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PREFACE

o - In our project of critically analyzing Dewey's
ethical theory, the first task we face is that of assem-
bling discussions on common topics which appear scattered
over a numhepﬂand variety of writings; tho second, that
éf»exegesis of these writings in their relations. The
two efforts, however, will be subsidiary to our main pur-
pose of criticism, aﬁd they will fallewﬂtherautlipgmla;d
deyn in the Introduction far the purpegggiof critic;smfr
The rather elaborate and extended frgméworkvthgre‘qffgxed'
Presents no obvious relation (with thgngceptiqn”of‘yhe
third section) to Dewey's ethics itself. However, we
find this systematie_claasificatien’qf qthiga;‘pppplema
and theories necessary as a basis froqAﬁhigh #o consider
Dewey's partigular thepry. Sueh avprecedure is suggested
f¥rat of all by the difficulty of classifying Dewey's
system in traditional terms. Further, it provides certain

ii
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presuppositiona.and arguments that serve as a famn@qt;op
for the consideratien of Dewey's position, giving connec-
tion and substance to the later criticisms. The proce-
dnre”is advised}gs the only alternative to either a
heterogeneoua accumulation of minor eriticisms or an un-
raveling of major ecriticisms that are all explained by
disagreements most effectively attacked at other points.
In such a study, in which the pertingntvgaterial
includes an unusual number of béoks and articles covering
& period of fifty years, it ie 1nev1;ab1§ that goma_intgr-
pretation will be involved in an endeavor only fe present
fairly the author's complete view, ‘This necessity mr@seg,
nqt out of the purpose of the ;nqgiry,“whigh_;n‘thisﬂqase
1a“critical, but from the nature of thg mate;ial deglt
with, this being of a sort which daes‘notlgllow,é Jﬁgt‘
,p:esentation of the author's fullest‘pogitian byﬁavmgthod
Qf systematic selection of discussiona af the ditfe:ent_r
issues from various writings, Dewey's expresaions on any
one point are so rich and variqus that at least the sem-
blance of contradictions arise. Our position in the fol-
lowing will be that such divergences are_qnly_énperficiall
and that all his writings contr;buté'to one point of view.
f;g:eve:b’(:helexas, the breadth of the statements of this posi-
tien.makea necessary a dual pProcess of interpretation.
On one hand we must explain apparent contradictions yet
iidi
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strive to retain in some measure the richness of his ex-
pressions.”‘On therother, we must gather'treatments_yhich,
while segw;ng tp introduce distinct peints an¢ bewchuged
upon distinct problems, constitute rather a singlé general
argumen#, We must try to condense and synthesize these
into one statement relatinhg thelvarious gxp:esgions so as
' te.present systematically the complete argument. Thus it
is hoped that, quite aside from our negatively critical
efforts, new”gsgimilgtions wi;l be"made and new perspec-
tives introduced, rendering our study not without worth
merely as a clarification of some aspects of Dewey's
thought. - ] o
Yet it is perhaps to be expected that in the
approach we are adopting very little of thg fgpirit' of
Dewey's moral theory will be preserved, for our pu:yoaé
is not a rich presentation of his doctrine but a logical
analysis of it; an attempt to see how the parts hagg
together. But of course such an appreach should do no
injustice nor prejudice the case against the theery
1nitia11y, for, if the position iaAfirmly girded,_wellv
bound, and neatly finished off, our analysis can}qnly”cast
this inte greater relief or, perhaps, disclose our own

misapprehensions and confusione.

iv
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INTRODUCTION

7 The procedure we are adopting in presenting N
Dewey 8 ethical theory is advised by the particalar criti-
cal purpose entertained. We shall examime his theory in
@grms of what are suggested as threevfundamental prqbiqms
of ethical theory. These three issues are: (1) a theory
of The Good, (2) a theory of Human Nature, and (3) &
theory of Mbral Knowledge, of Standards, or qf qur_Hpthod
of Knowing the Right. We shall consider these in detail
presently, for the moment it suffices te indicate their '
:91atien. Briefly, the theary of hnman nature provides the
evidence or demonstration for the theory of the good,
whereas moral kndwledge is the instrument forﬂgchievigg the
good. Thus the former dgsignates the theoretical, the‘lat-
ter the practical dimensioniof the good. The theory ef‘
human nature c@ntgins pur}megnswpf“kpgying‘ﬁheﬁgood in the
abstraét; the theory.ofAmp:al knpwie@gg,mqur means of know-

ing the good in concrete moral situations.

