to
follow the "optimal policy;" or perhaps it is - perhaps the
optimal policy in such a case is, in fact, to "become who you
ar e." But doing that is not something that the advice to use
"the scientific method" can help you very much with, even if
your conception of the scientific method is as generous as
Dewey's. [55]
Needless to say, situations which are similar to the one described
by Putnam are not far-fetched compared to the ones which we often
encounter in real life.

In elaborating on the characteristic marks of

such situations, Putnam tells us that Pierre's situation is such that
(i) "the choice Pierre faces is 'forced,' that is, these are the only
options realistically available to him;" (ii) the choice which Pierre
has to make is "vital" in that "it matters deeply to him;" cµid
(iii) "it is not possible for Pierre to decide what to do on intellectual grounds." In such a situation, Putnam says, "Pierre is not free
to experiment."

What he has the right to do is to make a choice or (as

William James would have it) "to believe and to act 'running ahead of
scientific evidence. 11156
Whether it is possible or, as Putnam would have it, impossible for
a person who is faced with the kind of "moral dilemma" mentioned above
to make a choice (or decision on what is the right or the wrong thing
to do) based "on intellectual grounds" is, I think, quite debatable.
But it is quite possible that an individual might find himself or
herself in a situation in which (s)he is compelled to decide on what
is the right or the wrong thing to do without relying on scientific
evidence or on the method of scientific experimentation.

Although

Dewey was aware of the fact of existence of such situations, he offered
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little help in explaining how the use of scientific experimentation
would actually help an individual to decide what to do in the face of
such a dilemma.

This raises the question as to whether Dewey is, in

placing much emphasis on the need for expanded and generalized use of
scientific method in all areas of human experience, not doing the same
thing which he explicitly insisted that we should not do.

Is he not

being dogmatic by placing so much faith in the potentiality of scientific method and, in particular, by insisting that generalized use of
scienti.:::i_c

r:12 -l:,10,.:,

:i_s

r equired as an indispensable conai tion for effec-

tive resolution of the outstanding problems of our present societies?
In answer to this question, one might, I think, rightly argue that
while there are exceptional situations in which an individual or group
might not be able to obtain or to rely on "scientific evidence" in
order to decide on the proper course of action to take, there is
nothing in Dewey's espousal of scientific method as a general pattern
of inquiry which forbids us from trying out alternative ways or means
and methods of solving the problems which we encounter in different
situations.

Dewey not only identifies the scientific method with

organized intelligence, but also explicitly insists that scientific
method does not stand for one particular nethod or technique which is
employed in a special field of inquiry.

It is rather a complex body

of knowledge and of IIEthods of dealing with various problems.

Thus, in

emphasizing the need for generalized use of scientific method in human
affairs, Dewey indicates that it is a mistake not to enlist the aid of
cooperatively organized and "experimental intelligence" in resolving
our rooral and socio-cultural problems. For him, this also :rreans that an
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ind ividual who faces a "moral dilemma" has to make use of cooperatively
organized and experimental intelligence if (s)he is to "be able to make
an intelligent decision on what is the best course of action to take
in order to resolve the dilerrma.
"experimental intelligence?

But then, what does Dewey mean by

How would the use of such an intelligence

help an individual or group to decide on what is the right or the wrong
thing to do in a situation which involves some kind of a dilemma?
The answer, according to Dewey, is that "experimental intelligence
[is] conceived after the pattern of science," that its role is to
help us in projecting "a "better future" and in working toward the
realization of such a future, and accordingly that "its operation is
always subject to test in experience."

Intelligence, he says, is not

to be construed as something that is "ready-made" or something which is
"possessed once and for all.

It is in constant process of forming, and

its retention requires constant alertness in observing consequences, an
open-minded will to learn and courage in re-adjustment .... In contrast
with this experimental and re-adjusting intelligence, it must be
said that Reason as employed by historic rationalism has tended to
carelessness ..• and rigidity - in short absolutism. 1157

With this

distinction in mind, we will turn to the issue of the relationship
between scientific nethod and democracy.

v.

The Relationship Between Scientific Method and Democracy:
How does Dewey's account of scientific method shed light on the

relation "between science and denocracy?

Does it convincingly show

that the general adoption of scientific method in human affairs is an
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indispensable condition for concrete realization of democracy as a way
of life?

As -r..le

have seen, :Dewey holds t hat t h e only ·way to concrete

realization of t he noble i deals of democracy is through democratic
nEans and IrEthods.

In addition to this, he also maintains t hat

democratic methods should take a form similar to t he experimental
procedures which are employed in modern science.

This raises the

question as to whether and how democratic and scientific methods are
actually related to each other.
Dewey's response to this question is that "freedom of inquiry,
toleration of diverse views, freedom of communication, [public discussion, negotiation, and] the distribution of vn1at is found out to every
individual as the ultimate intellectual consumer, are involved in the
democratic as in the scientific rrethod," and hence that there are no
valid grounds for any rigid line of demarcation to be drawn between t he
democratic and the scientific rrethod. 57

Like1,v ise, in his "Challenge

to Liberal Thought," Dewey not only identifies democratic rrethods with
organized intelligence, but also continues to insist that democratic
rrethod and scientific rrethods a.re related to each other in that they
involve free discussion, nrutual tolerance, and the use of cooperative
and experi:rrental intelligence as an indispensable guide for actions
airred at better understanding or resolution of problems.

He writes:

The very heart of political democracy is adjudication of social
differences by discussion and exchange of views. This rrethod
provides a rough approximation to the method of effecting change
by :rreans of experimental inquiry and test: the scientific :rrethod.
The very foundation of the democratic procedure is dependence
upon experi:rrental production of social change; an experimentation
directed by working principles that are tested and developed
in the very process of being tried out in action. Its operation
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i s compromised , however, by t he persistent i nfluence of t he
very philosophy we are ur ged to fall bacJ< upon, [namely,]
... t he philosophy of dogmat i c rigi dity and uniformity. [ 59]
It i s, perhaps, important to note t hat t he foregoing description
of t he r el ationsh i p 1Jetween the democratic and t he scientific methods
of operation is not unproblematic.

Some of Dewey's critics would ,

in fact, contend t hat Dewey's argument on t h is particular issue is
circular:

It is circular in that it indicates that democratic

conditions (or such things as free discussion, mutual tolerance and
free exchange of views) are necessary conditions for the e...rperimental
method while, at the same time, suggesting that t he experimental or
scientific method is required as an indispensable condition for t he
realization and preservation of democracy.

The crucial question which

might be as}~ed at this point is t h is:
If democracy is a necessary condition for the experimental
method, and if the democratic state is 1Jeing challenged today
as never 1Jefore, what are its prospects? How can experimentalism insure democratic conditions - particularly t hose of free
inquiry - against attack , and at t he saIIE time , rely upon such
conditions for its own functioning? [60]
Part of t he answer to this question, according to George R. Geiger,
is that "this business of preserving democracy can turn so easily into
more example of the vicious circle," that this "is why some professed
democrats look with dismay at men like Lewis Mumford" who l:egan "the
defense of democracy with the most rigorous curtailment of freedom of
expression for dissenters," and that this is accordingly the reason
why "Dewey himself has become aligned with those who insist that any
1Jelligerent attempt to curb the facist powers will inmediately jettison
t he very democracy that is ostensibly being defended. 1161
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Dewey might, I think, be rightly reproached for using a circular
argument in order to support h is claim that the general adoption of
scientific method is an indispensable condition for concrete realization of t he democratic ·way of life.

It is, however, also important

to observe that Dewey is not wrong in claiming that there are certain
linJcs 1::etween the democratic and the scientific methods.

As

Alfonso

J. Damico has pointed out, "Dewey's arglmlent is correct insofar as one
accepts his definition of science as a pattern of J:::ehavior and a set of
attitudes that include tolerance, open inquiry, experimentalism," and
so on. 62

Even so, even if scientific and democratic methods are in

these respects similar to each other, does it follow that democratic
rethods are scientific in character?

Is there any good reaspn for us

to believe "that free and full discussion will lead to truth or to a"
correct hypothesis and eventual "solution to the problem" with which
the on-going discussion is concerned? 63
This issue is, in fact, not a minor issue; nor is it an issue
which we can easily resolve by identifying democracy with organized
intelligence and with scientific method, as Dewey did.

The reasons why

the issue is not easy to resolve are indeed many and varied.

Among

these reasons are the following two which seem to encompass the rest.
First, if free and full discussion is to succeed in disclosing the
"correct" hypothesis, the people who are involved in such a discussion
must create the time not only to propose or to make a list of all the
alternative I_)Ossible solutions to the given problem, but also to test
and evaluate each of all the proposed solutions (hypotheses) before
deciding on which one of them is the "correct" one.

Needless to say,

215

people do not always have the time to do this.

The second but not an

unrelated reason is that the "correct" hypothesis nrust be "somewhere in
the list of hypotheses being examined" if it is to be tested or proven
to be the "correct" one. 64

This raises the question as to how those

who are involved in free discussions (or those who are conducting
experiments) can assure themselves that the "correct" hypothesis is
included in the list of hypotheses being discussed or tested.
The answer to this question, we are told, is that no one "has as
yet come up with any procedure or test for insuring that the correct
hypothesis is in the list" and, accordingly, that there are no good
reasons for believing that full and free discussion of opposing points
of view will lead to truth or to satisfactory solution of the existing
problem(s). 65

Thus, for example, in opposition to Dewey's position,

one might also be tempted to conclude that there are no good reasons
for believing that generalized use of scientific method in human
affairs is an indispensable condition for the realization .and defense
or preservation of deroocracy.
As

presented so far, there is no doubt that Dewey overstressed the

need for generalized use of scientific method in human affairs as well
as the analogy between scientific and democratic methods.

In singing

the praises of scientific method, he seems to ignore some of the
fundamental difficulties which are likely to accompany any attempt to
extend the use of such a method to the fields of roorals and politics.
But this notwithstanding, it would be premature if not scornful to
reject his reconmendation of the scientific (experimental) method
as a general pattern of inquiry as if such a recomnendation has no
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pertinence for our social and personal lives and for denocracy.
Dewey was, I think, well aware of the fact that there are deep
and profound problems which are likely to accompany the expansion and
generalized use of scientific method in human affairs.

Indeed, we see

him acknowledging that_ generalized use of scientific method in human
affairs might not suffice to resolve all the outstanding problems
of our present civilization.

Likewise, he insists that his analogy

between scientific and democratic methods is not intended to show
that any of the existing political democracies has made an adequate or
complete use of scientific rethod in deciding upon social policies.
No one, he says, would deny that many of the existing institutions that
claim to be both "democratic and scientific" in character are democratic only in nane and are often the ones which have ironically and most
systematically violated "every principle of scientific rethod.

What

we may learn from the contradiction" which manifests itself in such
societies "is the potential alliance between scientific and democratic
method and the need of consummating this potentiality in the techniques
of legislation and administration" of our everyday life affairs. 66
This brings us to the crucial point of Dewey's argunent.

And that is,

that there are no valid grounds upon which any of the practical procedures which we employ in morals, politics, and other areas of culture
can be rightly precluded from having "scientific" quality and value.
For Dewey, insofar as democratic procedures include the use of
organized intelligence as well as critical consideration of a diversity
of opinions before reaching a conclusion, and insofar as the conclusion
reached is open to public scrutiny and to continual revision in the
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light of further new information, to that extent they also I)C)Ssess
"scientific" quality and value.

The serious problem, as Dewey sees_ it,

however, is that there are institutionalized obstacles which stand in
the way of further spread of experimental attitude and the developnent
of scientific or critical methods of social inquiry, obstacles which
also inhibit the progress of the dercocratic movement.

Outstanding

aioong such obstacles are the following three: (i) dogmatic faith in
institutionalized rooral codes and "general truths" which are presumed
to be immutable in character; (ii) "the existing division of social
phenomena into a number of compartmentalized and supposedly independent
non-interacting fields" (including the sharp split between ends and
means, theory and practice, and so on); and (iii) class institutions
and vested class interests which are found in existing societies. 67
Dewey believes that the removal of these obstacles is an indispensable
condition for socially organized (or democratic) control and use of
scientific method and techniques in the wider social field of human
relations, and thereby also for the progress or continuous spread of
the communal and cooperative spirit of dercocracy as a way of life.
Further, in considering how the scientific method can be applied
in the different spheres of human relations, Dewey tells us that it
is (i) by considering social realities or problems in terms of cause
and effect; (ii) by careful consideration and evaluation of social
policies, motivating interest? or purposes, and desires in the light
of the consequences to which they lead; and (iii) by appealing to the
experiences of other members of our cormrunity in order to verify our
conclusions.

He writes:
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Just as the validity of a prop:)sition in discourse ... cannot be
determined short of t he consequences to which its functional
use g ives rise, so [also] the sufficient warrant of a judgment
as a claimant to Jmowledge ( in its eulogistic sense) cannot be
determined apart from connection with a widening circle of
consequences. An inquirer in a given special field appeals
to the experiences of t he community of h is fellow wor1<ers for
confirmation and correction of his results. Until agreement
upon consequences is reached by those who reinstate the conditions set forth, the conclusions that are announced by an
individual inquirer have the status of an hypothesis .... Wh.ile
agreement among the activities and their consequences that are
brought aoout in the wider (technically non-scientific) public
stands upon a different plane, nevertheless such agreement
is an integral part of a complete test of physical conclusions
wherever their public 1::earings are relevant. The point involved
comes out clearly when the social consequences of scientific
conclusions involce intensification of social conflicts. For
these conflicts provide presumptive evidence of the insufficiency, or partiality, and incompleteness of conclusions as
they stand. [68]
Thus, Dewey not only implies that there is a communal and cooperative
side to the ex_perimental and systema.tic operations of modern science,
but also puts himself in a position to argue that the outstanding
problems of our present civilization are, in part, due to arbitrary
or one-sided application and haphazard control (rather than generalized
use and socially planned control) of the ~~erimental rrethod along with
the inventions of science as a powerful instrument of change.
Once we accept Dewey's definition of science as an instrument of
change and a set of "impersonal" and critical attitudes which includes
"freedom of inquiry, toleration of diverse views," and a willingness
on the part of individual inquirers to appeal to the experiences of
their fellow inquirers for correction or confirmation of their results,
we are inmediately compelled to agree with Dewey that there is a deep
connection or, at least, potential alliance between the scientific and
the democratic methods or ways of life.

Considering that arbitrary use
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and haphazard control of the inventions of modern science are contributing to the problems of modern civilization, and considering also that
the traditional sources of moral authority (such as religion and law)
are incapable of controlling the social effects of the inventions
of science, it is clear that Dewey must be right in claiming that the
general adoption of the experimental and critical method of science
in human affairs is an indispensable condition for socially planned
control of the social effects of the inventions of science and for the
realization and preservation of democracy as a way of life.
VI. Some Criticisms of Dewey's Way of Relating of Science
and Democracy:
Very few people, I think, would disagree with Dewey that there
is a corrmunal and cooperative side to the experimental operations of
modern science, that the experimental attitude and critical methods of
science are opposed to "decision by personal fiat" and to all forms of
absolutism, and hence that the experimental and systematic methods of
science are an exemplary case of the methods of cooperatively organized
intelligence and of democracy.

