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The last decade has seen a revived interest in Dewey’s philosophy. Ex-
tended scholarly treatments of aspects of his thought, such as lfisy;falue
theory, aesthetics, or political philosophy, have begun to supplant intro-
ductory studies or short articles.' Gradually, some of the prevailing myths
anq misconceptions about Dewey and his philosophy are being dispelled
?vhlie new, fruitful connections between his thought and that of other ma:
jor phllqsophers, such as Merleau-Ponty, are being established. Dewey’s
thought is _far from accessible, given the sheer bulk of material b3-f Dewey’s
hand,‘ his inelegance and imprecision of expression, his disarmingl uyn~
Fef:hmcal s?yle, and the cumulation of three-quarters of a century ofy crit-
1c1sm-and interpretation. If this renewed interest in Dewey is to produce
anything genuinely novel, insightful, or comprehensive special care must
be taken not to repeat the errors of the past. ‘ *
R.lchaErd Rorty’s recent article, “Dewey’s Metaphysics,” illustrates the
fascinating promise and dangers of interpreting Dewey's ideas. In spite of
Rorty’s longstanding genial attitude toward Dewey’s philosophy, which
has favorably compared with Sellars, Quine, and Heidegger, Rort): has se-

vere problems in confronting some of Dewey’s fundamental concepts. In -

this, he is not alone, for many of the difficulties he encounters have at-
ten.ded Pewey’s philosophy from its first lisping formulations. Rort is
unique in that he attempts to locate the origin of these internal difﬁcul)l(ies
with some of the first articles Dewey wrote in the 1880s. In the end, how-
ever, | think the basic thrust of Dewey’s thought eludes Rorty. thougt; some
pf the questions he raises are quite important. It is hoped th:':lt by examin-
:tlg 1}){1)Fty’s critique of Dewey’s conception of metaphysics many of the
tol;;nth ;?%er‘t;:gs:;.to understanding Dewey will be illumined, if not al-

‘Dewey’s “metaphysics” has always been a thorn in the side of his ad-
mirers as well as of his opponents. Dewey’s break with idealism and his
development of instrumentalist empiricism seemed to be radically op-
posed to any traditional sort of metaphysical enterprise. Yet, throughoﬂt
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his middle period, one also finds such articles as “The Subject Matter of
Metaphysical Inquiry,”* which openly advocates 4 paturalistic meta-
physics. With the appearance of Experience and Nature {1925), this theme
of Dewey's thought comes to the fore. Dewey himself, at the beginning of
this work, confessed that his philosophy of “empirical naturakism,” or
“pauralistic humanism,” would sound to many like talking of a round
square, “so engrained is the notion of the separation of man and experi-
ence from nature.”* Dewey’s fear was born out; idealists and naturalists
joined ranks in criticizing the roundness or the squarencss of the work,
depending which side of the philosophical fence they fell on. Santayana
referred to Dewey’s naturalism as “specious,” being the sort of naturalism
espoused by Schelling, Emerson, of Hegel. Morris Cohen characterized
Dewey’s position as “anthropocentric naturalism,” and Thayer called it
“animism at best.” Ernest Hocking claimed Dewey was returning to the
idealist fold. More recently, Richard Bernstein claimed that the “phe-
nomenological strain” in Dewey’s thought was totally inconsistent with
the *metaphysical strain.”*

Rorty, consciously or unconsciously, is operating in this tradition of crit-
icism when he comments that wit is easier to think of the book {Experience
und Nature] as an explanation of why nobody needs a metaphysics, rather
than as itself a metaphysical system” (1977, p. 46). For Rorty, the work
falls more into the genre of a “historio-sociological” study of the cultural
phenomena called metaphysical systems. In this light, the major contribu-
tion of the book lies in its historical and dialectical analysis of other meta-
physical systems which thereby allows us criticaily to remove such as-
sumptions from our own beliefs. Rorty points out the fact that Dewey, late
in life, came to abjure the term “metaphysics” in connection with his own
philosophy and called himself “dumb” for having titted his book Experi-
ence and Nature instead of Nature and Culture.® For Rorty, this means that
in spite of his rejection of idealism and his professed empiricism, all along
Dewey had wanted t0 do “real metaphysics,” and then that he “wavered”
between conceiving of philosophy as “therapy” and as a “seientific” sys-
tem of truth. “He wanted things both ways,” sums up Rorty, i.e., “tobeas
naturalist as Locke and as historicist as Hegel,” (1977, pp- 40, 63).