-1~
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Were the purpose merely expoaitory‘it perhaps
would be difficult to Justify a procedure which on the
surface has so little relation to the actual Qrder;ng o£A
treatment in Dewey's ethical writings. 1In such & case it
would seem both more appropriate and more efficient to fol-
low some outline that is suggested in the original theory.
Different considerations Predominate, however, when the in-
tention is critical. Here the writer must seek a method
that will elicit most‘effectively>the points he wishes to
make, shaping the material to a schema suitable to this
purpose, rather than‘following an outling cpntaineé in the
material. In this pursuit there are,two obvious dangers
to be avoided. These are the selection of issues which
are either not pertinent to the particular theory con-
sidered, or insignificant in themselves. The first would
result in the external imposition of a form upon a content
alien to it, causing both a diStortion of the theory and a
reduction to irrelevance of the points sdvanced. That our
method is capable of correctly representing Dewey's view,
and’provides a fruitful means of expoﬁnding certain of his
d@dtrines,‘will be shown further on. That the problems
are ’jsignif‘ica.nt for gthical theory is recognizable by‘gnyfA
one familiar with the body of outstanding ethical writings.
And while wevda“not Propose to argue here that»thgyueen-

stitute the three real essential problems of ethieal
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theory, we intend that our introduethy e;positiqn}shallv
disclose that they have something more than & merely hypo-
thetical claim to significance.

~In stating what is meant by the conception of the
good it is well ‘nigh impossible to avold begging the issue
by such terms as "desirable", "satisfactory", "valuable"
We may say that a theory of the good is one that designatea
to what these adjectives apply. Perhaps a”gpgater‘pre-
cision is obtained by distinguishing the}@t:ue", “realﬂ,}ar
fanpreme” good from the "specious", "illusory", or "infer-
1gr' good. But this inveolves the danger of‘being>takenvto
imply a particular theory as to the nature or cpntgn;dqf
the good. Thus in the interest of clarity we are forced
to fall back on a definition asserting the relationship of
whatever is the good to something else. The gpod 15 §pat
which ought to be the goal of conduct; it is that which
behavior should strive to achieve, imagipatign to Qnyiaage,
belief to entertain., It igwthat whichrghould‘givg.all asg~
pects of conduct organization and harmony, which ought to
be the center of active effort, and the ﬁivet around which
deliberation moves. N _

4 conceptiep of the goqdrentails &t the same time

a view of the nonégood, anﬁvtq be effective it must bé in-
dicated how in living experiences the good is distinguished
from the bad. When this polarity of the good aﬁd the non-
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gooduis stated, the cqpqepta”usually employed are the
Right and the Wrgng, suggasting_that the question is ecru-
cially‘one of howvthe good 1s_known. The failure, then, of
an ethic to propeund & definition of the good that is suf-
ficiently definite to distinguish good from non-good, 1s
doubly disastrous, rendering the theory inadequate ¥f.’

its definition of the good and rendering dubious an effec-
tive practical knowledge of the good. \

This definition of the concept of the good in-
volves no implications as to what the concrete nature of
the good is, either as to its mode of existence or as teo
the details or scope of its relation to human beings.

It may be an "essence' or an “existent", or beth or neither;
it may be "absolute® or "relative", or both or neither.

We do not even assume that such a thing as ths good'exists.
However, if it does exist, then we may expect that it is
the business of ethics to describe it.

S There is one assumption in the previous defini-
tion of the concept of the good. This is that the good
ﬁith whiqh ethics is conqerned is related in a certain way
te the human being. ZEthiecs deals above all with human con-
duct and with the value phenomena found there. Although it
may not_ceneeive the geqd as restricted te its role in
human affairs, its basic en@eaverbis to lafkbare the rela-

tion of the good to human beings. In maintaining that
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ephics must furpiah a theqry of the good we are going to
mean by the good that which is related as the End to human
purpose. v 7 |
’ This brings us to the second requisite of an
adequate ethics. Because the good is related as the end to
human purpose,‘ethicsdmuat provide a theory of hnman na@ure
such as to account for the end; to explain why it consti-
tuteg the good for man._}The theory of the good and the
theory of human nature must be so oriented that the end can
be understood to be what it is because of the nature of the
' hnpan_being fe; whom it islgood. and human purpose e¢an bg
upderstoodvas fnlfilling itsrpreper demand in the pursuit
of that end. The theory of human nature serves as the
evidence orhargument for the concept of the good. Ii is
that which explains why the good is good for‘us; why it
constitutes the gogl of striving and deecribes the highest
condition of welfare. Because it is the substantiation of
the concept of the good_(which, as we shal; see presently
is the basis for stapdards),vit is the most_fugdamental
element of an ethics, A theory that attempts to describe‘
what is good either for all or for a specific gronp”of in-
dividuals, must substantiate its qonqept;en by & view of
the demands of the human beings to yhomv;tlapplies, showing
that these particular things are good because fhey satisfy