Contrary to Dewey, however, one might

still want to contend that there are significant differences between
the democratic and scientific methods, differences which are reflected
in the fact that scientific methods and techniques can be and are often
used by competing interest groups so as to gain a better advantage over
some other competing interest groups.

If scientific method can be used

on behalf of special interests or purposes which may or may not reflect
the popular will of all members of society, then the method itself
might turn out to be dem:x:ratic or quite undenocratic in character.
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This objection appears to me to have sorre measure of validity .

It

is valid for t he reason that democratic procedures include such things
as public elections, voting, "lobbying" or solicitation for votes, and
tend to culminate in the expression of the popular will or consensus
of opinions (which may or may not be supJ.X)rted by factual evidence)
while scientific procedures, by contrast, generally involve an appeal
to factual evidence and are often aimed at the establishment of truth
or falsity of competing lmowledge claims.

To put the point in a

slightly different way, one might say that the controlling purposes
of a scientific corrmunity and those of a democratic polity are often
not the sane nor so much alike that they can always be satisfied in a
similar manner.

As

Charles Frankel puts it:

A scientific corrrnunity is a community of competence, the
competence is specialized, and the method by which this
community functions involves an appeal to evidence. What is
sought is consensus of opinion checked against what lies beyond
opinion. In none of these respects is democracy "scientific"
in its method. Although it places certain restrictions on its
membership, such as adulthood and citizenship, the democratic
community of decision-makers is not a community of specialized
competence. And what is sought is a consensus that is a consensus of opinions and interests, whether or not evidence can be
produced in its support. The validation of this consensus comes
not from its correspondence with putatively independent facts
but from its fidelity to stated constitutional procedures ... .
[A] democratic consensus can be a consensus in illusion, ... [a
consensus which,] when it is broken, ... may be only :because a
new consensus of illusion has taken its place, and not because
an awareness of fact penetrated the communal consciousness. [69]
This, according to Frankel, does not mean that democratic processes
are generally conducted without some regard to truth and facts.

The

crucial point is, rather, that democracy "is a procedure for melding
and balancing of human interests," that the controlling purpose of a
democratic polity "is collective action, not the accreditation of
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pro:positions as true," and hence that "the assimilation of deroocracy
to science confuses the categories of judgment .... It lays down an inaccurate standard for judging democracy's achievements or failures. 1170
Needless to say, Dewey was aware of the fact that a deroocratic
consensus might turn out to be a consensus based on illusion.

He sees

the expansion and generalized use of scientific method in every area of
culture as a way in which a democratic conmunity could avoid all forms
of illusion.

As

to whether the identication or union of deroocratic and

scientific methods would not, in effect, set "an inappropriate standard
for judging democracy's achievements or failures," he argues that
the purpose of such a union is not to provide us with any fixed
set of standards or rules "for judging deroocracy's achievements or
failures."

Rather, it is required for (i) "the improvement of the

methods and conditions of debate, discussion and persuasion;" (ii) for
the projection of flexible and realizable ideals or standards for
democratic institutions; (iii) for effective and mutual resolution
of crisis or conflicts of interest which are bound to arise in a
democratic society; and (iv) for checking the predatory activities
of competing interests.

As

Dewey himself puts it:

The essential need ... is the improvement of the methods and
conditions of debate, discussion and persuasion. That is the
problem of the public. We have asserted that this improvement
depends essentially upon freeing and perfecting the processes
of inquiry and dissemination of their conclusions. Inquiry,
indeed, is a work which devolves upon experts. But their
expertness is not shown in framing and executing policies,
but in discovering and making known the facts upon which the
former depend. They are technical experts in the sense that
scientific investigators and artists manifest expertise. It
is not necessary that the many should have the knowledge and
skill to carry on the needed investigations; what is required
is that they have the ability to judge of the tearing of the
knowledge supplied by others upon conmon concerns. [71]
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Fran this perspective, we can see that using the scientific method
to resolve our social problems does not, in Dewey's view, mean that we
have to rely on professional social planners, politicians, and state
executives in order to solve our social problems.

Dewey believes that

no individual or group "is wise enough or good enough to rule others
without their consent;" that no group of experts is good or wise enough
to dictate how society as a whole must solve its social problems, and
accordingly that social problems could not be solved by telling other
people what to do or what not to do.

In Putnam's phrase, "they are

resolved by releasing human energies so that people will be able" to
make intelligent decisions and "to act for themselves. 1172
Let us suppose that (as Dewey would have it) what is primarily
required on the part of all members of society is to cultivate the
experimental attitude and the critical ability to judge the bearing of
specialized knowledge and techniques upon their conm:>n concerns.

Even

so, the question arises as to how such abilities would help to protect
democracy against those who want to bring it to an end.

The answer ,

according to Dewey, is that such abilities would help to broaden the
scope of mutual understanding and of cooperative sharing of ideas and
values among individuals; that such abilities will enable cooperative
individuals to take an active part not only in deciding upon social
policies and values which regulate the institutions under which they
live, but also in creating those conditions which are conducive to
concrete realization and preservation of democracy against its enemies.
Dewey's argunent on this point does indeed appear to be weak and
unconvincing .

SoIIE of Dewey's critics would , in fact , admit that "the
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improvement of the methods and conditions of debate, discussion and
persuasion" is important while arguing, contrary to Dewey, that the
crucial issue of the defense of democracy against its enemies has more
to do with irreconcilable interests and "the balance of power among
partisans" than it has to do with critical thinking and understanding;
that is, that the essential issue is deeper or nore profound than an
issue "of understanding versus misunderstanding."

Among those who take

this position is Alfonso Damico who tells us that individuals or groups
who work together and endeavor to understand each other's concerns and
purposes can and do sometimes act in virulent opposition to each other
in order to protect or to enhance their respective class interests
or social ranks.

That this is the case is, no doubt, demonstrated by

rampant workers' strikes which are conmen in industrialized societies,
strikes which are often due to break-down in negotiations between
employers and employees or workers' unions.

What this indicates,

Damico argues, is that
•.• men's activities and consequently their interests differ
because they occupy different places in the economic structure
of society. Whether it is a dispute between workers and employers, a conflict occasioned by religious or racial intolerance,
or a dispute between conservationists and land developers or
industrialists, it is evident that their interests are not
capable of total reconciliation. Despite the currency of the
notion that conmunication is the path out of social troubles,
there are good reasons for suspecting that the balance of power
aioong partisans has nore to do with the outcone of most social
conflicts than does reason. [73]
According to this view, Dewey failed to give serious consideration to
"Marx's contention that different classes want different things not
because of misunderstanding or perversity but because the economic
structure is such that their interests are antithetical."
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Dewey was, I think, well aware of the fact that human interests or
controlling purposes and desires are not generally compatible with each
other.

Indeed, he explicitly acknowledges that existing societies are

characterized by racial and class divisions, widespread insecurity,
and fear along "with subjection of the many to the privileged power of
the few," and that science and the fruits of science are being used on
behalf of pecuniary private gains, vested class interests, and antidemocratic reasures.

What is also true in this case, he says, is that

the publicity, the fallibilistic attitude, and the spirit of cooperative sharing which characterize the operations of experimental science
are "the cause of the victories won by science in the physical field
while the social field is kept as a preserve from the free ~e of
experimental procedure. 1174

The fact of the matter, he argues, is that

experimentalism is quite hostile to subversive activities and vested
interests of antagonistic classes.

A predatory character might welcome

the use of experimental method in a limited field where it helps to
foster his selfish interests while, at the sare time, resisting its use
in a wider field of social inquiry where such interests are vulnerable
(open) to public scrutiny and are likely to be restrained by the conmon
interests of all other nembers of society.

Like a predatory character,

... [a] society which includes warring class interests will always
fight against its application outside a particular limited field.
Sinister class interests flourish better in the dark. If the
free play of intelligence were not intrinsically a foe of their
scheres, they would not fear it as they do, and they would not
attempt by continuous propaganda to palm off substitutes for it.
The social implication of the philosophy of intelligence may be
judged from the fact that its opposite is obscurantism, while
obscurantism is the chief ally of social abuses, corruptions, and
iniquities. The objective precondition of the complete and free
use of the method of intelligence is a society in which class
interests that recoil from social experimentation are abolished.
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It is incompatible with every social and political philosophy
and activity and with every economic system which accepts the
class organization and vested class interest of present society.
The positive side of this statement is that ... [the] experimental method is the only one compatible with the democratic way of
life, as we understand it. Every extension of intelligence as
a method of action enlarges the area of conmen understanding.
Understanding may not ensure complete agreement, but it gives
the only sound basis for enduring agreement •..• Th.e present
economic organization stimulates the use of experiment in onesided ways restricted to technical fields: those of machinery
in the service of profit. This economic organization will itself
be modified by extension of the method. Every accomplished
extension [of experimental method] will extend the variety and
scope of human experience; it will liberate and intensify the
processes of cooperative exchange and sharing of values. [75]
This passage indicates that the difficulty of making progress
toward a full and free use of methods of experimental intelligence in
our social affairs is, in Dewey's view, a reflection of the fact the
existing economic and socio-political institutions are not organized
in such a way as to provide enough room for controlled social experimentation and experimental production of social change.

With Marx

and the Marxist socialists after him, Dewey shares the belief that
the abolition of class organizations and vested class interests is a
precondition for the creation and maintainance of "genuine" democratic
institutions or societies.

However, contrary to Marxist socialists who

advocate an open class struggle and the dictatorship of the proletariat
as an effective way of ending the existing class institutions, Dewey
insists that the nost plausible way of getting rid of such insti tution·s
and, at the same time, creating the conditions which are conducive to
concrete realization and preservation of democracy against its powerful
present enemies is through the use of the method(s) of experimental
intelligence and of democracy.

In identifying the democratic and

the scientific methods with cooperatively organized and experimental
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intelligence, he apparently succeeded in softening the contrast between science and democracy.

What he did not do in this case, however,

is to provide us with any definite criterion "for judging democracy's
success or failures."

Nor did he help us sufficiently to understand

the complex details of the relationship between scientific and
democratic rethods or how far such a relationship is supposed to go.
Formulated in a slightly different way, it might be said that
Dewey's conception of the relationship or "potential alliance" between
democracy and science as a general pattern of inquiry is marked by an
ambiguity.

Would "genuine" democratic processes, for instance, include

(i) those activities and procedures which are experimental but not
necessarily "scientific" in character or (ii) only those operations
and techniques which exhibit the marks of rationality and are, in some
general respects, similar to the systematic operations and techniques
of the experimental science?

Is the use "scientific rethod" supposed

to be an integral part of the democratic process or merely a better
way of implementing deroocracy; that i s , a way in which we could test
and and evaluate the consequences of denocratic processes?
Dewey did not provide us with a definite answer to this question.
Sometimes it seems as if he is telling us that all we have to do is "to
be open-minded, undogmatic, critical, and experimental," and to employ
the systematic nethods and techniques of science wherever J.X)Ssible in
order to actualize and to defend the denocratic way of life against
individuals or groups who want to bring it to an end.

At other times,

however, especially when Dewey is comparing the "scientific method"
with the dogmatic or authoritarian or nonscientific ~thods of dealing
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with social problems, he writes as if the relationship between the
scientific and the democratic methods or ways of life is a relationship
of identification; that is, as if the use of "scientific method" is an
essential aspect (or something which is constitutive) of deroocracy and
not merely a better way of accomplishing democracy's goals. 76
This ambiguity might, I think, be blamed on Dewey's over-optimism
about the potentialities of scientific method as a method of organized
intelligence, and about people's willingness to follow the lead of
organized intelligence and to use it as a guide in the conduct of their
social and personal lives.

SUch an ambiguity arises, in Hook's words,

... from the fact that Dewey's political philosophy looks to a
kind of impersonalized intelligence to roould institutions without asking questions about the carriers of that intelligence,
their class origins
loyalties .... Dewey has given roore weight
to the rare occasion in which liberated intelligence modifies
social institutions than he has to the much roore frequent occasions in which ... [the method of organized intelligence is used,
by hostile antidemocratic movements, in order to check the spread
of opposing democratic movements and] to keep things moving in
their institutional grooves. Sometimes he has not distinguished
carefully enough between an objective morality and a universal
morality. The limits of the latter depend upon the extent to
which interests can be shared. [77]

and

In glorifying the potentialities of organized intelligence as a method
of dealing with life's problems, Dewey failed to temper his optimism
with a healthy awareness of the possible limits of intelligence as a
guide to human life and conduct.
Another and, I think, one of the most incisive criticisms of
Dewey's ways of relating scientific method or organized intelligence
and democracy is that he did not work out some effective or successful
techniques of social and political action which are consistent with the
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expansion and organized democratic use of scientific method in all
areas of human experience and culture and on behalf of derrocracy.
I think that Dewey would have avoided the ambiguity which marks his
notion of the relationship between derrocratic and scientific methods if
he had attempted to wor1( out such an effective or successful technique
of social and political action.

Although he did not provide us with

such successful techniques, he did indeed provide some general clues
as to the comroon traits which should be exhibited by such techniques.
Such techniques, he says, should be such that "when they are used,"
they "tend to perfect themselves" by suggesting "new problems, new
investigations, which refine old procedures and create new and better
ones," and by encouraging the formation of experimental policies and
the consideration of social problems in terms of causes and effects. 78
To clarify the point in this case, consider the following example .
Suppose that two individuals or groups, P and Q, are involved in a
controversy pertaining to their institutional arrangement.

Assume that

the critical point of contention between P and Q has to do with whether
they would maintain or abolish the existing system; that P wants
to retain the existing arrangement while Q wants a new pattern of
relationship.

For P and Q to resolve their differences, the rrost

sensible thing to do is "to identify those assumptions and procedures
which are noncontroversial in the context of the controversy" and to
employ them in "deliberation leading to rational agreement" or understanding.

But suppose that the initial inquiry does not lead to

rational agreement, then what should P and Q do in order to resolve
their differences?

Dewey's answer is that they should suspend judgm2nt
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on the "issues under dispute" pending further new inquiries "aimed
at identifying which of the rival positions ought to be adopted."
"In any case where there is a difference," he says, "it will conduce to
agreement to differ, to tolerance and sympathy, pending the time when
more adequate lmowledge and better methods of judging are at hand. 1179
This raises another problem.

If people are to continue to suspend

judgment on critical issues pertaining to the measures which have to be
taken in order to secure or to preserve democracy against the activities of antidemocratic movements, would that not in effect permit
the activities of such novements to go unchecked?

As

Sidney Hook has

pointed out, if we allow the activities of scientific or hostile "antidemocratic movements to go unchecked, democracy is" clearly _likely to
be "finished at the hands of its enemies without and within.~•

But if

we decide to check "them effectively, we may have to use 1IEans which
threaten to distort our democratic ends" and standards. 80
Dewey believes that this sort of dilemma is one of the greatest
challenges which a democratic society has to face.

More importantly,

he argues that any belligerent attempt to curb the activities of antidemocratic movements will undermine the noble ideals of democracy which
it purports to preserve; that democratic ends do require denocratic
means and "methods for their realization," and hence that it is a
serious mistake to think that the use of violent 1IEans and 1IEthods will
result in peaceful democratic ends.