Before proceeding with Rorty’s analysis, one error must already be clar-
ified. While Dewey did express regret that his use of words like “meta-
physics™ or “experience” had been misinterpreted, being taken in their
traditional sense rather than in Dewey’s modified version, he never re-
gretted the ideas they expressed. To one critic, Dewey called himself “na-
ive” for supposing the word “metaphysics” could be rescued from its en-
grained use. Yet, he added, “while 1 think the words used were most
unfortunate, I still believe that that which they were used o name is gen-

23




uine and important.”” With respect to the proposed substitution of “cul-
ture” for “experience” in the title, Dewey did not mean that he should
abandon epistemology for “socio-historical” analysis, What he meant was
that his concept of experience, unlike that of most modern philosophers
from Descartes on, was, among other things, a social and culturai one.
Rather than standing for something uniquely private, experience stood for
the broad domain of shared meanings of civilized life. In this, Dewey was
developing ideas developed mainly by George Gerbert Mead, The prob-
lem was that most of Dewey’s critics continued to take “experience” in its
old sense.

This, of course, does not mean that there is not a tension in Dewey’s
philosophy, especially in his concept of “metaphysics.” The fact that so
many critics have responded to this tension indicates that it is related to
that part of Dewey’s philosophy which is genuinely novel and thus difficult

to get at. The tension, as Rorty points out, is between what Dewey called

his “empirical or denotative method,” which was to keep all inquiry
grounded in primary objects of experience, and Dewey’s description of
metaphysics as the quest for “generic traits.” Dewey's method, so often
merely taken to be a crudely updated form of Baconian empiricism, is in
fact quite complex. Briefly, Dewey does not claim that the primary objects
of sense are “sense data” nor is he saying that the objects corresponding to
nouns exist simpliciter. Objects of experience are perceived meanings.
These meanings arise through biosocial interaction with the environment,
gradually becoming stabilized common points of reference and action.
Meanings are thus objective modes of social experience. The stable en-
vironment constitutes “the given” in inquiry, though, with Peirce, Dewey
agreed that none of these objects were absolute or immune from investiga-
tion itself, ) :
Dewey also promoted the view that philosophy qua metaphysics should
attempt to describe the “generic traits” of existence. In his article, “The
Subject Matter of Metaphysical Inquiry,” Dewey espoused an empirical
sort of metaphysics which he linked with Aristotle’s science of “existence.
as existence,” which is distinguished from other domains of knowledge
“by its generality and its lack of attention to those specific features of exis-
tence which make many sciences an intellectual necessity.” * In this sense,
metaphysics was concerned with denoting “certain irreducible traits found
in any subject of scientific inquiry.”* In Experience and Nature, Dewey
enlarged this enterprise beyond the parameters of scientific inquiry to in-
clude all aspects of experience. There he says that “metaphysics (is) a
statement of the generic traits manifested by existences of all kinds with-
out regard to their differences into physical and mental . . | It begins and
ends with analysis and definition. When it has revealed the traits and char-
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acters that are sure to turn up in every universe of discourse, its work is
done™ (Dewey, 1929, p. 412-3}. Dewey, unfortunately,. never gave a com-
prehensive list of these traits, though the following hs.t can be _gleaned
from his writings: qualitative individuality, constant relations, cont:ngepcy
and nced, movement and arrest, ends or finalities, means or efficacies,
time, process, potentiality, actuality, and continuity.“’ '