these demands,.
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There 13 one miaqqnception to be avoided, namely,
that the necessary connection that must hold between the
theories of the human being and the good, presupposes any
particulgr_doqtrine upon these. A presupposition that
there might be some inclination to impute to the above
account, is an "absolutistic“‘interpretation of human mature
or the goode It is not implied, however, that the good is
sing;e and ete:nal. the same for all persons wherever and _
whenever encountered, nor that human nature is single; that
there is a common identical nature possessed by all human
beings. What is implied is that the relation between the
hnman nature described and the sort of good considered gqad~
for it, must be single, or more properly, necessary. Tha{
relation must be internal; the nature of each term must be
such as to ipvolve the other, it being inconceivable that
there be a human being of the sort described and that he
possess a different ideal end than that‘describe&. Thus,
while it may be within the limits of the human being de-
seribed that he may change (or that there are other types
of human beings); and of the good described that it msy
alter (or that there are other kindé»of gqu); an altera-
tion in either involves a co:responding’one_in_the other,
The "absolute" necessity of the relation between the nature

of a human being and the good to whieh he is related, not
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the “absoluteness" of the terms separately,};swwhat I take
to be the primary condition of an adequatewethicg. -
| Before stating the third requisite it 1s necessary

to consider briefly one aspect of the relation between
ethics and metaphysics, as it affects our undertaking. Each
Qf the above topics at some point becomes a metaphys;eal -
;ssue. In deciding the ethical import of the good and the
nature of the human being (regardless of Vh?thQ?wth939 are
gingle or plural), we are driven to consider thsir modes of
existence. Ultimately the ethiecal issueswdepend upon meta-
physical inquiries and are decided by them. And while‘the
pProcedure and results of such inquiry are”beyopd our pur-
pose, it is necessary to indicate the basis upon which we
hgve said that the theory of human nature serves as ths_
Qvidence or demonstration of the concept of the good, anq
why we did not assert the reverse: that the concept of the
human being was established by the theory of the good.
This will not bear_directly upon the eomments}upon Dewey's
ethics, since we are not interested in examining th@ ‘ade-
quacy of his theory of the good in terms of the adequacy of
his theory of human nature, upon which thg former relies:
an enterprise that would plunge us directly into meta-

. phygics.k‘eur interest‘is<in the internality of the rela-
tionqbetweenrthem. But to substantiate our schema of

ethical theory, which will provide a useful approach to
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Dewey's theory, it 1is necessary to 1egitimate‘tha‘above
assertions that the evidence for the theory of the good is
the theory of human nature, and not the“rgvgxse, -

‘ The point may be stated in te:ms of the d@stinc-
tion between the good and goods or values. "The Good" ex~
presses that which possesses a unique claim upon a.pergon's
belief and action in virtue of the eonstitution of that
person; it defines the "ought" or the "right", "Values",
on the other hand, are the name for a kind of éualitmtiyg
experience and existence, usually without thg implicatiwn
that they constitute "The Good". Certain members of their
class may embedy or compose the "ought" or the "right";'but
they do so not in virtue of their peculiar mode of exist-
ence but in virtue of their relation to the_pe:senﬂihosg
good they contain. Thus the crucial qnestion with regard
to values is their mode of being. Inasmuch as certain
values define the good in avpamticular case, an important
element in determining their mode of existence will proba-
bly be this relation to the subject involweﬁ.‘_Wb‘gxrive‘qt
the determination of the good, however, by reference to the
nature of thigvsubjeet; for although the nature of tnggeed
ence of values, in so far as the ggodhis itself composed of

certain values, the crucial question for ethics is the
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gpegifigation of Jjust what are the values denoted by the
good, not what values themselves are.