Resort to violent force, he says,

... is a first sure sign that we are giving up the struggle for
the democratic way of life ...• OUr first defense is to realize
that democracy can be served only by the slow day by day
adoption and contagious diffusion in everyday phase of our
conman life of 1IEthods that are identical with the ends to be
reached . . . . Only thus can we be sure that we face our problems
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in detail one by one as they arise, with all the resources
provided by collective intelligence operating in co-operative
action. At the end as at the beginning the democratic method
is fundamentally simple and as imnensely difficult as is the
energetic, unflagging, unceasing creation of an ever-present
new road upon -which we can walk together. [81]
Thus, Dewey implies that if any attempt to resolve the foregoing
dilemma without undermining the very idea and ideals of democracy is
to succeed, such an attempt has to be accompanied by the _w illingness on
our parts as individuals not only to give "differences a chance to show
themselves," but also to "treat those who disagree - even profoundly
- with us as those from whom we may learn," and to conduct our lifeaffairs and controversies "as co-operative undertakings ... instead of
having one party conquer by forceful suppression of the other. 1182
For him, this also means that we will not be moving in the direction of
democracy without making use of the cooperative and progressive method
of experimental intelligence.

Following Dewey in this case, I think

that it is fair to conclude that the general adoption of the method
of intelligent experimentation in our social and political affairs,
though it might not be enough to insure democracy against attacks by
its enemies, is required as a necessary condition for the realization
and preservation or defense of democracy as a way of life.
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Chapter 6
Summary and Concluding Rema.rks
I. Dewey's Conception of Philosophy:
In the first chapter of this study, we saw that philosophy has
never had a great measure of success in fulfilling those traditional
roles which it assigned to itself, roles which include the search
for the "ultimate reality" and for self-evident truths or absolute
and undeniable first principles upon which all empirical knowledge is
supposed to depend.

The reason for this lack of success, we are told,

is at least two-fold.

The first is that questions asked by philosophy

are often not susceptible to very definite answers.

The second and a

related reason is that philosophy's quest for absolute truths about
being, knowledge, and values is quite futile; that philosophy does not
have any private or exclusive set of tools with which to uncover such
truths, and accordingly that philosophy is not a super-science nor a
rival of the empirical sciences in providing us with truths about the
world in which we live.
This point of view is, in fact, shared by many rrodern and postmodern philosophers, including John Dewey who insists that philosophy's
claim to be 100re scientific than the empirical sciences in attaining
final and complete truths about the universe is quite pretentious and
unjustifiable. 1

As

he sees it, the lack of success on the part of

philosophy not only indicates there are no such things as final and
complete truths about the universe, but also points to the need for
a radical reconstruction or transformation of philosophy.

such a

reconstruction, he says, is required if philosophy is ever to be
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successful in making any significant positive contribution toward
the growth of human knowledge and the over-all improvement of the
conditions and contents of human experience.
Considering the emphatic sense of urgency which Dewey attaches
to the need for reconstruction of philosophy, it is clear that he
wants philosophy to abandon its devotion to metaphysics along with
its "over-pretentious claim to certainty" and its traditional selfima.ge as a "super-science."

To put the point slightly differently,

Dewey Wq.I1ts to get rid of the grand metaphysical and epistemological
tradition in philosophy.

He wants philosophy to be transformed in

such a way as to becorre a vital organ or an integral part (rather than
something which is above and isolated from the rest) of our general
culture; he wants it to becorre an effective tool for dealing with the
concrete problems of humanity.
its implications:

This raises the question along with

What, exactly, would philosophy look like after

such a reconstruction is completed?
Dewey's answer is, (1) that philosophy is a form of thinking and
of "discriminating judgment" which has its origin within the complex
contexts of human experience; that it "is inherently criticism having
its distinctive position among various modes of criticism, in its
generality" and accordingly that we can rightly construe it as "a
criticism of criticisms. 112
(2) In considering what the proper task of philosophy as criticism
consists in, Dewey tells us that philosophy has, under the guise
of dealing with "absolute things-in-themselves," been preoccupied with
the precious values which are found in inherited institutions and
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tradi t i ons; that it started "from actual situations of belief" and
conduct, and from "conflicts of inherited institutions" with
incompatible contemp:>rary tendencies and values, and hence that the
"task of future philosophy is to ... become so far as humanly possible
an organ for dealing with these conflicts. 113
(3) Dewey argues that if philosophy is to be successful in
accomplishing the foregoing task(s), if it is to be able to help us in
resolving the moral and social problems of our own time and place, then
it must cultivate and make use of methods which are in accord with the
spirit of democracy and the method of experimental science.
In the light of this characterization of philosophy and of
its proi;,er task, we can see that Dewey wants philosophy to become a
"dist i nctive form of critical theory. 114

On

this fundamental point,

he i ndeed takes a position which has popular support among philosophers
of the enlightenment as well as nee-pragmatist and critical theorists.
In sp i te of this support, however, there are postmodernists who reject
the idea of transformation of philosophy into a form of critical theory
on the ground that critical theories are, as Kai Nielsen puts it, just
"as bad as the old netaphysics of foundational philosophy. 115

At this

point, one might actually imagine some critics of Dewey arguing that
critical theories are reflective theories; that reflective theories
can be and are often nothing rore than rere rhetorics or ideological
propaganda, and accordingly that critical theories are often idealistic
(rather than objective or realistic) and not unbiased in pursuing their
intended ends.
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Moreover, contrary to Dewey, one might also contend that critical
theories are primarily aimed at producing such things as enlightenment
and emancipation of humanity; that the very idea of emancipation of
humanity does presuppose that there is an Archimedean point or some
universal criterion for human emancipation, and hence that the aims of
critical theories are, in virtue of such erroneous assumptions, often
quite untenable or mere illusions.

Among those who take this position

is Jean-Francois Lyotard who tells us that it is an illusion to think
that we can find an Archimedean point or some kind of universal
criterion for the emancipation of humanity.

In addition, he also

argues that if philosophy is transformed into a critical theory or
some sort of a metanarrative, and if such a metanarrative is "used to
legitimate knowledge" or existing beliefs, questions are bound to arise
"concerning the validity of" the metanarrative and of "the institutions
governing social bondage: these must be legitimated as well."

Among

the important questions which arise in this case, he says, is where,
... after the metanarratives, can legitimacy reside? ... Is
legitimacy to be found in consensus obtained through discussion, as Jurgen Habermas thinks? Such consensus does violence
to the heterogeneity of [thought and of] language garres. [6]
According to this view, insofar as consensus of opinions has the
tendency to engender some kind of uniformity and to nullify the "the
heterogeneous sets of pragmatic rules" that are applied in the diverse
and different areas of culture, it also inevitably fosters some sort
of coercion and oppression of some people by others.
The foregoing object ions do indeed appear to me t o have some
measure of validity.
reasons:

They are, I think, valid for the following

(i) There are no fixed positions or special vantage points
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from which philosophy as a form of critical theory can adjudicate the
validity of different knowledge claims or the superiority of a special
interest over some other competing interests.

If philosophy is to

adjudicate the conflicts of competing interests and of incompatible
beliefs or knowledge claims, something else might apparently be
required in order to ratify or to regulate the activities and conclusions of philosophy itself.

For there is (ii) simply no guarantee that

the activities and conclusions of philosophy as criticism would not,
in effect, generate more serious problems or difficulties in addition
to the ones which they are supposed to resolve.

It is, in other words,

possible that instead of producing such things as enlightenment or
human emancipation, philosophy as a critical theory might turn out to
be dogmatic and destructive of any hopes of further improvement of the

conditions and contents of human experience.
It is, however, important to observe here that Dewey was well
aware of the fact that philosophy as a form of critical theory might,
in effect , engender sore serious problems or difficulties in addition
to the already existing ones.

Indeed, he maintains that such problems

or difficulties are not unavoidable nor insoluble, that philosophy as
criticism could avoid such problems if it focuses its attention on "a
more fruitful and needed task" of liberating and broadening the human
mind, and on finding alternative ways or rreans which would help human
beings to resolve the concrete problems of their own tiIIE and place.
Likewise, he emphasizes that if philosophy is to succeed in performing
such an important task, if it is to make any significant contribution
toward the improvement of the conditions and contents of human
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experience, it must also cultivate and make use of methods which are
in accord with the spirit of democracy and with the pluralism and the
experimental attitude which characterize thB present state of science.
Thus, for example, in the defense of his position, Dewey indicates
that philosophy as a form of critical theory cannot rightly ignore the
facts and consequences of changes which are taking place all around it.
For him, this also means that when "circumstances change, beliefs and
institutions should change" so as to be able to meet the derrands of the
changing circumstances, and accordingly that "inquiry into facts and
consequences should control this change," not some rigid doctrines. 7
On

the other hand, he implies that if the activities and the conclu-

sions of philosophy as criticism are to acquire some sort of legitimacy,
they must do so not by relying on such things as consensus obtained
through discussions, but by their own fruits in human experience.
No one, I think, would deny that many of the events and changes
which are taking place at the present time are due to the growth of
experimental science and the developnent of democracy .

Needless to

say, the changes which are engendered by modern science and democracy
can and do indeed exercise a great deal of influence on many other
aspects of our general culture and everyday life-experience, including
the ways in which we think and associate with each other.

Given that

philosophy as an integral (rather than an isolated) part of our general
culture is not immune to such changes, and given also that part of the
primary task of philosophy as a form of critical theory is to help us
in dealing with the problems which are engendered by such changes, it
is clear that (as Dewey would have it) philosophy cannot rightly ignore
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the present forces or the on-going trends and consequences of change.
From this perspective, we can see that there are good reasons for
us to agree with Dewey that philosophy transforrred into a distinctive
form of critical theory must endeavor to cultivate and to make use
of methods which are in accord with the spirit of democracy and with
pluralism and the experimental attitude or methods of irodern science.
On

this fundamental issue, one might rightly argue, as Dewey did, that

if philosophy as a form of critical theory is to succeed in meeting the
demands of changes which are generated by modern science and deirocracy,
that is, if it is to be successful in helping us to resolve the iroral
and socio-cultural problems engendered by our present institutions,
then it must endeavor not only to take the facts and consequences of
change into account, but also to avail itself of the advantages of the
experimental attitude and the cooperative or flexible and practical
methods of irodern science and democracy.

Instead of being IIErely

theoretical or idealistic and dogmatic in character, philosophy must
endeavor to become practical and flexible in its operations or methods
and outlooks.
This conclusion is, no doubt, in hanrony with the view that
philosophy is not a "super-science" nor a rival of the sciences in
attaining definite knowledge about the world in which we live.

But

it also raises the question of how philosophy can actually become
practical in its operations or ways and methods.

To some of D:wey's

critics (such as Bertrand Russell) the suggestion that philosophy
has to become practical in its operations not only signifies D:wey's
hostility toward "the conception of knowledge as contemplation," but
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alsO seems to make contemplation and every other thing "subservient to
practise. 118

In response to this objection, however, it might suffice

here only to observe that contemplation is, in Dewey's view, a form
of practise.

As

Arthur Murphy has pointed out, Dewey believes that

intellectual inquiry in all its forms "is practical in that it involves
making choices, nanipulating materials, testing hypotheses, and so
far as ... inquiry is successful, changing the situation in which the
investigation is doubtful into one in which his mind is at rest on the
point at issue. 119
This position and, along with it, Dewey's insistence that
philosophy as criticism can only acquire sore kind of legitimacy by
its own fruits in human experience and that, to produce any significant
positive results, philosophy must endeavor to keep a constant and
continuous pace with the changing trends engendered by :rrodern science
and democracy indicates that Dewey's contempt is not so much for the
conception of knowledge as contemplation as it is for all kinds of
cleavage , dualisms and rigid distinctions between ends and neans ,
theory and practice, and so on.

It also indicates that Dewey's

main aim is not just to transform philosophy into a vital organ for
resolving some of the concrete problems of our everyday social and
personal lives, but also to pronote the continuous spread of the
fallibilistic attitude of roodern science and the denocratization of
the diverse and different aspects of our culture.

With this in mind,

we will now take another look at sore of the IOOst crucial points of
Dewey's conception and interpretation of deroocracy.

244

II. Dewey's Conception of Democracy:
I n chapter two of this study,

we

saw that democracy is often

characterized as an institutional political form; that is, as a form
of political association and practice or a rnethod of government.
Like many philosophers before and after him, Dewey acknowledges that
democracy might be rightly construed in this way.

In addition to

this, however, he argues that the word "democracy" is "a word of many
meanings," and that some of its meanings "are of such a broad social
and moral import as to be irrelevant to our immediate theme" or most
urgent concern. 10

Thus, he implies that it is a mistake to think

of democracy as something which is, in its very essence, IIErely an
institutional political form or just a form of government.

The fact

of the matter, he says, is that
• .. democracy is much broader than a special political form, a
method of conducting government, of making laws and carrying
on government administration by IIEans of popular suffrage and
elected officers. It is that, of course. But it is something
broader and deeper than that. The political and governrnental
phase of democracy is a IIEans, the best means, so far found,
for realizing the ends that lie in the wide domain of human
relationships and development of human potentiality. [11]
Now, let us suppose that (as Dewey would have it) there is more
to dernocracy than a special political form of association or method
of government.

If governmental and political phases of democracy are

only neans to certain ends, then what exactly does democracy consist
in?

What are its most significant traits, its ideals and standards,

its primary objectives or proper ends, as well as its conflicts?
And why is it so attractive or so highly prized by people who are
struggling to obtain and to maintain it?
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Dewey's answers to these questions are indeed quite complex.

111ey

are complex in that they are not knit together and laid down in one
particular essay, but are scattered throughout his writings.

Despite

this complexity, I think that the crucial points of the answers can
be summarized as follows:

(1) In response to the question, "what is

democracy?," Dewey tells us that it "is primarily a mode of associated
living" and "of conjoint conmunicated experience," and that it "is, as
we often say, though perhaps without appreciating all that is involved
in the saying, a way of life, social and individua1. 1112

In addition,

he also argues that the traditional or popular conception of democracy
as an institutional political form is misleading.

It is misleading in

the sense that it does not encompass the whole range of meanings of
the word "democracy."

Nor does it adequately reflect the far-reaching

implications of democracy for the diverse and different aspects of our
everyday social and personal life-experiences.
(2) As to what constitutes the ideals and the standards of
democracy as a way of life , Dewey tells us that belief in the ideals of
equality and of freedom for all and every human being is an indispensable "element of the democratic credo. 1113 Likewise, in considering
what the proper ends or goals of democracy consist in, he indicates
that they are, at least, two-fold: (i) to secure and enhance "the
general social welfare" of all nembers of society and (ii) to promote
"the full development of human beings as individuals."

He writes:

The keynote of democracy as a way of life may be expressed ... as
the necessity of the participation of every mature hmnan being
in formation of values that regulate the living of rren together;
which is necessary from the standpoint of both the general social
welfare and the full development of human beings as individuals •
.•. Democratic political forms are simply the best neans that
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human wit has devised up to a special tirre in history. But they
rest back upon the idea that no man or limited set of rren is
wise enough or good enough to rule others without their ix>sitive
consent; the positive neaning of this statement is that all
those who are affected by social institutions must have a share
in producing and managing them. The two facts that each is
influenced in what he does and enjoys and in what he becomes by
institutions under which he lives, and that therefore he shall
have, in a democracy, a voice in shaping them, are the passive
and active sides of the same fact. [14]
(3) Dewey indicates that democracy is attractive to those who are
struggling to obtain it for, at least, three main reasons which are as
follows: (i) It promises to create an atmosphere which is conducive for
a continuous improvement of both the conditions and contents of human
experience.