It is not the purpose of this paper to discuss the viability of these catego-
ries or the success of Dewey’s metaphysical enterprise. It should ble noted
in passing, however, that the idea of an empirica'l metaphysi(?s which ten-
tatively sets up basic categories was shared by Peirce and Whltehead,‘both
of whom admitted at once the fallibility and necessity of the enterprise.!!
In short, these thinkers, along with others, such as Mead, Heidegger,. or
Merleau-Ponty, have attempted to redefine the metaph)lfsical ente_rptjl'se,
disassociating it from the demonstrable science of self-evident a priori in-
tuitions advocated by Neo-Platonists (such as Proclus), by the Nc_:o-Pl:?—
tonically influenced thinkers of the seventeenth century, or‘by the dlalectl-
cal systems of the nineteenth century idealists from Schelling to R(?Jce. :

One reason why Dewey attempted to “reconstruct” the sense of “meta-
physics” was that he wished to eliminate a restricted meaning imposed by
a certain brand or type of metaphysics. Unfortunately, as even Dewey saw,
this was nearly impossible. Rorty, like many of Dewey’s critics, seems to
take an uncritical or unhistorical view of the meaning of Dewey’s use of
the term, rendering some of his criticisms confused. Rorty applauds the
critical, historical side of Dewey’s Experience and Nature, as he does the
dialectical portions of Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Hegel's Phenomenol-
ogy of Spirit. These thinkers were led astray, asserts Rorty, when- they
turned to a positive metaphysical project. In Dewey’s case, the dgsnre to
construct a metaphysics, a “science of the Real,” as Rorty character.azes it,
cut directly across his critical task of exposing the unsound assumptions of
past doctrines. Either Dewey wanted an objective vgilm-a-neutral science to
compete with the other sciences, or he wanted to criticize normati'vely the
values and institutions of society. The former, dictates Rorty, is meta,l—
physics, the latter definitely cannot be. The di%emrpa is: “either De'?vey s
metaphysics differs from ‘traditional metaphysics’ in not P‘ravm‘g a d}rect-
ing bias concerning social values because Dewey founq an ‘empirical” way
of doing metaphysics which abstracts from any such bijases apd va}lues, or
else when Dewey falls into his vein of talking of the * g.eninc traits man-

ifested by existences of all kinds’ he is in slightly bad faith” (Rorty, 1977,

p. 48). ' _ .
Dewey’s quest for generic traits, claims Rorty, “would.resemble tra.d:-
tional metaphysics in providing a permanent neutra'l m.at'rlx for future in-
quiry” (1977, p. 60). If this is so, Dewey’s enterprise is just as useless as
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any other metaphysical system because it is not clear “how displaying such
generic traits could either avoid banality or dissolve traditional philosophi-
cal problems” (Rorty, 1977, p. 48). In fact, according to Rorty, logical
e‘mplricism did a better job of demonstrating the false problems of tradi-
tional philosophy because of its analytical method, even though it itself
was committed to questionable metaphysical presuppositions, than did
Dewey’s broad historical method. This method of analysis succeeded in.
showing how the “Cartesian-Humean-Kantian™ positions were *self-re-
futing.” Dewey’s problem arose from wanting to “do justice” at the same
time to Hegelian historicism and Lockean naturalism. About this, asserts
Rorty, “One can put this point best, perhaps, by saying that no man can
serve both Locke and Hegel,” (}977, p. 60}. One cannot be both objective
and dialectical, or combine, in Rorty’s dubious terminology, “sociology”
with “physiology.” In short, the position of “naturalistic humanism” or
“empirical naturalism” which Dewey espoused was speaking of a “round
square,” in Rorty’s opinion.