- Value must be approached as any other Phenomenon
in the endeavor to discover its real status in the universe;
its mode of being. Results of ethical investigwtion will
necessaxilyvbg employed in such an inquiry, but these eth-
@cgl resultg can to some extent be reached p:@@r”tougt least
yhis particular metaphysiealvnnﬁerﬁaking."Ih;s is net to
suggest that metaphyaical assertions are not involved in
anayering fundgmeptal ethical éuestions; in fact, tpp»eonf
tra;y is‘asgarted. What is importént, howevg:, ig that‘phe
character of ethical questiens is such that the metaphysical
knowledge involve@Ais primarily‘of another order than that

of the nature of goods.v The crucial ethical éuestian--
what is good--is most directly related to the question:
what is the nature and end of the human being for whom the
good exists. Thus, it is the human being that.is the
ﬁnatu:eﬁ gﬁ which metaphysical knowledge is first required
for ethicse. | -
- From knowledge of the nature of the subject we
can determine what conditionms. gmjegts@ or valueg‘must ful-
fill to be part of the goed,:whgreas fr@m knowledge of the

‘mode of egistgncgwof values we cannet‘determine‘the strue-
ture of the suhaeetrte v§9m<it relateas. Of course, if the

relation of the values composing the good to the human being
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is'internal, a complete knowlgdgg af‘eiﬁhgr would involve
a complete kn@wlgdge af}theyothcr,_it be§ng indifferent
from which»end we’gtarted,in defining the good. The p@int,
hgwgve:, is that we dq not begin with a whalegale kpoyledge
afyeithe;;‘that we can distinguish more dgtai1¢d problems,
and order them im terms of their importance for ethies.
And what is of primary 1mpo;tance is, what_ig the good, or,
what is the end for_hnmap purpose, which involves a knew-
ledge of the human being. -
The point may be illustrated in terms of the view
that va;ne,(value in existenceirather than value as the
good) is a certain‘rglatienrbeﬁween aMsuhuect,‘pessessing
certain oxganig Qondit;ons of want, and an object, possess-
ing determinate characters. We cannot, it seems to me,
determine what is the good by recognizing that value as
éualipy is of this nature; we learn only what values are as
a class of existents but nct/whatrparticulag values consti-
tute the good. The very fact that there are existent
values which arernot unife:m constituenta of the good, in-
dicates that a knowledge of the general nature of this type
of existence cannot discover to us what are the “proper®
values. Xnowledge of the good requires kmgwledgé of the
peculizr nature of values in their relatiop”tq a gubqggﬁ.
Similarly, the knawledge that values are”eternal,

metaphysically real essences, containing internal relations
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d;sposing th@m in_a hierawchieal order, does not demon-~
strate that they constitute the good, until it is sShown

that they are related t0o human nature as 1ts proper end.

Thus, we are not maintaining that ethics does
net include a consideration of the question of the meta-
physical'nature of valuess our point is me;glyvthat,
first, there is a distinction between this question and
that of the good, between that of the general structure of
yalues and that of the "iight" values, or the part;cular
nature of values; second, that the\latte:ﬂis the more&arig-
inal elementary ethical issue and is at least as capable of
independent<treatment as the fe:mer question, and thus that
the solutions to the two issues are distinguishahlg. -

A complete ethic would daubtlessly}ine;ude both, butlgince
the former question is secondary, we are n9t~cpnsidexing
it here as an element to be required ofwneweyfs ethicq,

The third requisite of anrgthig;ia that it inform
us how the good can»dirgct our‘conduct,>;,e.,_it must furyn
nish us some means or "standards" for_determining how we
are to act in purauancé of the good; hoy we are to know
"the right"., It must provide us with knowledge of the pro-
éedures by whighuwe eanhmake the good directive of our
actual behavior._llt mnst indicate the method by which the
gq?d is to‘be made concretely effective, disclesing to us

not only what is abstractly desirable, but how we are to
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decide what is desirable in its relation to the good,vin
the immediate situations in which a moral decision is re-
quired. The standard is that which tells us what is "right"
or "obligatory", what is our "responsibility". And the
“right" is that whieh conduces to, or is in harmony with,
thc good. Thus, standards are dependent ﬁpon the good in
the same way that the good is dependent upon a theory of
human nature; just as a thwory of human nature must deter-
mine the conditions for the good, so must a theoxry of the
good set the conditidns for standards. And thus there must
be‘the same necessary relation between standards and the
good that obtains between human nature and the good. Accord-
ingly, any ethic demonstrates its formal adequacy first, by
simply containing these three eleméhta, and second, by org-
anizing them with each other consistently.

Again, as in the case of human nature and the
good, no view of just what are the proper standards or just
how we know the right is presupposed. The former may be
the Ten Commandments, the "categorical imperative", the
"means", "utility", or what not; and we may know the good by
Pintuition", by "an irrational preference®, by "scientific
method", or what not.