(ii) It encourages individuals to develop their natural

talents or personal capacities by allowing them to take personal
initiatives in conduct and thought.

(iii) It also works in ·such a way

as to secure and to promote the general well-being of all rrembers of
society, that is, by enlisting individuals in collective and voluntary
undertakings.

In his "Creative Democracy," Dewey emphasizes these

points by stating that democracy as a way of life is "controlled by
working faith in the possibilities of human nature," and not by some
absolute ends or ready-made standards. 15
both a rcoral and a social ideal.

Democracy, he argues, is

It embodies the ideals of equality

and of freedom, not just for some, but for all and every human being
as an individual.
For Dewey, insofar as denocracy embodies the ideals of freedom, it
also inevitably stands for the removal of those barriers which divide
human beings "into antagonistic sects and factions" and for "the belief
in the ab ility of human experience to generate the aims and methods by
w ich f urther experience will grow in ordered richness. 1116

Again,
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insofar as it embodies the ideals of equality, it also stands for the
possibility of a nore balanced distribution of powers and for increased
opportunity and greater respect for every human being as an individual.
It stands for the "belief that every human being," irrespective of

the range of his or her "personal endowment, has the right to equal
opportunity with every person for development of whatever gifts" (s)he
possesses. 17 However, just as it brings the advantages of freedom
and equality along with increased respect to every human being as an
individual, it also brings with it an increased burden of social and
moral responsibilities to individuals or groups who want to enjoy
its benefits.

"Where there is little power," Dewey says, "there is

correspondingly little sense of positive responsibility."

In allowing

each and all mature individuals to have a share and active role to
play "in producing and managing" the affairs and the resources of the
institutions under which they live, democracy also makes the individual
accountable for the consequences of his or her actions and, in this way,
teaches the individual to be more responsive to the general welfare of
others in whatever (s)he is going to do. 18
The issue of moral and social responsibilities which Dewey raises
in this case is indeed not a minor issue.
is peculiar to denocratic societies.

Nor is it an issue which

Although the issue is a very

important one, it is, however, not part of our main purpose to deal
with such a broad issue in all its varied details.

In the course

of this study, we call attention to the issue of rooral and social
responsibilities only insofar as it is related to the key issues of
democratic freedom and equality.

In raising such a broad or major
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issue, Dewey indeed intends to remind us that democracy is not a
kind of "institutional political mechanism" which can perpetuate
itself ,automatically, that it is not unaccompanied by major internal
difficulties nor is it without some external powerful enemies, and
accordingly that it (democracy as a way of life) does demand a great
deal of sacrifice or corrmitment and courage as well as creative and
united efforts from individuals or groups who want to obtain and to
preserve it against its powerful present enemies. 19
At this point, however, it is important to observe that there are
several objections which can be and are often raised against Dewey's
conception of democracy as a way of life, objections which include and
are encompassed by the following two.

(1) It was objected that Dewey's

conception of democracy as a way of life is both ambiguous and quite
uninformative; that such things as anarchy, aristocracy, apartheid and
so on, can rightly be construed. as ways of life, and hence that the
characterization of democracy as a way of life does not tell us much
about the essential traits of democracy as something which is better
than or, at least, different from these other ways of life.

In charac-

terizing democracy as a way of life, Dewey not only tends to obscure
the fact that there are fundamental differences between democracy and
other forms of socio-cultural association and practices but, in doing
so, also creates the impression that the ways of denocracy are quite
susceptible or open to arbitrary interpretations.
The nost crucial response to this objection, I think, is that
the very idea of democracy is vague and extrenely difficult to define.
Many generations of social and political philosophers have in fact
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attempted to provide us with very definite answers to questions about
the meaning or the "true" nature

of democracy.

Although their answers

are sometimes very definite, they are not always nor, indeed, often
broad enough as to be generally acceptable.

Nor do they correspond

with each other in such a way as to foster a general consensus of
opinions on the most significant implications of democracy for our
social and personal lives.

One and, perhaps, the best reason for this

lack of consensus is, as J. L. Austin has pointed out, that "democracy"
is a paradigm of "a few notoriously useless words ... uses of which are
always liable to leave us in real doubt [as to] what is meant," and
hence that it is "reasonable enough to say that the word is vague. 1120
Whether the word "democracy" is a "useless" word or not is, I
think, quite debatable.

That the word is notoriously vague, however,

is demonstrated by the fact that it is subject or open to a multiplicity of different definitions.
words, at least

11

There are, in Frank Cunningham's

311 definitions of 'democracy' ... found in surveying

literature from Plato's time to the 1950's. 1121

Given such a large

number of definitions, one might rightly conclude that (as Dewey would
have it) the very idea of democracy is quite flexible rather than aitEnable to a a very rigid or very precise and dogmatic interpretation.
(2) Leaving the foregoing objection aside, one might still want
to contend that Dewey's characterization of democracy as a way of life
is not just ambiguous, that it is also, somehow, misleading.

It is

misleading in that it tends to create the erroneous impression that
democracy is, at least, to soIIE extent compatible with such things as
authoritarianism and anarchy.
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To this objection, Dewey's response would, I think, take the
following form:

Deroocracy as a way of life does not permit the subor-

dination of sorre individuals or groups to the arbitrary wills of some
other individuals or groups.

'What it does is, instead, to promote and

enhance "the participation of every mature human being in the formation
of values" and of social policies which regulate the institutions
under which human beings live and interact with each other.

For it is

obvious that no individual or group "is wise enough or good enough to
rule others without their consent. 1122

Thus, Dewey explicitly endorses

the view that deroocracy as a way of life is opposed to authoritarianism
and to all forms of dictatorial regimes whose tendencies are to breed
and legalize the suppression or coercion and oppression of some
individuals or groups by others.

In spite of this interpretation,

however, some of Dewey's critics might still want to contend that his
conception of deroocracy as a way of life is open to another interpretation; that is, to a differing interpretation which indicates that the
ways and methods of democracy are better than all other ways or systems
of social and political association and institutionalized practices but
not essentially opposed or completely incompatible with them.
A good example of the latter interpretation is indeed furnished
by CUnningham who tells us that democracy, for Dewey, is "a matter of
degree," not sonEthing that is amenable to a precise definition or
measurement in terms of a "substantive" quantity.

Once deroocracy is

construed "as a matter of degree," CUnningham says, it beconEs easy to
see that the ways of deroocracy are essentially quite pervasive, and
accordingly that "there is no society of humans, no social tmit, that
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contains no degree of democracy whatsoever. 1123

If there is indeed

no society or institutional set-up that does not contain soIIE degree
of democracy, it must also be the case that no human institution is
absolutely undemocratic in character.

But even so, does it follow

that democracy as a way of life is not incompatible with such things as
autocracy or authoritarianism, anarchy, and decisions by personal fiat?
Dewey's response is that it does not; that democracy as a way of
life is sortEthing which has the tendency to grow and to perIIEate the
diverse and different aspects of humanity or human undertakings, and
accordingly that there are always "restrictive and disturbing elements"
whose tendency is to impede and bring an end to the growth and pervasive influence of democracy.

But to put the point in Dewey'_s words,

•.. democracy is not an alternative to other principles of associated life. It is the idea of cormrunity life itself. It is an ideal
in the only intelligible sense of an ideal: namely, the tendency
and rrovement of sortEthing which exists carried to its final limit,
viewed as complete, perfected. Since things do not attain such
fulfillment but are in actuality distracted and interfered with,
democracy in this sense is not a fact and never will be . But
neither in this sense is there or has there ever been ... a conmunity in its full ItEasure , a conmunity unalloyed by alien elements .
The idea or ideal of a cormrunity presents, however, actual phases
of associated life as they are freed from restrictive and disturbing elements, and are contemplated as having attained their limit
of developnent •... The clear consciousness of a cormrunal life, in
all its implications, constitutes the idea of denocracy. [24]
Needless to say, there is nothing in this statement to suggest that
democracy is, for Dewey, compatible with autocracy or anarchy or
anything of the sort.

What the statement indicates is, rather, that

these other ways of life are obstacles or serious impedinmts to the
realization of an ideal perfect democracy; that no society of humans
is in a position to attain the standards of an ideal perfect derrocracy,
and hence that concrete realization of the noble ideals of dernocracy
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is possible only to the extent to which we are able to remove those
obstacles which impede the spread of democracy.
As

Cunningham has pointed out, Dewey did indeed endorse the idea

that democracy as a way of life is something that is quite pervasive,
and that democracy can be rightly construed "as a matter of degree."
One of the rcerits of this approach to democracy is that it allows us
not only to demand more democracy, but also to make comparisons or
contrasts between the different institutions or societies in which
often find ourselves.

we

It permits us to say that the society or social

institutions under which we live is roore or less democratic than some
other society; that is, for instance, that "Canada and the United
States of America are m:,re democratic than China and apartheid South
Africa".

This statement is, however, based on the assumption that

all the countries involved are already democratic to some degree or
measure, an assumption which, I think, raises two major difficulties.
First, if the societies involved in the comparison are already
democratic to some degree, do we have any conmen or fixed standard by
which to neasure the degree of democracy contained in each of them?
How and where can we find such a standard?

The answer to both of these

questions is, I think, that human beings can and do have divergent
conceptions of an ideal perfect democracy and of its proper standards;
that an ideal perfect democracy has its existence only in people's
imagination, not anywhere in real life-experience, and hence that there
are no fixed standards or comroonly accepted criteria for deciding the
degree of democracy contained in different societies or social units.
Besides, it is obvious that if and where such fixed standards are
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actually set, their very existence might, in effect, also set a limit
to the growth and the growing influence of democracy as something which
is essentially quite pervasive.

Once such a limit is reached, there

would be no room for the expansion of d~racy nor a good reason for
anyone to demand more democracy.
Secondly, suppose that (as Cunningham would have it) no human
society or social unit is absolutely undemocratic in character.

Assume,

that a society is democratic to some degree even if it is democratic
only in name.

Fran this, one might conclude that dictatorial regimes

and repressive institutions that often claim to be democratic are
actually democratic to sone degree.

In view of this conclusion, it

would also seem that democracy is not incompatible with or, at least,
completely opposed to such things as apartheid and anarchy or autocracy.
It is, I think, true that an autocratic regime might be democratic to

some degree; that is, for instance, to the degree in which it allows
some or all of its subjects to take an active part in such things as
collective decision-making and fonnation of

ocial policies .

But even

so, does it follow that autocracy and democracy are somehow compatible
rather than incompatible with each other?
The answer is that it does not; and that the degree of democracy
approach errs in the direction in which it gives the impression that
democracy is not completely opposed to such things as authoritananism,
anarchy, and despotism.

Clearly, if societies which are democratic

only in nane are deemed to be democratic to some degree, and if no
human society or social unit can be rightly regarded as "absolutely
undemocratic" insofar as it attaches the word "dem:>cracy" to its name
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or self-image, one might rightly conclude that (as J.L. Austin would
have it) the word "democracy" is just a useless word.
It is, I think, obvious that democracy cannot be incompatible and,
at the same time, somehow compatible with all and every other way of
associated life.

If, in insisting that "democracy is not an alterna-

tive to other principles of associated life, Dewey intended to endorse
the view which indicates that democracy is compatible (rather than
incompatible) with such things as autocracy and anarchy, his :position
cannot, I think, be successfully defended.

But if, as we have already

seen, Dewey's intention was to identify the ideal of a perfect deIOOcracy with the ideal of a perfect community and to emphasize that these
ideals are so far-re100ved from the actual facts of human experience as
to be fully realized and are, nevertheless, very flexible and noble
ideals which can be approximated, and can be made a reality only to
the degree in which we endeavor to do so, then part of his main concern
must be with finding ways in which we can overcome the problems or the
"restrictive and disturbing elements" that impede the continuous spr ead
and the realization of the noble ideals ·of deIOOCracy.
Since Dewey was well aware of the fact that denocracy as a way of
life has some ":powerful present enemies," I think that we can rightly
reproach him for confounding the different meanings which he attaches
to "democracy," but not for failing to recognize that democracy is
essentially opposed to some of our institutionalized beliefs and habits,
especially to decision-making by personal fiat and to all forms of
dictatorial measures.

This brings us to the conclusion and the best

possible sumnary of the second chapter of our study; and that is, that
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democracy, for Dewey, is not something that is amenable to ends and
values which are absolutely fixed and final in themselves.

Rather, it

is something that is quite flexible in its ways or means and methods of
operation.

And what this indicates is that to identify democracy with

any special set of fixed ends or goals is to limit the scope of its
possible application and to minimize its influence within the wide
domain of human relationships and general culture.

With this in mind,

we will now turn to Dewey ' s conception of democratic freedom.
III.

Problems of Democratic Freedom:
As we seen, Dewey holds that many of the events and changes which

are taking place in present societies are due to the spread of the
spirit of democracy.

Likewise, he argues that belief in freedom and

"equality is an ele11Ent of the deroocratic credo," and that just as
democracy brings the great advantages of freedom and equality to all
and every human being as an individual, it also brings a greater burden
of social and roral responsibilities to the individuals.

From these

statements, it would follow that there are, for Dewey, certain links
not only between the denocratic ideals of freedom and equality and the
idea of social and roral responsibilities, but also between the endless
struggle for freedom and a whole range of events and changes which are
taking place in our present societies.
Needless to say, there are people who are at the present time
struggling for denocratic freedom.

Examples of such struggles would

apparently include the 1989 students' uprising in China as well as the
on-going struggle by the black majority against the apartheid regime
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and minority rule in South Africa.

Such struggles not only indicate

that the very i dea of democratic freedom is not an epherreral dream;
they also raise soIIE fundamental questions about freedom in general,
and about democratic freedom in particular.

For instance, when people

are fighting for democratic freedom, what exactly are they fighting
for?

"What," Dewey asked, "is freedom and why is it [so highly]

prized" by those people who are struggling to obtain it? 25
Part of the answer to these questions, according to Dewey, is that
"freedom is a word applied to many things of varied plumage and that
it owes much of its magic to association with a variety of different
causes. 1126

Following Dewey in this case, one might rightly argue that

the word "freedom" is, like the word "democracy," a word with different
meanings; that human beings can and do have different conceptions of
freedom, and hence that people who are fighting for freedom are not
always fighting for one common cause, but are very often fighting for a
wide variety of different causes depending on the special circumstances
in which they f i nd t hemsel ves .

Accordingly , one might also conclude

that those who are struggling for democratic freedom are struggling
not for one particular cause, but for a variety of different causes
depending on the socio-cultural conditions in which they live.

This

point is, I think, supported by the fact that while people who live
under dictatorial regires (such as the existing conmunist regime in
China) are struggling for such things as the basic freedoms of speech
and of rroverrent or freedom of self-determination and the freedom to
vote, people who live under rrore liberal regires are, on the other
hand, often demanding such things as rrore economic and political power

257
or freedom of business and commerce, equal freedom of opportunities,
and so on.
There is, however, more to the issue(s) of democratic freedom -than
the definitional problem which is raised above.