Rorty’s commitment to certain hard and fast distinctions is already pa-
tent. He clearly believes metaphysics as a science must be “value neu-
tral,” a position which, we shall see, Dewey did not hold for metaphysics
or science. Correspondingly, to express value preferences for Rorty is not
to be “objective™; but by inference, it is to be “subjective,” another posi-
tion Dewey did not hold. Also, the ideal of a “permanent neutral matrix”
which Rorty attributes to Dewey was never espoused by him after the
1880s. Though not explicitly stated, Rorty’s admiration for the self-cor-
recting method of logical empiricism inclines one to think that for him it is
a value-free methodology capable of making traditional philosophical
problems “disappear.” Dewey would disagree. Finally, Rorty rather indis-
criminately applies the sets of terms “dialectical,” “historical,” and * so-
ciological” to Hegel's objective idealism, and “empirical,” “naturalistic,”
and “physiological” to Locke’s brand of realism. What this seems to indi- |

cate is that Rorty is committed to some of the basic dualisms Dewey spent

his life criticizing, not to mention to a confusing use of the terms “phys-
iological” and “sociological.”

Rorty is particularly critical of Dewey’s attempt to eliminate mind-body
dualism with the concept of emergencf and continuity; he says:

Again, only someone who though that a proper account of the *generic
traits’ of existence could cross the line between physiology and soci-
ology—between causal processes and self-conscious beliefs and in-
ferences that they make possible would have written the chapter in Ex-
perience and Nature called *Nature, Life, and Body-Mind,” or would
hgve attempted to develop a jargon that would apply equally to plants,
nervous systems and physicists (Rorty, 1977, p. 61). :

28

The passages Rorty quotes to illustrate Dewey’s confusion of these orders
are precisely the passages in which Dewey argues, with Whitehead and
Merleau-Ponty among others, that qualities cannot be simply located ei-
ther “in” a mind or “in” an object: rather, they are functional parts of an
interacting situation.” Certainly, Dewey’s theory of transactional situa-
tions is far from clear or immune from criticism. To argue, as Rorty does,
that it violates some self-evident natural classification of things into body
(and its corresponding “body language™) and mind (and its corresponding
“mental language”) is to be dogmatically convinced of dualism. Instead of
further analyzing Dewey’s ideas, Rorty tends to resort to positivist rhet-
oric: “Dewey wanted . . . phrases like ‘transaction with the environment’
and ‘adaptation to conditions’ to be simultaneously naturalistic and tran-
scendental. . . . So he blew up notions like ‘transaction’ and ‘situation’
until they sounded as mysterious as ‘prime matter’ or ‘thing-in-itself.” ™
For Rorty, there is an insurpassable gulf between the physical, causal
order and the logical, mental order, and Dewey’s attempt to se¢ the two
related functionally, evolutionarily, and emergentistically is coarsely
brushed aside. The similarity between Dewey’s ideas and contemporary
information theory or cognitive development, exemplified best perhaps re-
spectively in the work of Gregory Bateson and Jean Piaget, is presumably
no argument for the viability of Dewey’s position as far as Rorty is con-
cerned. It is Rorty, who by merely asserting the necessity of the distinc-
tions which support his criticism, is the one who is “in slightly bad faith.”
This is especially true insofar as Dewey was not trying to reduce the
mental or logical order and its realm of discourse to the physical, causal
order and its realm of discourse. Dewey’s “generic traits” were not in-
tended to be absolutely inclusive in the sense that all meanings could ul-
timately be translated into a few categories. Dewey was particularly insis-
tent that each domain of inquiry develop the terminology appropriate to its
procedure, and he was harshly critical of those who did attempt to reduce
one realm of discourse to another. What Dewey's generic traits were sup-
posed to do was to keep the various areas of inquiry from becoming
frozen, isolated, and so mutually incomprehensible. For Dewey, no cate-
gory was sacrosanct or immutable, and to pretend it was was to throw a
barrier across the path of inquiry. “Over-specialization and division of in-
terests, occupations and goods create the need for a generalized medium of
intercommunication, of mutual criticism through all-around translation
from one separated region of experience to another,” states Dewey. “Thus
philosophy as a critical organ becomes in effect a messenger, 2 lizison of-
ficer, making reciprocally intelligible voices speaking provincial tongues,
and thereby enlarging as well as rectifying the meanings with which they
are charged” (1929, p. 410). Without this corrective, warns Dewey, “Nar-
rowness, superficiality, stagnation follow from lack of the nourishment
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which can be supplied only by wide and generous interaction” {1929, p.
409).