There is apt to be an overlapping in the dis-
cussions of the good and standards, for there may be but one

standard of the good itself, this general concept being
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the only criteriqn_fc;r'individual‘caseg of conduet. In
one sense this is true for all theorigg entertaining a
concept of the good,rsinee the good will set the conditions
atapdards’must fnlfill. However, a differencé may remain
in that some thgorigs regard principles subsidiary to the
good essential to its effective achievement, these actipgw_
as precepts or guides in the moral life., On the other hand
thege may not be regarded as necessary, th@ir p;§s¢pce ipr
ethical theory and their employment ;n“actual conduct being
criticized as a sign of moral degeneracy; as an attempt to
avoid the really ecrucial aspect of the moral situaxioh.
Thus, from this point of view the matter for primary con-
slderation is the human factor of choice, and what is re~
quifad is an explanation, in terms of the elements of the
human being, of the conditioms and structure of decisiens
that conform to the good. On theories (if there are any)
that consider right choice and action as almost entirelyy
kgxplained by the rather automatic use of general principles,
the hnman element in decision can largely be neglgcted,‘gnd
attention transferred to the nature and function ofithese
standards. N -

The first task is to inquire into Beweyfgvcogcep-
tion of ethics to determine whether he wouldéuestion our
characterization of the general business“pf chieal thzory.

Por if his conception of ethics is so different as to
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direct itself toward a éuite distinct set of issues, thus
pPrecluding answers to»theVéuestiqns we‘raise, it would be
ﬁeside the point to criticizg his theo?y agldaficignt on
these scores. The assumption in such criticisms would be
the incorrectnews of Dewey's comception of the ethicist’s
task, andvundér such circumstances the fruitful approach
would be one directed toward the nature of ethical inquiry
itself, which is the matter in @igputef ‘Qn the qthgruhand,
& productive investigatiaanight be cqndugtei upon the
hypothesis that‘whilelnewéy entertains a view of the office
@f ethics different’frém that proposed here, he neye:@heless
develops a moral theory in conformity with.tpg/xQQui:emsngs
we have postulated, and while denying théyv&ii&ity of these
questions, still does furnish answers to them. Ve shall en-
deavor first to show, by calling upon vgrious of his writ-
ings, that Dewey's view of ethical theory conforms generally
to our owne Thatvnewey does treat the three issues, will
come out in our general treatment of his theory, and while
this alone provides sufficient justification for our method
gf procedure, it will have been helpful if:we aanrrelate
these discussions to clear statements of Dewey's own view of
ethical theorye.

The determination of whether a particular ethics
permits the application of our three requisites is a matter

of ascertainimg whether it conceives a theory of the good
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to be a proper reéuirement.. For from the‘firstvthe‘other
two follow necessarily,- m,theory of humgn nature‘askﬁpe v
theaietieal substantiation, and a cqnceptien}of_the’method
of knowing fhe.right, as the practical excuse of an ethie.
If the theory iswto have theoreticam.grgunds and practical
significance, these latter are required. Logically, it 1s
t?ue, iny the theory‘of'hnman nwture is needed, on the
assumption that eth;cS'is not concerned with influencing
practice. The assumption in Dewey's case, however, is Just
the‘reverséa Hence our primary task is to disqover whether
a supporting theory of human mature is a legitimgﬁg“deman@.
We shall, however, in@icaterthat_he expi;cgtlyu:ecognizes
this and tries to prpvide for it. Thew:equisite of a
method of knowing the good we shall barely mention, 8howing
where he does recognize its necessity but resting the bulk
of our case upon the integrity of theory and practice in
his system. 7 ‘

In the two editions of the Ethics, Dewey makes a
single classification of ethical probiems;and of types of
ethical theories in terms of their answers to these pro-

1 ,
blems. Howevey, as he indicates in the first edition, the

1. The classifications are not identical in the two editions,
but for our purposes the difference is so light as to be
negligible.
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purposekqf the classification is'mainly one of facilitating

exposition and inquiry, and not logieal or analytic as is
1 el yatl , }
ours. ‘The principle of his‘classification is one of empha-

sis,rand thus the:e a;e‘overlappings, no one type of theory
 being clearly or exhaustively characterized. He warns

against the reader's being moved by thé classification to

anrundue simplificatien, sayiﬁg that, "As{a»;ule, all the

elements are recognized in some form or other by all theo-

2
ries; but they are differently placed and accounted for."

thus the significance of the claseifica@ion is largely as
a statement of general ethical problems. He concludes

thats o .
: In any case, it is voluntary activity with whidh we
are concerned. ' The problem of analyzing voluntary
activity into its proper elements, and rightly
arranging them, must coincide finally with the pro-
blem of the relation of good and law of control to
each other, with the problem of the nature of moral
knowledge, and with that of the relation of the in-
dividual and the social aspects of conduct. 3

Here,rthen, we have a generalvindieatien that ethics 1s
concerned with the good, and with the method of knowing

the good,.