In his attempt to get

a clear grasp of the whole issue, and to provide us with deeper insight
into how such an issue might be effectively resolved, Dewey takes
a position which is both innovative and controversial in that it is
different and, in sore respects, opposed to the early liberal notion
of democratic freedom.

The most incisive and most crucial points of

his position appear tone to be encompassed in the following three:
(1) Whereas traditional liberals (such as John Locke and J.S.
Mill) thought of freedom as something which consists exclusively in
independence or the absence of external interference in the personal
affairs of the individual, Dewey saw it as something which has, at
least, two sides; namely, (i) a negative side which consists in selfdetermination or freedom from unsolicited interference by others, and
(ii) a positive side which consists in the acquired power of growth
and in the ability of the individual to do as (s)he ought to do.
In defense of this position, Dewey argues that "the nere removal of
external control is no guarantee for the production of self-control"
and for intelligent choice and action; that one who is not controlled
by others might still find one's conduct being controlled by one's
own whim and personal caprice, and hence that freedom as absence of
interference might turn out to be only an "illusion of freedom. 1127
The most basic freedom, he says, is the freedom of intelligence.
"Unless the freedom of individual action has intelligence and inforired
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conviction back of it, its manifestation is almost sure to result in
confusion and disorder. 1128
(2.) Like many philosophers before and after him, Dewey recognizes
that the issue of .freedcm has to do with ways in which human beings
associate and interact with each other.

However, contrary to negative

libertarians and liberal deroc>crats who thought of freedom as sore kind
of natural endowment and as something which is, in its very essence,
opposed to authority, Dewey tells us that freedcm is not something
that is ready-made and handed down to individuals from above and that
the decisive issue of freedcm is not one of freedom versus authority.
Nor is it an issue which can be resolved by establishing some exclusive
areas of personal freedan for individuals and, thereby, separating
the individual as an individual from the society as an inclusive whole.
It is , instead, an issue which has as many sides as the diverse and
different aspects of our general culture, an issue which includes the
struggle or demand for economic or political power, questions as to
what individuals "can do and what they cannot do , " as well as issues
pertaining to antagonisms or conflicts of interests between one
individual and another, between the individual and the rest of the
conmunity to which (s)he belongs, and between the different social
sects and factions. 29
(3) As to how the problems of freedom can be resolved, Dewey
tells us that the problems cannot be effectively resolved by increasing
rather than diminishing the existing cleavages retween the individual
as an individual and the society as a whole, and between the freedom of
individuals and the authority of society as a 1:xxly invested with power

259

to regulate what its citizens can do and what they cannot do.

With

Marx and the Marxist socialists after him, Iewey shares the view that
class divisions and the domination of some classes by others are a
hindrance to the realization of genuine democratic freedom and that
democratic freedom is not something which individuals can obtain in
isolation from each other.

Rather, it is something which individuals

can obtain only in a conmunity or through some kinds of association
with others.

It can be obtained and expanded only in the degree

in which individuals participate and cooperate with each other in
obtaining and preserving it.

This also puts Dewey in a position

to conclude that total abolition of class divisions along with the
domination of one class by another is an indispensable condition
for the realization and preservation of democratic freedom, and for
effective solution of the problems which are bound to arise from the
exercise of such freedom.

But it also raises another problem.

How can

we bring an end to the existing class divisions?
The answer, according to Dewey, is that such an important task
cannot be accomplished by means of an open class struggle or the
dictatorship of the proletariat, as some Marxist socialists think.

The

reason for this, he argues, is that reliance upon the use of violent
force as a means to democratic ends is, in its very essence, opposed
to such things as democratic freedom, and that the use of force is
much roore likely to undermine rather than enhance the genuine cause of
democracy itself. 30 We know that different ends in human experience
can and do indeed, very often, reflect the character of the means
and methods through which they came into being.

We also know ( from
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experience) that, in an open conflict involving two opposing parties,
the use of violent force by any of the parties involved in the struggle
can and does, in many cases, incite the use of a counter force by the
opposing party.

Needless to say, the end results of such struggles

are very often the destruction or the conman ruin of the parties that
are involved.

Since violent force does have a strong tendency to

breed destruction, we must conclude that an open class struggle and the
dictatorship of the proletariat are not the best ways or neans to the
abolition of the existing class divisions, and to concrete realization
of genuine democratic ends. 31

Instead of relying upon such means, we

must endeavor to find some alternative ways or more peaceful means and
methods to democratic freedom.

The most peaceful and most plausible

alternative which is available to us in this case, Dewey says, is the
method of collectively organized and experimental intelligence.
In rejecting the Marxist's formula for radical social change,
Dewey is of course not denying that such revolutionary measures might,
sometimes, be helpful as effective means to social change.

The crucial

point of his argument is, rather, that it is a mistake to think of the
methods of force and of rigid dictatorial devices as the best and the
only effective neans or methods upon which we can consistently rely
in order to bring about the changes that are needed in existing social
arrangenents, and to resolve the problems of denocratic freedom.

To

put the point in Dewey's own words, the decisive "issue is not whether
some amount of violence will accompany the effectuation of radical
change in institutions.

The question is whether force or intelligence

is to be the method upon which we consistently rely and to whose
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promotion we" should "devote our energies. 1132

And the answer is

that the methods of force are not only rigid and dogmatic in character
but are, in virtue of their strong tendency toward subordination or
coercion and repression of some individuals or by others, also opposed
to the idea and ideals of democratic freedom; that is, to voluntary
participation and collective (rather than arbitrary) decision-making.
The methods of cooperatively organized and experimental intelligence
are, by contrast, quite flexible and quite progressive in character.
They are, in other words, such that they can be modified and applied
in such a way as to help us in satisfying the special needs of any of
the problems which we often encounter in different situations.

Since

the freedom of individual action is "almost sure to result in confusion
and disorder" without organized intelligence and informed conviction
at the back of it, and since democratic freedom is something which
can be secured and expanded only in the degree in which individuals
participate in obtaining and preserving it, we have to conclude that
the methods of mutual cooperation and of collectively organized and
experimental intelligence are the most peaceful and most plausible
methods upon which we can consistently rely in order to resolve the
problems of democratic freedom. 33
Dewey's conception of freedom along with the position which he
takes on the issue pertaining to how the problems of democratic
freedom can be effectively resolved does indeed appear to me to be
a very strong one.

But even so, there are several objections which

might be raised against Dewey on this particular issue, objections
which include the following two.
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(1) In identifying freedom with power or the ability of the
individual "to do specific things," Dewey tends to confound the very
idea of freedom with the fact that there are certain conditions which
are required for the proper exercise of freedom.

This is, in fact,

an objection which Dewey's critics are accustomed to repeat in a
variety of forms.

A very incisive and succinct version of it is indeed

furnished by Friedrich Hayek who tells us that the "characteristic
confusion of freedom with power" is something which is as "old as
socialism" and "so closely allied with it," and that the "most explicit
defender of this confusion is, significantly, the leading philosopher
of American left-wingism, John Dewey, according to whom ... 'the demand
for liberty is the demand for power.' 1134
Following Dewey, let us suppose that the demand for freedom is
also a demand for power.

Even so, the question might still be raised

as to whether the freedom which manifests itself in the absence of
external interference in the affairs of the individual and the freedom
which resides in power are quite compatible with each other .

Is it

obvious that "the two kinds of freedom ... could really be combined" with
each other?

Hayek's response is that it is not; that the demand for

freedom as power is "only another name for the old demand for an equal
distribution for wealth" or economic and political powers, powers whose
possession and exercise are often the source of coercion and oppression
of some individuals or groups by others, and hence that one kind of
freedom might operate in such a way as to undermine the other. 35
According to this point of view, Dewey ignores the fact that there are
fundamental differences between freedom and power, differences which
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manifest themselves not only in the fact that power is often used as an
instrument of suppression, but also in the fact that a person might be
effectively free to do some specific things without necessarily being
in possession of wealth or economic and political powers. In view of
these differences, it would seem that the possession of wealth or
power in any of its many forms is at best, only a condition for proper
exercise of freedom, but not an essential aspect of freedom itself.
The roost appropriate response to this objection is, I think, that
freedom as absence of interference to the realization of desires or
purposes would not mean much without freedom as effective power or the
ability to act in accordance with rational choice.

This is not to

deny that there are significant differences between freedom as absence
of external obstacles and freedom which consists in power or the
ability "to do specific things."

The crucial point is, rather, that no

hard and fast line of demarcation can be rightly drawn between the two
kinds of freedom; that freedom as lack of constraint and the effective
ability to do somethi ng are directly related to what we desire and what
we ought to do, and hence that the two kinds of freedom are related
rather than inherently opposed to each other.

But to clarify the

point, suppose that every individual is, for instance, free to build an
opulent mansion, without any interference from others.

If, in spite

of this freedom, some people do not have the effective power or the
ability and proper means to build such a mansion, the freedom which
these people have to fulfill their desires for luxurious mansions would
in fact be a very limited one when compared with the freedom of those
who have the effective power or proper reans to satisfy such desires.
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(2) Even if we grant that there are certain lin.,~s between freedom
and power, one might still want to object that Dewey did not adequately
consider sore of the key issues about freedom.

Among such issues is,

for instance, the issue pertaining to the consequences of antagonisms
and conflicting interests aioong individuals or groups who belong
to the same conmllnity, an issue illustrated in the fact that members
of a conmunity can and do, sometimes, agree on a general end while
vigorously disagreeing about the reans to the end in question. 36
Where such disagreements or conflicts of interest exist, individuals
or groups are doubtlessly often inclined to proceed in very different
directions.

Needless to say, many of the socio-cultural problems and

moral ills which exist in our present societies could be traced back
to such disagreements and conflicts.

For it is obvious that, in very

complex societies (including the existing democratic societies) where
such disagreements exist, the freedom or the power exercised by one
individual or group might, in effect, operate as a constraint against
the freedom of sone other individuals or groups .

Although Dewey

was well aware of the fact that this problem is found not only in
undemocratic societies but also, very often, in existing denocratic
societies, he offered very little or no help toward a clear understanding of both the depth and the general import of such a problem.
Quite to the contrary, he writes as if the problems of freedom and the
traumatic consequences of antagonisms and conflicts of interests among
human beings are sure to become a thing of the past once a balanced
distribution of freedom and power is made a corrroon fact of our everyday
social and personal experiences.
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The issue involved in this case is, in fact, not a minor one.
As A.J. Damico has pointed out, a social or political system which

"relies on power to resolve a conflict" or problem among its citizens
is inevitably bound to "impose the answer on ·some men. 1137

But if we

are to avoid such an imposition; that is, if (as Dewey implies) we are
to rely on democratic means and methods in order to resolve the significant issues of freedom and to eliminate the traumatic consequences
of antagonisms and conflicts of interests, then some of such problems
would never be effectively resolved.

For it would be extremely

difficult, if not impossible, to resolve them.

That this is the case

is, no doubt, demonstrated by the fact that the few people who are in
possession of economic and political powers at the present time are,
in spite of their involvement in constant discussions or continuous
negotiations pertaining to possible eradication of the existing social
ills or problems, often reluctant or unwilling to share such powers.
But even so, must we accept the Marxists' recomnendation of an open
class struggle and a dictatorship of the proletariat as an unavoidable
means to social transformation and to the elimination of economic and
political domination along with the existing social ills?
Dewey's answer is that we must not; that democratic ideals are
also social and moral ideals and, therefore, that these ideals must
be cultivated and expressed in our personal attitudes and character if

we are ever to succeed in establishing the objective conditions which
are conducive to the realization, preservation, and continuous growth
of democracy as a way of life.

Likewise, he argues that there is no

apparent guarantee that resort to violent force would bring an end to
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the existing social domination and oppression.

Commitment to the

inevitability of violence, he says, is "the fruit of dogma."

It is

also the "first sure sign that we are giving up the struggle for the
democratic way of life."

Again, in his own words:

If there is one conclusion to which human experience
unmistakably points it is that democratic ends demand democratic
methods for their realization. Authoritarian methods now offer
themselves to us in new guises. They come to us claiming to
serve the ultimate ends of freedom and equity in a classless
society .... In whatever form they offer themselves, they owe
their seductive power to their claim to serve ideal ends. our
first defense, is to realize that denocracy can :be served only
by the slow day by day adoption and contagious diffusion in
everyday phase of our common life of methods that are identical
with the ends to :be reached and that recourse to monistic,
wholesale, absolutist procedures is a :betrayal of human freedom
no matter in what guise it presents itself.[38]
Once we admit that dictatorial and totalitarian proced':ll"es are, in
their very essence, opposed to democratic freedom, there is, I think,
no escape from Dewey's conclusion that reliance upon such procedures is
much irore likely to lead us away from the realization of the democratic
ideals of freedom and equality.

Thus, we are also inevitably led to

agree with Dewey that the most plausible and, perhaps, the only way to
concrete realization of genuine democratic ends is through democratic
means and methods.

But even so, there is still a very incisive and

decisive issue that needs to be addressed:

How effective are the

methods and means of democracy going to be in resolving the multifaceted and recurring problems of democratic freedom and in bringing
an end to the existing class divisions and extensive inequalities among
human :beings?

To find an appropriate answer to this question, we

will, first, take another look at Dewey's argument for democratic
equality with a view to determining the extent of the relation :between
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democratic freedom and equality, as well as the ways in which they
actually relate to each other.
IV. The Idea and Ideal of Democratic Equality:
Like many philosophers before and after him, Dewey recognizes that
there are natural and psychological as well as economic, rx:>litical,
and social inequalities among human beings.

Indeed, he maintains that

the extensive inequalities which exist in the different spheres of
human relations are a contributory factor behind the domination of some
individuals or groups by others and, therefore, that such inequalities
are essentially opposed to the democratic ideals of equality and
freedom.

Likewise, in considering how the extensive inequalities which

characterize our present social institutions can be eliminated, he
argues that one of the ways is through "the establishment by law of
equality of opportunity."

The "very fact of natural and psychological

inequality," he says, is not a valid reason nor a justifiable ground
for government and law to treat some people as if they were more or
less of human beings than others.

It is, on the contrary, "all the

more reason for establishment by law of equality of opportunity, since
otherwise" such inequality "becomes a means of oppression of the less
gifted" by those who are better endowea. 39
At this point, it is important to emphasize that Dewey's espousal
of the idea of equality of opportunity can be rightly construed as a
reaffirmation of the liberal democratic notion of equality.

With the

early liberals (such as John Locke and Jean-Jacques Rousseau), Dewey
not only shares the belief that equality is an indispensable "el~nt
of the democratic credo," but also insists that the establishment of
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equality of opportunity by law is an indispensable condition for selfrealization and for expansion and preservation of democratic freedom.
This raises the question with its implicit criticisms.
meant by "equality of opportunity?"

What exactly is

If such equality is established

and enforced by law, would it not create a damp atmosphere of passive
uniformity among the nembers of society?

Is there any strong guarantee

that the establishment of such an equality would not, in working for
the benefits of the less gifted, militate against the freedom or the
creative effort and personal initiative of individuals who are better
endowed by nature?

If there is no such guarantee, and if there is a

real danger that the principles of freedom and equality might operate
in such a way as to undermine each other in practice, then how can we
relate or reconcile these two ideals of democracy so as to ensure that
the one does not undermine the genuine requirements of the other?
Whether the democratic ideals of freedom and equality are compatible or incompatible with each other is indeed not only a decisive
issue but also an issue which has the tendency to present itself in
many different forms and, in doing so, to elude any precise or
unambiguous and complete solution.