Perhaps the fundamental difference between Rorty and Dewey is no-
where so evident as in their conception of philosophy, which accounts for
how Rorty has failed to grasp the spirit as well as much of the content of
Dewey’s thought. Rorty is obviously as concerned as Dewey is to remove
the troublesome “dualisms” from contemporary thought, but the reasons
and means of doing so derive from Wittgenstein and the analytical move-
ment rather than from Dewey or pragmatism. At one point, Rorty muses
that “Dewey never quite brought himself to adopt the Bowsma-like stance
that philosophy’s mission, like that of therapy, was to make itself ob-
solete™ (1977, p. 63). This, of course, was the furthest thing from
Dewey’s intent. Rorty assumes that the problems Dewey was dealing with
were such that mere linguistic analysis could solve them, i.e., that they"
were the problems inherited from the philosophical tradition derived from
misuse of language. But philosophical problems were only part of the pic-
ture for Dewey; and if they were merely philosophical problems, he proba-
bly would not have spent much time with them. Above all, problems in
philosophy represented for Dewey problems in society, problems in life,
problems affecting the value and meaning of experience. Philosophy, for
Rorty, since it cannot have anything to do with science, sociology, or prac-
tice, must in the end become a gloss on its own welcomed demise.

Rorty does have a positive program for philosophy, especially since the
foregoing conclusion might cause some to question why academic institu-
tions should support philosophers at all. “The working out of the pseudo-
ness of pseudo-problems is by now familiar,” states Rorty. “As usual when
their fountains of inspiration dry up, English-speaking philosophers are
looking to the Continent for some new ideas, and what they find there is
just what Dewey hoped for” (1977, p. 51-2). Rorty here is referring to
Dewey’s expressed hope that one day philosophy will reflect as seriousty,
upon the social sciences and humanities as it has for the last three cen-
turies upon the mathematical and physical sciences. Rorty believes that
such thinkers as Habermas, Foucault, Dérrida, Cavell, and Danto, among
others, have indicated how this procedure might be pursued. Rorty be-
lieves that these philosophers are pursuing Hegelian historicism without
making any sort of metaphysical or epistemological commitments, and so
he grows sanguine saying that “we are now about to enter a golden age of
philosophy under the aegis of Hegelian historicism™ (1977, p. 53).

In the course of Rorty’s article, one becomes fairly giddy with name
dropping, though very little solid analysis is offered to substantiate these
references. Particularly, the question of how one practices “Hegelian his-
toricism” without any of Hegel's metaphysical presuppositions is ignored.
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[ do not wish to imply that the nature of the project Rorty proposes is im-
possible or that the thinkers he mentions are not, in a very profound man-
ner, closely aligned with Dewey’s philosophy. Nevertheless, Rorty qus
not ask how historical criticism is possible without making some positive
commitment to a position which might be called metaphysical or epis:—
temological. Every critical dialectic must be based on some posinv-e. phi-
losophy, so there is some basis from which to criticize other positions.
Even the ideal of pure method which is “presuppositionless” rests tacntl;y
upon such presuppositions. In the end, after Rorty has charged Dewey's
quest for generic traits with being either banal or useless,lhe rfzglly c?nnqt
offer any justification for pursuing what he has called “hxsto:jlmsm.’ i‘)hl—
losophy, as he conceives it, must end up as a self-justifying Frc'ilch:e
Wissenschaft where one comes to treat the philosophical past “as material
for playful experimentation rather than as imposing tasks aqd respon-
sibilities upon us.” Philosophers are those people “who va.fork with the his-
tory of philosophy.” “This is a modest, limited enterprise,” says Ro?ty,
“__as modest and limited as carving stones into new shapes, or finding
more basic elementary partictes” (1977, p. 71). It seems that in th'e enc'i,
philosophy for Rorty is a pure art (the sort of pure art ‘Dewey derides in
Art as Experience) solely concerned with showing why it should not exist
by constantly reflecting on its own erring past. Such was not the goal of
philosophy for Dewey, and his thought is il] designed for such a purpose.