It might suffice here, however,

only to emphasize that this issue has continued to be at the center
of long-standing debates and disagreements between the defenders of
egalitarianism and anti-egalitarians on the one hand, and between the
defenders of capitalism and socialist oriented philosophers on the
other.

If there is one particular point which is illustrated by these

disagreements or debates, it is, in Jan Naveson's phrase, that we need
to "know whether the right thing for society to do is to incorporate in
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its structure requirements that we bring about equality, or liberty, or
both if they are compatible, and if incompatible then which if either,
or what sort of mix if they can to some degree be mixed. ,,40

To be

able to find any satisfactory solution to this issue, we have to
explore some of the different meanings which are often attached to
the word "equality" along with their nost significant implications for
the diverse and different aspects of our everyday life-experience and
general culture.
Needless to say, many defenders of egalitarianism have endeavored
to provide us with relevant insight into the different meanings of
"equality."

One of these egalitarians is Dewey who, in considering

what "the idea of equality means for deirocracy," indicates that there
are at least two kinds or two sides of equality.

These are, namely,

(i) the quantitative side of equality or equality which is often
defined in tenns of "mathematical equivalence" or "sameness" in such
things as size and strength or any of the quantitatively measurable
aspects of the objects in question , and (ii) the qualitative side of
equality or equality which is associated with and often defined in
terms of those desirable attributes which are unique and, sometimes,
quite irreplaceable about an individual or an object.

Quite in line

with this distinction, Dewey takes the following position:
(1) Insofar the principle of equality is identified with
"mathematical equivalence" or "sameness" in position, size, or physical
and intellectual endowments of human beings as individuals, it also
inevitably lends itself to the formation and use of fixed sets of
mechanical rules and universal standards in our dealing with the
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diverse and different aspects of experience.

It allows us to specify

and t o measure the differences in people's position or wealth and power
and , in this way, tends to encourage the classification of human beings
into different grades or social classes along with the treatment of
some individuals as if they are inferior or superior to other s.

By

contrast, Dewey says, the qualitative side of equality allows us to
recognize "that every existence deserving the naIIE of existence has
something unique and irreplaceable about it," that human beings as
individuals do not exist so as "to illustrate a principle, to realize
a universal or to embody a kind or class," and accordingly that no
individual is in virtue of his or her personal gifts roore or less of a
human being than any other human being. 41
(2) "Whatever the idea of equality means for democracy," it "does
not mean mathematical equivalence" nor absolute uniformity of living
conditions.

It does not, in other words, stand for a mechanical policy

of treating every human being in exactly the saIIE ways as if individual i ty is something external and mechanical or quantitati ve "rather
than qualitative and unique" in character.

It cannot be denied, Dewey

says, that every human being has sane unique qualities or special gifts
as well as sane personal needs or desires, preferences, and purposes
which are as important to him or her "as those of others are to them;"
that individuality is not ready-made nor absolutely fixed but is,
instead, subject to continuous growth and self-perfection, and accordingly that the fulfillment of personal needs and the all-round growth
of every human being as an individual do require the establishment
of socio-cultural conditions which are conducive to them.

Once we

271

recognize this, it also becomes easier to see that equality of
consideration or opportunity for all individuals is required as an
indispensable condition if individuals are to be able to develop their
personal or socially desirable talents.

The main purpose of this

principle of democratic equality, Dewey says, is not to satisfy the
special concerns of "freaks or geniuses or heroes or divine leaders."
Its primary purpose is (i) to "prevent the untoward working of native
differences in power" among associated individuals, (ii) to enhance
the free and full development of every individual, and (iii) to help
us to create and maintain an atmosphere in which each individual "by
intercourse with others makes the life of each roore distinctive" and
less tedious. 42

In elaborating on these :r;x:>ints, Dewey wrot~:

In social and rnoral matters, equality ... [does, in principle,
stand for] the inapplicability of considerations of greater or
less, superior or inferior. It means that no matter how great
the quantitative differences of ability, strength, position,
wealth, such differences are negligible in comparison with
something else - the fact of individuality, the manifestation
of something irreplaceable. It means, in short, a world in
which an existence must be reckoned with on its own account,
not something capable of equation with and transformation
into something else. It implies, so to speak, a retaphysical
mathematics of inconmensurables in which each speaks for
itself and demands consideration on its own behalf.
If democratic equality may be construed as individuality,
there is nothing forced in understanding fraternity as
... association and interaction without limit. Equality,
individuality, tends to isolation. It is centrifugal. To say
that what is specific and unique can be exhibited and become
forceful or actual only in relationship with other like beings
is merely •.• to give a netaphysical version of the fact that
deIOOCracy is concerned, not with freaks ... or divine leaders
but with associated individuals. [43]
(3) According to Dewey, the issue of democratic equality versus
extensive inequalities which are found in our present societies is not
to be regarded as an issue which we can simply resolve by making a
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choice between capitalism or wholesale individualism and socialism.

It

is less an issue of "wholesale 'individualism' versus 'socialism' than
it is of the ratio of the experimental and novel in their management
to the habitual and matter of course" in their

O'Wil

operations. 44

This

is not to deny that socialists are justified in complaining that the
existing economic system of private ownership of industry or society's
means of production is helping to create (rather than eliminate)
the extensive inequalities in people's living conditions, and in
recorrmending that society's forces of production "should cease to be
regulated by desire for private profit and should function for the
benefit of producers and consumers."

The crucial point is that if

private ownership of means of production is abolished, and if the
control of society's industry is "taken out of private hands," we
have to find something else with which to replace such hands.

And

the question which we must ask ourselves is
... into whose hands [is society's] industry .•. to pass? Into
those of the public? But, alas, the public has no hands except
those of individual human beings. The essential problem is that
of transforming the action of such hands so that it will be
animated by regard for social ends. There is no magic by which
this result can be accomplished •..• This fact does not imply the
problem is insoluble. [45]
What it indicates, Dewey says, is "where the problem resides," and
that while the replacement of private control with public control of
society's neans of production might be necessary, it is, by itself,
not enough to resolve the essential problem.

But if this is the case,

then what exactly must we do in order to resolve the essential problem?
Dewey's response is that there are at least two things we need to
do.

First, we need to cultivate a new type of individuality, one whose
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actions are animated by genuine regard for the comroon good and for
all-round development of all and every member of society, and not by
predatory self-interest or desire for private gains.

For insofar

individuality continues to be "associated with aristocracy of the
historic type," the expansion of modern science and of machine
technology will presumably continue to 'be hostile to individuality of
the old type. 46

Needless to say, the operations of modern science

are changing the traditional modes of production and are, in -doing so,
also subverting our inherited institutions.

Considering this, and

considering also that arbitrary use and haphazard control of society's
means of production are contributing to the growing inequality in
people's conditions of living or life prospects, it is, secondly, clear
that we need to take a deli'berately planned and collective (rather than
arbitrary or haphazard) control of our conditions of living along with
the forces of production which are at work within these conditions.
Although Dewey endorses the position taken by socialists on this
fundamental point, he insists that the kind of collective control
which we need is one which is in accord not only with the conmunal and
cooperative spirit of deioocracy but also with the experimental methods
of modern science.
This position taken by Dewey is indeed not only strong but also
quite appealing.

Once we admit that haphazard use or lack of planned

control of IOOdern forces of production is helping to proroote (rather
than mitigate) the extensive inequalities which are found in the
different spheres of human experience and socio-cultural relations,
there is, I think, no escape from Dewey's conclusion that the
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replacement of capitalism with socialism may be necessary but not
enough to resolve the essential problem of equality versus inequality.
In spite of the strength of this conclusion, however, there are at
least three major objections against Dewey's notion of equality.

They

are as follows:
(1) Dewey takes seriously the liberal denocratic notion of
equality and, in particular, of equality of opportunity.

But he did

not, as Robert Westbrook puts it,
... address himself to the assumption that lay beneath this
notion of equality that a society could provide every individual
in it with the means of self-realization, nor was he specific
about what general sorts of resources and opportunities he
regards as essential. Nor did he say how this distribution of
resources and opportunities was to be effected or what sort of
action might be taken by the state to secure the positive
liberty of its citizens, confining his remarks in this regard
to criticism of laissez-faire liberals and state socialists who
operated with predetermined, absolute notions of what the state
should do in every particular instance. [47]
Needless to say, the assumption "that a society could provide every
individual in it with the means of self-realization" is not selfevident nor unproblematic.

It is, as Dewey would have it , true that

individuals have different abilities and basic personal needs.

But it

is also true that actions aimed at the realization of the distinct
abilities and personal needs of different individuals or groups are not
always compatible with each each other, that actions taken by an individual or group can and do indeed often operate as a constraint against
the actions of some other individuals or groups, and accordingly that
any action taken by a society in order to secure the equality and
liberty of its citizens might as well easily operate as a constraint
against the free and full development or self-realization of sore of
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the citizens.

In failing to give proper consideration to the implica-

tions of the foregoing assumption, Dewey tends to avoid some of the key
issues of antagonisms and conflicts which arise from the fact that the
basic needs, desires or purposes, and actions of individuals are not
always quite compatible with those of society as a whole.
At this point, however, one might imagine Dewey responding that
"the possibility of realization of the deroocratic ideal" which unites
equality, liberty, and fraternity as coordinate ideals is both
historically and actually "conditioned ••. upon the possibility of
working out in social practice and social institutions a combination
of equality and liberty" which will, in turn, operate in such a way as
to eliminate the present exercise of power by virtue of rank or social
status while helping to secure a roore equitable and genuinely fair
distribution of social resources and opportunities among all the
members of society.

If any kind of action aiIIEd at securing a combina-

tion of equality and liberty for all and every member of society is
to be both effective and successful in fact, such an action has to be
collectively and deliberately planned.

In addition, it also has to be

resolute and quite sensitive (rather than dogmatic or insensitive) to
the basic and :roost significant needs or differing concerns of different
individuals or groups.

This is, of course, not to deny that there are

considerable difficulties or obstacles which stand in the way to the
realization of the ideals of deroocratic equality and liberty.

Rather,

it is a recognition that the ideals of deroocratic equality and liberty
cannot be separated from each other, and accordingly "that actual
and concrete liberty of opportunity and action is dependent upon
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equalization of political and economic conditions under which
individuals are alone free in fact, not in some metaphysical way. 1148
This response is, I think, not unambiguous nor a complete answer
to the question as to how a balanced and a genuinely fair distribution
of social resources and opportunities can be effected by a society.
But it does indicate, in Kai Nielsen's phrase, that "there is a close
correlation between wealth and power;" that the coercion and oppression
or domination of sorre members of a society by others are often due
to extensive inequality in the distribution of the available social
resources (or wealth and power) and of opportunities among citizens,
and accordingly that a more equal and fair distribution of wealth and
power is required as an indispensable condition for concret~ realization and preservation of democracy along with liberty and autonomy of
each and every individual in society. 49 With this in mind, we wi 1
now turn to another, but not an unrelated point of objection against
Dewey's notion of equality.
(2) Dewey saw accurately that the abilities and basic personal
needs as well as the differing desires or preferences and purposes of
individuals or groups have to be taken into account in determining
the proper courses of action which are needed in order to realize the
democratic ideal of equality of opportunity and of conditions of living
for every member of society.

Although Dewey emphasized the need for

equalization of opportunities, he was not, in other words, advocating
an absolutely equal distribution of social resources or wealth and
power among all the members of society.

But even so, it is still not

clear as to what specific kind(s) of opportunities Dewey takes to be
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essential for democracy; that is, as to what sorts of opportunities are
to

:be

secured and to

society.

:be

made equal for every individual in a democratic

Is democratic equality of opportunity, for Dewey, supposed

to include such a thing as the equal opportunity for every individual
to achieve unequal results and, as in present capitalist societies, to
reap and enjoy all the 'benefits of such results as his or her private
property?

Or, alternatively, is democratic equality of opportunity

supp::>sed to include only those opp::>rtunities which have to do with
self-control and self-realization of every individual; that is, as
conmunist socialists would have it, the opportunity for such things
as "meaningful" or fruitful work and for the satisfaction of the most
significant or basic personal needs but not the opportunity for each
individual to accumulate and to enjoy a greater share of the fruits of
his or her personal efforts and of association with others?

Because

Dewey did not provide us with any specific answer to these questions,
his notion of equality of opportunity appears to be quite compatible
with both the laissez-faire liberal and the socialist conceptions
of equality, conceptions which are, in principle, not completely
compatible with each other. 50
This objection appears tone to 'be valid for the reason that Dewey
was not quite specific about what general sort of opportunities he
takes to be essential for self-realization of all and every nember of
society.

Although Dewey was critical of laissez-faire liberalism and

of the tendency of liberal egalitarianism to provide support for capitalism along with the marked unequal distribution of wealth and power
engendered by the capitalist's modes of operation, he was unwilling to
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abandon the liberal conception of equality of opportunity or to
identify the ideal of democratic equality with socialism.

Although he

was deeply concerned with how the essential problem(s) of democratic
equality versus extensive inequalities in the conditions of living and
the life-prospects of different individuals or groups can be effectively resolved, he did not quite explicitly advocate the abolition of
capitalism and of private property.

Nor was he specific about what

he takes to be the nost appropriate sort of general standard for a
genuinely fair distribution of society's wealth and power; that is,
for instance, as to whether or not the distribution of wealth and power
according to the basic or most significant needs of individuals is (as
the socialists would have it) a more plausible alternative to the
distribution of opportunities or wealth and power in accordance with
the merits or the values attached to productive abilities and unequal
results achieved by each individual.

This brings us to another and,

I think, the nost incisive point of objection against Dewey.
(3) As we have seen, Dewey holds "that each individual has
something to contribute" toward the general social welfare and the
development or continuous progress of society, that the "denocratic
faith in equality is the faith that each individual shall have the
chance or opportunity to contribute whatever he is capable of contributing and that the value of his contribubution be decided by its place
and function in the organized total of similar contributions, not on
the basis of prior status of any kind whatever."

Likewise, he argues

that each individual has certain needs which are "as significant to him
as those of others are to them," and that such needs should be taken
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into account in determining the appropriate courses of action which we
we need to take in order to secure the democratic ideals of equality of
opportunity and of conditions of living for every member of society. 51
Thus, Dewey implies that the criterion for an equal and a genuinely
fair distribution of society's wealth, power, and opportunities has
to be designed in such a way as (i) to encourage each individual to
contribute whatever (s)he is capable of contributing toward the general
social welfare and the development of society, and (ii) to ensure that
each individual has the proper means to satisfy his or her basic or
most significant personal needs.

Furthermore, in considering how the

difficulties and the social problems which are very likely to arise
when we attempt to carry the two-fold requirement of such a criterion
into actual practice can be effectively resolved, Dewey tells us that
the most plausible and effective

yin which such problems can be

resolved is through the cultivation of the experimental attitude and,
with it, the extension and generalized use of "scientific" ITEthod in
all areas of our everyday life-experience and general culture .
This suggestion is, no doubt, quite disturbing.