What was the purpose then of philosophy for Dewey, and how were the
“generic traits” he sought necessary to it? Philosophy, for Dewey, is char-
acterized as criticism, but it is a criticism which is eminently concerned
with “tasks and responsibilities” and which rejects the idea of being a self-
enclosed autorumination. Criticism, for Dewey, means “intellige_nt per-
ception and evaluation,” and so is concerned with noting conditions and
consequences, means and ends:

philosophy is inherently criticism, having its distinctive positiqn among
various modes of eriticism in its generality; a criticism of criticisms as it
were. Criticism is discriminating judgment . . . and judgment is appro-
priately termed criticism where ever the subject-matter of discr.imina-
tion concerns goods or values . . . philosophy is and can be no?hmg but
this critical operation become aware of itself and its implications pur-
sued deliberately and systematically (1929, pp. 389-403).

The problem of philosophy is one with the problem of inteilligent action
jeading to enduring “replenishment and fructification” of enriched, mean-
ingful experience. For Dewey, this meant a commitment to estths_hmg
those “wide and generous interactions™ in all aspects of human life: edu-
cation, ethics, politics, scienge, logic, and art.
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The need for philosophy to be general, given this general goal, is evi-
dent. And this was why Dewey articulated the need for finding certain
“generic traits” which would regulate philosophical inquiry. If phiiosophy
is criticism, metaphysics, as noted, is concerned with generic traits, which
seem Dewey noted “to have nothing to do with criticism and choice, with
an effective love of wisdom™ (1929, pp. 412-3). But to note these traits,

he added, is to note “both the sources of values and of their precarious- -

ness” (Dewey, 1929, p. 413} and so to commence the possibility of intel-
ligent action. That is, one comes to see how values arise from and are se-
cured by certain general features of situations.

Dewey concluded: “Any theory that detects and defines these traits is
therefore but the ground-map of the province of criticism” (1929, p. 413).
Criticism, then, is not a “value-neutral” enterprise, since it is pre-emi-
nently concerned with “the construction of good™ as Dewey called it. The
essential thrust of Dewey’s theory was that values did not inhabit a subjec-
tive mental realm, nor did they exist in a water-tight linguistic domain.
The very nature of intelligence is one with correlating goods with natural
agencies through social cooperation. Thus, for Dewey’s critical, value-ori-
ented philosophy to work at all, the quest for generic traits is imperative.
“To note, register and define the constituent structure of nature is not then
an affair neutral to criticism,” asserted Dewey. “It is a preliminary outline
of the ficld of criticism, whose chief import is to afford understanding of
the necessity and nature of the office of intelligence” (1529, p. 422). From
a Deweyan perspective, Rorty’s attempt to remove the quest for generic
traits from criticism is to remove at once the objectivity and usefulness of
the critical enterprise.

Rorty’s conception of criticism, as we have seen, is largely a negative
one. It must be asked, however, is a purely negative dialectic possible?
Aristotle, Hegel, and Dewey, whom Rorty admires for their negative at-

tacks on other philosophies, made their criticisms only as a preliminary ,

step for arguing their own positions. One wonders whether their criticisms
would have been possible at all without having an alternative positive
stance from which they could make their comparative analyses. Dewey
himself states that criticism is impossible without a “heightened apprecia-
tion of the positive goods which human experience has achieved and of-
fers” (1929, p. 412). Without some form of a new imaginative synthesis of
ideas, no criticism can operate,