It is disturbing

for the reason that if it is accepted and carried into actual practice,
it may well lead to the "cult of 'scientism' which impoverishes human
experience by stripping it of all save quantitative dimensions. 1152
As

Rorty and others have pointed out, it is doubtful that the scien-

tific method can be stretched as far as roorals, politics, and every
area of culture.

But even if it is possible to generalize its use in

every area of human experience and culture, to do so would, in effect,
a100unt to denigration of all unscientific attempts to enrich and give
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meaning to our personal and social lives; that is, as if such attempts
are merely "a second-rate kind of intellectual activity. 1153

To put

the point slightly differently, any attempt to stretch the scientific
method as far as rrorals, politics, and every other area of culture
is very likely to create rrore problems in addition to the ones it is
intended to resolve.

However, if Dewey is to succeed in convincing

us that the use of scientific method is required as an indispensable
condition for effective and satisfactory solutions to socio-cultural
problems or conflicts which are bound to arise in a democratic society,
he nrust show that extended and generalized application of such a method
in all areas of our general culture will not jettison the very idea and
ideals of democracy which it (scientific method) is supposed to promote
and preserve.

We will now take a closer look at Dewey's defense

of scientific method as a method of democracy and as an indispensable
condition for the realization and maintainance of the ideals of
democratic equality and liberty.

v.

Scientific Method as a Method of Democracy:
In chapters three and four of this study,

we

saw that Dewey

was critical of the existing capitalist institutions and systems of
government for the roles which they have played in reinforcing (rather
than helping to mitigate) the existing class-divisions along with the

extensive inequalities which are found in the spheres of economics and
of political and social relationships.

In addition, we also saw that

Dewey's call for expansion and generalized use of scientific rrethod is,
in part, a reaction against the Marxist socialist's endorsement of an
open class struggle and eventual dictatorship of the proletariat as a
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way in which the democratic ideals of equality, liberty, and justice
could be made an effective reality for all and every rrember of society.
Dewey sees the "scientific method" not only as a peaceful and a more
plausible alternative to the method of confrontation or violent force,
but also as the only method which is compatible with the democratic
way of life.

This does not mean that the method of force might not,

sometimes, be helpful in facilitating the changes which are required
in the existing social arrangement.

The crucial point of his argument

is, rather, that conmitment to the use of force as an unavoidable means
to radical social change is sure to limit "the use of available intelligence," that the method of violent force is, in its very essence
and in contrast to the method of cooperative and creative iRtelligence
which is exemplified in the methods of experimental science, opposed
to the democratic way of life, and accordingly that the methods "of
cooperative and experimental science" are representative of the only
method upon which we can "consistently rely and to whose promotion we"
must "devote our energies" if we are ever to succeed i n c r eating an
atmosphere which is conducive to democracy as a genuinely social and
personal way of life. 54
This point is, without doubt, quite debatable.

For in stressing

the need for extended and generalized application of the method(s) of
experimental science in every area of culture, Dewey not only creates
the impression that there is such a thing as a right and "reliable
method" or a "special" set of decision-making procedures for fixing
beliefs and for dealing with the moral and socio-cultural problems
of our present societies but, in doing so, also provokes some
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uns.ettling thoughts or very "touchy" and disturbing questions. 55
outstanding aroong the relevant questions which were raised in this case
are, I think, the following three with their implicit criticisms:

In

just wnat way is the experimental or scientific method to be employed
in all and every area of human experience and culture? What, exactly,
is the relationship between science or "scientific method" and
democracy?

Is there any guarantee that extended and generalized _use

of scientific method in morals, politics, and every other area of human
experience and general culture would not, in practice, lead to the cult
of "scientism" or to centralized planning and control of all our social
and personal life-affairs by state executives and professional social
planners; that is, that it will not result in the demise of the very
democracy which it is intended to promote and preserve?
Dewey's answers to these questions can, I think, be sunmarized
as follows:

(1) The term "science" is not simply a name for one

special discipline, subject-matter, or method of inquiry .

It .is rather

a name for a complex "body of knowledge" and of techniques or methods
of dealing with a wide variety of subjects.

Formulated in a slightly

different way, it might be said that "science is strictly impersonal;"
that it "lends itself with equal impartiality" to different fields of
inquiry, that is, to "the purposes and desires which animate" those
people who use it, and accordingly that it is up to us (human beings)
to determine the proper ends or purposes for which science as a body
of methods and techniques is to be employed.

We have, Dewey says, to

determine whether science as a method and as the most powerful instrument which is available to us at this time is to "be used deliberately,
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systematically, for the promotion of social well-being" of all members
of society, or whether it is to

ce "employed primarily for private

aggrandtzement, leaving its larger social results to chance. 1156
Furthermore, in considering the way(s) in which the scientific
method can be employed in every area of human experience and culture,
Dewey tells us that the important thing is, first, "to discover those
traits in virtue of which various fields are called scientific."

When

the question is raised in this way, he says, it becomes easy to see
that (i) science as a body of methods of inquiry includes systematic
methods and techniques which, "when they are brought to bear on a range
of facts, enable us to understand them better and to control them xoore
intelligently, less haphazardly and with less routine," (ii) that the
systematic operations of science are quite compatible and continuous
with the ways of conmon-sense reasoning which are apparently crossculturally pervasive, and (iii) that scientific methods, as distinct
from the process of corcmon-sense reasoning, are rrethods of organized
intelligence and of critical thinking and controlled experimental
actions.

They are, in other words, rrethods "by rreans of which one

inquirer can repeat the researches of another, confirm or discredit
them" while adding something new "to the capital stock of knowledge,"
methods which, "when they are used, tend to perfect themselves" by
taking the demands of the problem(s) which instigated the on-going
inquiry into account and by suggesting new ideas, "new problems, new
investigations" which, in turn, help to "refine old procedures and
create new and better ones. 1157
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Needless to say, Dewey is not denying that there are some sets
of procedures or decision-making principles and techniques which
illustrate the scientific method in particular ways.

His broad concep-

tion of science and scientific method is rather intended to indicate
that it is a mistake to think of scientific method as something which
is ready-made and absolutely fixed (rather than flexible) in character.
To think of scientific method in this way is (i) to subscribe to a
dogmatic view which is diametrically opposed to the pluralism and the
fallibilistic attitude which are the characteristic marks of experimental science, (ii) to ignore the fact that organized intelligence and
critical method of thinking and of dealing with problems are not an
exclusive possession of a few selected individuals or professional
scientists but are, on the contrary, available to every individual
who is willing to cultivate and to employ them, and (iii) to limit
the scope of possible application scientific methods, construed broadly
and flexibly, as methods of cooperatively organized intelligence and of
critical thinking and controlled experimental actions .
From this perspective, we can see that the exact way in which the
scientific method is to be applied in every area of human experience
and culture is, for Dewey, not something which can be determined prior
to inquiry into the exigencies of particular problems which present
themselves within the socio-cultural situations in which we find ourselves.

Rather, it is something which can be determined only in the

course of rational inquiry into the exigencies of particular situations
which instigated the inquiry.

Part of the reason for this,

we

are

told, is that it is extremely difficult if not impossible for any
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inquiry to generate an effective or satisfactory solution to a given
problem without taking the special demands of the problem into account,
and accordingly that the outstanding merits of scientific method as
a rrethod of cooperative and experimental intelligence and as a general
pattern of inquiry are, among others, its deliberate search for the
facts (or causes) of a present problem and its openness to a diversity
of new ideas and to possible modification and control depending on the
character of the problem with which the on-going inquiry is concerned.
As Dewey himself puts it:

It is of the nature of science not so much to tolerate as to
welcome diversity of opinion, while it insists that inquiry
brings the evidence of observed facts to bear to effect a
consensus of conclusions - and even then to hold the conclusion
subject to what is ascertained and nade public in further new
inquiries. [58]
Let us assume that this broad conception of science and scientific
method is correct.

Also, assume that (as Dewey would have it) the

systematic operations and mechanical inventions of experimental science
can exercise and are indeed exercising a great deal of influence on the
ways in which we live and interact with each other.

Hence, one might

rightly conclude, as Dewey did, that we need to avail ourselves of the
advantages of expanded or generalized use of scientific method in the
diverse and different areas of our general culture if any of our hopes
of finding some effective and peaceful solutions to the complex problems of our present civilization and of democracy is to be realized.
In opposition to this conclusion, some of Dewey's critics have,
in fact, contended that even if it is possible to generalize the use
of scientific method in every area of human experience, to do so woul d
be to rule out the nonscientific aspects of life (or such things as the
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emotional and spontaneous experiences of appreciation and of feeling of
love and compassion or sympathy), and thereby also to strip experience
of those colourful qualities which help to enrich and give meaning to
people's lives.

Apart from this, it was also objected that reliance

on scientific method as a way of dealing with all our moral and sociocultural problems might easily lead us away from democracy and, in
particular, "from the laissez-faire attitude that sees religion and
science as alternative ways of solving life's problems. 1159

To put

the objection in a slightly different way, it might be said that it is
possible for expanded and generalized use of scientific method in human
affairs to result in impoverishment rather than over-all improvement of
the conditions and contents of human experience and, accordingly, that
there are certain dangers which are very likely to attend the expansion
and generalized use of scientific method in the diverse and different
areas of human experience and culture.
Dewey was, I think, well aware of such dangers.

Indeed, we see

him acknowledging that "the mechanical devices due to science have made
it possible to spread new kinds of error" and of authoritarianism and
terror among human beings.

As

to how such dangers could be avoided,

he tells us that one of the nerits of scientific method as a method
of intelligence and of critical thinking and controlled experimental
actions is that it is undogmatic and self-corrective in character,
that it recognizes the possibility of errors and teaches the virtue of
tentativeness and, in this respect, is opposed to all forms of absolutism or dictatorial means and methods.

Thus, for example, in response

to the foregoing objections, Dewey might well argue that there is
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nothing i nherent in scientific method which forbids us from looking at
the world in different ways and from trying out alternative ways of
dealing with our life's problems.

What we must recognize, according to

Dewey, is that science as a body of knowledge and of systematic methods
of inquiry is "strictly impersonal," that it is an instrument which
"lends itself passively" and "with equal impartiality" to notivating
desires and purposes of people who employ it, and hence that science
does owe "its operations and consequences to human beings who use it."
It is, Dewey says, up to us (human beings) not only to determine
whether science as the most powerful instrument which is available to
us at the present time is to be employed toward the realization of
anti-democratic interests or toward the realization and preservation
of genuine democratic ends, but also to control the operations and the
consequences of science (instead of allowing ourselves to be controlled
by them).

Once we recognize this, it also becomes easy to see that it

is "foolish to try to draw up a debit and credit account for science"
or to blame it for the growing ills of our present civilization. 60
Very few people, I think, would disagree with Dewey that science
does owe "its operations and consequences to the human beings who use
it."

One might, however, agree with Dewey on this particular point and

still argue that reliance upon experimental or scientific method as a
general pattern of dealing with life's problems does not constitute
a strong hedge against the growth of predatory self-interests or the
coercion and oppression of some individuals or social groups by others.
Given that science as a powerful instrument of change is, like many
other instruments which are employed in the different spheres of
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experience, subject to manipulation and misuse, it is clear that there
is nothing inherent in science or scientific method to ensure that its
expansion and generalized use in the diverse and different areas of
roorals, politics, and socio-economic relations would not result in
impoverishment (rather than improvement) of the conditions and contents
of human experience.

Nor is there any guarantee that generalized use

of experimental (scientific) method in our everyday social and personal
lives would not result in the demise rather than the continuous growth
of democracy as a way of life.

Although Dewey was aware of this fact,

he did not pay sufficient attention to its unpalatable implications
for experience and democracy, prefering instead to direct attention to
the benefits which expanded . and generalized use of scientific method
promises to bring to human experience and to democracy in particular.
The issue which is raised in this case is indeed a very important
as well as a very broad issue.

It is, however, not the purpose of this

study to examine such a broad issue in all the varied details.

As

we

have seen , Dewey can be and has been rightly reproached for fa iling to
pay sufficient attention to the fact that expanded and generalized use
of scientific method in all areas of human experience and culture might
create 100re problems in addition to the ones it is intended to resolve.
But leaving the point of this criticism aside, we will now turn to
another and what appears to rre to be the controlling point of Dewey's
emphasis on the need for cultivation of the experirrental attitude and
for generalized use of scientific rrethod as an indispensable means to
the realization and preservation of the ideals of democracy.
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(2) Dewey consistently identifies scientific method with cooperative and experimental intelligence.

In addition, he also insists that

the only way to concrete realization of genuine deroocratic ends is
through deroocratic means and methods.

In his projection of the form

which deroocratic means and methods should take, Dewey not only points
out that there are certain traits which are shared by scientific and
deroocratic methods, but also recommends that democratic methods should
take a form similar to the critical nethods of experimental science.
There is, he argues, a "potential alliance between scientific and
democratic method," an alliance which manifests itself in the fact that
"freedom of inquiry, toleration of diverse views, freedom of communication," and "the distribution of what is found out to every individual
as the ultimate intellectual consumer, are involved in the democratic
as in the scientific method."

This is, however, not to "claim that any

existing democracy has ever made complete or adequate use of scientific
method in deciding upon its !X)licies."

Nor is it intended to obscure

the fact that there are notable differences between the controlling
aims of scientific conmunities and those. of denocratic comnunities.
The crucial point is rather that democracy involves the adjudication of
social differences or the claims of conflicting interests by means of
public debates or free discussions and mutual exchange of views, that
it is not possible for democracy to achieve its intended goals without
the aid of creative and cooperatively organized intelligence, and
accordingly that there are no valid reasons or grounds upon which
deroocratic means and methods can justifiably be precluded from having
scientific quality and value.

Again, in Dewey's words, when "denocracy
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openly recognizes the existence of problems" as well as "the need for
probing them as problems" and for considering all alternative possible
solutions or projected policies in terms of means and far-reaching
consequences, it will be in a better position to achieve its primary
social objective and to relegate those individuals or "groups that
pride themselves upon refusing to admit incompatible opinions to the
obscurity which already is the fate of similar groups in science. 1161
Considering that there are indeed several traits which are shared
by scientific and democratic methods, it is clear that (as Dewey
would have it) no hard and fast line can be rightly drawn between the
scientific and democratic methods of operation.

But even so, is it

clear that democratic procedures have to take the same form as the
systematic and experimental methods of science in order to succeed in
achieving their intended social objectives?

Dewey's argument on this

point appears to me to be weak and thereby also not quite convincing.
The argument is, I think, weakened by the fact that scientific procedures generally involve an appeal to relevant evidence (or observable
facts) while democratic procedures, by contrast, often involve such
things as public elections and voting and tend to culminate in the
expression of the popular will (or consensus of opinions) which may or
may not be supported by any factual evidence.

In view of this fact,

it would seem that democratic procedures are, at least, to some extent
essentially different from scientific procedures.

Besides, one might

also argue, as some of Dewey's critics did, that to identify the
scientific with the de100cratic method or to assimilate the forrrer into
the latter is simply to confuse the different categories of judgirent
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involved in democratic and in scientific decision-making.

Such an

assimilation, according to Charles Frankel, is likely to result in
"a distortion of facts about democracy" or to yield "an inaccurate
standard for judging democracy's achieverents and failures. 1162
At this point, however, one might imagine Dewey replying that the
union of democratic and scientific methods is required not to provide
us with any fixed standard for judging the success or failures of democracy.

such a union is, on the contrary, required for the "improvement

of the methods and conditions of debate" and free discussion, for
the projection of flexible and realizable ideals and policies for our
social institutions, and for checking the predatory activities of
competing interests and thereby also protecting democracy ag~inst those
who want to bring it to an end.

It is true, Dewey argues, that the

systematic operation of scientific "inquiry is a work which devolves
upon experts."

But what is also true is (i) that the expertness

of scientific investigators "is not shown in framing and executing
policies but in discovering and making known the facts upon which the
former depend," and (ii) that scientific investigators are "technical
experts in the sense" in which their expertise is manifested and tested
in actions.

It is not necessary that all nembers of a democratic

comnunity "should have the knowledge and skills" of experts.

What is

required is that individuals acquire "the ability to judge of the
bearing of the knowledge supplied by others upon comrron concerns. 1163
This raises another issue which, I think, is a very decisive one.
Even if we cultivate the experimental attitude and the ability to judge
the bearing of knowledge supplied by experts (professional scientists)
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upon our common concerns, how can such abilities help to protect
democracy against those individuals or groups whose intention is to
bring deroocracy to an end?

Considering that there is nothing in the

experimental or scientific rethod which inhibits individuals or groups
from using it in order to advance their special interests against some
other competing interest, it is clear that the enemies of deroocracy
might as well easily employ the scientific method in order to advance
their anti-democratic aims.

In view of this, it would also seem that

(as some of Dewey's critics would have it) the cultivation of the
experimental attitude and the ability to judge the 'bearing of scientific knowledge upon our common concerns might not constitute a strong
protective shield on which we can consistently rely in order to defend
democracy against any persistent attack by its powerful enemies.
Formulated in a slightly different way, it might be said that
Dewey's answer to the foregoing question is not completely satisfying
and, in Charles Frankel's phrase, that "Dewey papers over difficult
issues" which have to do with "his conception of the potential social
and rooral role of science. 1164 These issues are, among others, (i) the
issue about how the use of scientific method as a general pattern of
inquiry would possibly help an individual who faces a rooral dilemna to
decide on what is the right or the wrong thing to do, and (ii) the
issue about how experimentalism (generalized use of scientific method
in human affairs) can insure democratic conditions while, at the same
time, relying "upon such conditions for its functioning."

To clarify

the point of this objection, suppose that the ItEthods and conditions of
public debate and deirocratic decision have improved to the extent that
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every mature individual in society has the ability to judge the bearing
of lmowledge supplied by others upon the common concerns of all members
of society.

Assume that (as Marx and the Marxist socialist would have

it) the social caste or class which has society's principal "means of
material production at its dis{X)sal has control at the same tiIIE over
the Ireans of Irental production," and that the ideas of those who do
not belong to the ruling class are still subject to the "ideas of the
ruling class. 1165

Also, assunE that the ruling class is willing to

welcoIIE a diversity of views from people who belong to soIIE other
classes and, at the saIIE tiIIE, quite prepared to sacrifice democracy
along with the common good of people in other classes so as to advance
and insure the vested interests of its own members.

Hence, one might

conclude that experimentalism and the ability to judge the bearing of
lmowledge supplied by others u{X)n the conman concerns of all members of
society is, instead of helping to insure democracy against attack by
its enemies, roore likely to help the individuals in the ruling class
to advance and to safeguard the vested interests of their class.
Needless to say, Dewey was not unaware of the fact that there are
difficult problems which are likely to accompany the expansion and
generalized use of scientific (experimental) method in the spheres of
roorals, politics, and socio-economic relations.

Indeed, we see him

aclmowledging that the existing societies are not organized in such
a way as to provide enough room for controlled social experimentation.
In addition, he also argues that science is bound to have harmful
effects on the conditions and contents of human experience so long as
science continues to be used on behalf of some special class interests
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or subversive private gains.

As

to how this problem can be effec-

tively resolved, Dewey tells us that it is (i) by cultivating a new
kind of individuality; that is, the k ind of individuality whose actions
are animated by genuine regard for common good and not by selfish
interests, and (ii) by taking collective control of the conditions in
which we live along with the socio-economic forces which are at work
within such conditions.

What Dewey did not do in this case, however,

is to describe or evaluate "in necessary detail the conditions" or
techniques of social and political action which are required for
experimental transformation of the existing class-divided societies,
and for collective control of the social, political, and economic
forces which influence the different aspects of our everyday lives. 66
In glorifying the potential social and rooral roles of science
and scientific method as a method of cooperative and experimental
intelligence, Dewey not only overestimated the benefits to be gained by
relying on scientific method as a general pattern of dealing with our
socio-cultural problems, but also tended to ignore the fact that people
are not always willing to follow the lead of organized intelligence.
In short, he underestimated the requirements for successful or
effective political action as well as the difficult problems which are
likely to accompany the generalized use of scientific method in every
area of human experience and culture.
VI. Concluding Remarks:
In his projection of the form which democratic means and IrEthods
should take, Dewey grossly exagerated the importance of scientific
method of experimentation as well as the connection between deroocracy
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and science.

He tended to forget that a scientific conmunity with its

scientific way of living might turn out to be undemocratic in character
and, accordingly, that the use of scientific method as a general
pattern of inquiry is not sure to result in the advancement (rather
than the demise) of deroocracy as a way of life.

This is, however, not

to say that Dewey was wrong in suggesting that there are certain links
between the democratic and the scientific methods or ways of life.
The crucial point of the criticism is, rather, that Dewey did not offer
much help in thinking about the negative implications of his espousal
of scientific method for human experience and for democracy.
In spite of this criticism, there are, I think, good reasons to
agree with Dewey that the general adoption of experimental (scientific)
attitude in human affairs might be helpful in safeguarding democracy
against attacks by its enemies.

Among these reasons are the following

three which seem to encompass many others that might be considered.
First, many of the outstanding problems of our present civilization and
of democracy are , as we have seen , due to arbitrary use or haphazard
control rather than socially planned use and control of the operations
and inventions of science as an instrument of change.

Considering this,

and considering also that the traditional sources of moral authority
(such as religion and law) are unable to withstand or to control the
productive forces and the traumatic consequences of social and economic
changes which are generated by science, it is clear that (as Dewey
would have it) any attempt to resolve the political and socio-economic
problems which are engendered by arbitrary or haphazard use of science
is unlikely to succeed without a deliberate or socially planned use and
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control of the operations and inventions of science as an instrument
of change.

For Dewey, this IIEans that we have to enlist the aid of

cooperatively organized and experirtEntal intelligence or scientific
method if we are to succeed in solving the outstanding problems of our
present civilization and in creating an atmosphere which is conducive
to concrete realization and preservation of denocracy as a way of life.
In pleading for the general adoption of scientific attitude in
human affairs, Dewey was pleading not only for proper recognition of
the important roles which organized intelligence has to play in our
everyday social and personal lives, but also for the expansion of the
rights of free inquiry and for over-all improvement of the conditions
and the nethods of debate or public discussion.

One of the _ways in

which such an improvement can 'be brought about is, as Dewey has pointed
out, by replacing the existing dogmatic 'beliefs and rigid customs with
the pluralism and the fallibilistic attitude which are the characteristic marks of experirtEntal science .
This brings us to our second point; and that is , that the
"improvenent of the nethods" and conditions of public discussion is
important as a condition for the projection of realizable ideals or
standards for denocratic institutions and, thereby, also for the
preservation of democracy against those individuals or groups who want
to bring it to an end.

On this point, there are, I think, very few

people who would disagree with Dewey.

Fewer still would disagree with

him that the nethods of experinental science generally involve an
appeal to the evidence of observed facts and are, in virtue of their
self-corrective or fallibilistic character, opposed to dogmatism and to
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all forms of absolutism or authoritarianism and decision-making by
personal fiat.

Given that science as a body of systematic methods of

inquiry is something which "adapts itself passively to the purposes and
desires which animate" the people who use it, and given t hat aut nori tarianism in all its forms is, in principle, op!X)sed to the democratic
ideals of freedom and equality of rights and opportunities, one might
rightly conclude, as Dewey did, that the general adoption of the
scientific method in human affairs will be helpful in checking the
anti-democratic activities of predatory characters and, thereby, also
in safeguarding denocracy against its enemies. 67
Thirdly, it is clear that both democratic and scientific methods
involve such things as "freedom of inquiry, toleration of diverse
views," and comnunal or cooperative sharing of ideas and values and
are, in these respects, similar to each other. 68

Once we aclmowledge

this, we are, I think, compelled to agree with Dewey's conclusion that
there are no valid reasons or grounds upon which democratic activities
and procedures can be rightly precluded from having scientific quality
and value.

To preclude democratic procedures from having scientific

quality and value is, as Dewey has pointed out, to limit the scope of
possible application "of science as the rrost !X)Werful instrument of
control" and of constructive or progressive social changes which are
needed in the existing social arrangements or societies.

It is, how-

ever, important to emphasize that there is more to Dewey's plea for the
general adoption of scientific attitude in human affairs than this.
As we

have seen, Dewey holc.s t

,.2.t

t,~--_= ~':olition of class divisions

along with the extensive inequalities which are found in the spheres of
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political and socio-economic relations is an indispensable condition
for the realization and rnaintainance of democracy as a way of life.
With Marx and the Marxist socialists after him, Dewey shares the view
that, in order to succeed in eliminating the existing class divisions
along with the domination and exploitation of the masses of the working
class by those who are in possession of economic and political power,
we have to take collective or conman control of society's principal
reans of production.

Contrary to sore Marxist socialists who recorrmend

an open class struggle and the dictatorship of the proletariat as a
valid formula for effecting the radical change which is needed in the
existing social arrangement, however, he argues that violent force has
the tendency to breed an opposing force and, in doing so, to destroy
the conmunal and cooperative spirit of democracy by diminishing the use
of socially organized and experirental intelligence as a progressive
and peaceful method of positive social change.

"[A]s are the means

used," according to Dewey, "so are the actual ends achieved - that is,
the consequences . 1169

If this is the case , then it must be a mistake

to think that democratic ends can be obtained through the use of force
or undemocratic reans and nethods.
Dewey's argument on this p:>int appears to me to be strong and
quite compelling.

By

insisting that ends can and do indeed often

reflect the character of the neans and nethods through which they were
brought into being, Dewey puts himself in a position to conclude that
democratic ends do require democratic neans and "nethods for their
realization. 1170 Given that democratic activities and procedures are
soitEtimes, but not always, guided by the evidence of observed facts,
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and given that there are no valid grounds upon which democratic
procedures can be rightly precluded from having scientific quality and
value, I think that Dewey is right in recorrmending the general adoption
of the cooperative and experimental method of science as a roore plausible alternative to the methods of force and dictatorship, and as
a way in which we could improve the methods and conditions of public
debate and of deroocratic decision-making.
Finally, it is, I think, important to emphasize that democracy is,
as Dewey would have it, not merely "an alternative to other principles
of associated life."

Nor is it something -which can be obtained and

handed to individuals "as a gift from outside."

Rather, it is the idea

and ideal "of conmunity life itself," an ideal which can be realized
and maintained only as individuals participate in maintaining it. 71
To put the point slightly differently, it might 1:e said that democracy
is "the idea that free and equal persons should together control the
conditions of their association," that one of the roost distinctive
marks of democracy as a way of life is that it attaches a great deal
of importance to voluntary participation and encourages individuals
to take an active part in corrrnunal and cooperative ventures and,
especially, in the formation of social policies and values which
regulate the institutions under which they live.

Again, as Cohen and

Rogers have pointed out, "denocracy ... is neither an epherreral dream nor
a dusty collection of legal rights, but a form of social organization
and political practice which can define a unified roovenent out of the
present roorass. 1172
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merits of unequal results achieved by individuals or groups, it
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also inevitably encourages the relationship of domination between
individuals or groups who are able to acquire a greater share of
society's wealth and power and those who are not and, thus, tends
to undermine its O"\vn aims.
51. Dewey, "Democracy and Educational Administration," in Philosophy
of Education, p. 60~
52. Sidney Hook, "The Centrality of Method," in The American
Pragmatists, Edited by M.R. Konvitz and Gail Kennedy, p. 370.
53. Richard Rorty, "Pragmatism Without Method," in Sidney Hook:
Philosopher of Democracy and Humanism, p. 271.

54. Dewey, Liberalism and Social Action, pp. 78 & 82.
55. Rorty, "Pragmatism Without Method," in Sidney Hook: Philosopher
of Democracy and Humanism, p. 261. Note that Rorty is opposed
to the idea that there is a right and "reliable" method of
solving all our life's problems. He thinks that Dewey could
have avoided the mistake of creating the impression that there
is such a rrethod by getting rid of "the very idea of method."

56. Dewey, Philosophy and Civilization, pp. 319 - 320.
57. Dewey, Sources of a Science of Education, pp. 8 & 9.

58. Dewey, Freedom and CUlture, p. 102.
59. Rorty, "Pragmatism Without Method," in Sidney Hook: Philosopher
of Democracy and Humanism, p. 260.

60 . Dewey , Philosophy and Civilization , pp. 319 - 320
61. Dewey, Freedom and CUlture, pp. 101 - 102.
62. Charles Frankel, "John Dewey's Social Philosophy," in New
Studies in the Philosophy of John Dewey, Edited by Steven
M. Cahn, pp. 19 - 20.
63. Dewey, The Public and Its Problems, pp. 208 - 209.
64. Frankel, "John Dewey's Social Philosophy," in New Studies in
the Philosophy of John Dewey, p. 16.
65. Marx, "The German Ideology, Part I," in The Marx - Engels
Reader, pp. 136 - 137.
66. Frankel, "John Dewey's Social Philosophy," in New Studies in
the Philosophy of John Dewey, p. 13.
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67. Dewey, Philosophy and Civilization, p. 319. This is not
intended to obscure the fact that scientific method is quite
susceptible to error. The crucial point is rather that the
method of scientific experimentation is unlike authoritarian or
dogmatic methods in that it teaches the virtues of tentativeness
in l::eliefs and actions by leaving its conclusions open to possible
correction or revision depending on the outcomes of further new
inqu1r1es. It shows, in Dewey's phrase, "that all ideas,
conceptions," and "theories •.. are to be provisionally entertained
until they have been tested" or proven in the light of the
consequences they produce when they are carried into action. It
encourages us to give proper consideration to all alternative
possible solutions to any given problem and, in doing so, also
helps to promote the course of freedom of i nquiry and of
conmunication as well as the spirit of conmunal and cooperative
sharing of ideas and values among individuals. Dewey and Childs,
"The Underlying Philosophy of Education," in The Educational
Frontier, p. 309.

68. Dewey, Freedom and Culture, p. 102.
69. Dewey, Lil::eralism and Social Action, p. 86. See also, Dewey,
"Why I Am Not a Conmunist," The Meaning of Marx: A Symposium,
by Bertrand Russell, et al., p. 55.
70. Dewey, Freedom and Culture, p. 175.

71. Dewey, The Public and Its Problems, p. 148.
72. Joshua Cohen and Joel Roger s , 0-n Democracy: Toward a Transfonnation
of American Society , (Middlesex, England: Penguin Books, 1983),
p. 18.
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