For Dewey, there was nothing apodictic or absolute about the generic
traits he discussed, since they were all arrived at and subject to his empiri-
cal “denotative method.” They were a priori only pragmatically, i.e., as
“controlling conceptions of inquiry,” * or, in Peirce’s terms, “leading
ideas.” Without secking such traits, the organization of inquiry, as well as
the possibility for meaningfully coherent experience, collapses:
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Because we are afraid of speculative ideas we do, over and over again’:
an immense amount of dead, specialized work in the region of “facts.
We forget that such facts are only data; that is, are only‘ fragmentary,
uncompleted meanings, and unless they are rounded out into con}plete
ideas—a work which can only be done by hypotheses, by a free imag-
ination of intellectual possibilities—they are as helpless as are all
maimed things and as repellent as are needlessly thwarted ones.'*

Without imaginative speculation which seeks to frame a coherent }\{o?ld—
view and an attempt to denote the general features of existence, criticism
is as impossible as it is useless, for it then can only operate with the given
categories it has inherited.

Rorty’s tendency to erect such categories as “ph).rsical” _arfd “social”
into absolute distinctions without regard to their functional origin .and rela-
tion is to condemn any alternative philosophy or cultural “iorid-vaew as an
instance of a “category mistake,” hardly a fruitful assmrfptmn for ope,’\vho
believes the future of philosophy lies in “SOCiO—hiS’[OI‘l.Cal analysis.” To
philosophize, for Dewey, is to be dealing “with something ‘?omgargble to
the meaning of Athenian civilization or of a drama ora 1y1.'1c. Significant
history is lived in the imagination of man, and Phllosoph)’/’ is a further ex-
cursion of the imagination into its own prior achnevements {Dewey, 1931,
p. 5). But it does not do this merely passively, “In fgrmmg patterns to_be
conformed to in future thought and action, it is additive and transformllng
in its role in the history of civilization” (Dewey, 1931., p. 8). The socio-
historical role of philosophy for Dewey thus did anything except ﬂght shy
of imaginative speculation, for to do so would be to forsake the promise of
funded meaning which intelligence offers. o

To conclude, 1 have tried to show how even a perceptwe,. mfor_me.:d,
and—to some extent—sympathetic critic like Rort.y can bf: ml‘sled in in-
terpreting Dewey’s philosophy. The source for this lies, I think, in a fal.l;%re
to comprehend the basic thrust of Dewey’s thought- as well as an inability
to question certain presuppositions which Rorty ‘hlfnself ente.rtams, e.g.,
about fact and value, the absoluteness of linguistic categories, e}n(_i the
“true” purpose of philosophy. I do not mean to lmply‘thfn Dewey 5 }d.eas
are “right” or are immune from ambiguity, contradlctton,_ or crmgsm
from aiternative philosophical standpoints. Nevrerthc?less, 1f' \‘v}‘lat is of
value in Dewey’s thought is to be discerned by mtellxg?nt ‘CI'HICISITI, one
must attempt to overcome typical confusions, superﬁcml {nte‘rpreta'tzo;:,
and procrustean procedares. Dewey’s theory' of generic tral.ts‘xs‘a h1g§ y
questionable aspect of his philosophy, but this is not to say it is inconsis-
tent or indefensible from a more refined perspective. Rorty to_tgily ignores

analyzing Dewey’s “principle of continuity” which‘underhes his emergen-
tist metaphysics, as it does the similar metaphysical systems of Peirce,
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Mead, and Whitehead."” To leave this idea unanalyzed and to make wild
claims that Dewey secretly subscribed to a theory about a synthesizing
transcendental ego, as Rorty does at one point," is hardly helpful. If An-
glo-American philosophy is in need of new ideas, it would indeed do well
to take into consideration rich thinkers from its own immediate past, like
Dewey and Peirce, for it will discover many challenging alternatives as
well as similarities to its own orientation. This is especially useful if, as
Rorty suggests, some attempted synthesis with Continental thought is
desirable."
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