1./% Ethics, first edition@po 224.
2. Ibid., p. 227,
3+ Loc. Cit.
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The importance of_a conception ofvhnmap nature
for ethics is not only suggested by Dewey but forms the
subject of ome of his most,_if not the most, influentisal

books, Humen Nature and Conduct. One quotation from its

Introduction will serve to establish the points
Our science of humanh nature in comparison with phys-
ical sciences is rudimentary, and morals which are
concerned with the health, efficiency and happiness
of a development of human nature are correspondingly
elementary. These pages are a discussion of some
phases of the ethical change involved in positive
respect for human nature when the latter is assoc-
- iated with scientific knowledge. 1 S
Thus Dewey is not only asserting the 1ntggra;‘connegtign of
ethics and human nature, but proposing to offer a treapment
of human nature which will recognize that Qonnggtionvip
such a way as to remedy the errors of pther_ethicistsmwha
were not similarly impressgd with the relation. The nature
of this reform we shall consider later.
; While it is not necessary to find pasaages_in
which Dewey explieitly asserts that a satiafactp:y‘ethiqg
must provide a theory of the good, it being sufficient to

2
discover an explicit answer to this question, the evidence

l. Buman Nature and Conduct, P. 4.

2, That there is a quantity of this sort of evidence will
mome out in our msain treatment. More is provided by such
discussion and criticism of other ethical theories, in
terms of their definitions of the good, as are found in
Outline of Ethics and in the two editions of the Ethics.
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ig not limitéd to such answers. In the common Introduection
to the two editiqns of the Ethies, he defines ethics as:

--the science that deals with conduct, in so far as
this is considered as right or wrong, goed or bad....
Ethics aims to give a systematic account 6f our jJjudg-
ments about conduct, in so far as these estimate it
from the standpoint of right or wrong, good or bdad. 1

He illustrates this further alongs

To study choice and purpose is psychelogy, to study
choice as affected by the rights of others and to Judge
it as right or wrong by this standard is ethics. Or
again, to study a corporation may be economies, or
sociology, or law; to study its activities as result-
ing from the purposes of persons or as affecting the
welfare of persons, and to judge its acts as good or
bad from such a peint.@f view, is ethics. 2

~ In his discussions Dewey sometimes seems to use

"the good" and “the end" interchangeably. wagve;, the lat-
ter seems to be the term he prefers to designate what we
have called the good, by "end" being meant the true or wise
"good", the good that has been reached as the result of
Y:gtional_inaight" or "moral wisdom", in contrast to the
merelj "seeming" gqo@.5 ‘Thus he declares:

The task of moral theory is thus to frame a theory of

Good as the end or objeective of desire, and also to

frame a theory of the true, as distimet from the
specious, good. 4

| 15 Bthics, gecqnd edition, pe. 3.
2+ Ibld., ps 5.
3. Ibid.,
4, Ibid., p. 205.

-
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While the last sure}y is‘unambiguqus, there are
places where Dewey seems to éaestion the_propriety_of a
theory of the good in ethics, After having said explicitly
in the Outlines of Ethics, his first book on the subject,
that ethics is one of the normative acignegsékbeyey later,

in Experience and Nature seems to retract this position.

Eqwever, we shall attempt to show the“appaxgnt contradiction
can be resolved into a difference of emphasis and traced to
the use of "normative" ar.?geod“ in different senses in the
seemingly opposed passages.

- In classifyimg ethies in Outlines of Ethics as ene

af ther"nermative sciences", Dewey distingﬁispgs it{frpmh‘
other sciences by saying that the latter "branches of know-
ledge simply describe, while the business of ethics is to
;gggg“.l He goes on to say that "Ethics deals with conduct
in its entirety, with reference, that ig, tqvwhat makes it
conduet, its end, its‘real>megning“.2 Yet even here he is
careful to qualify this 4efinition»by differentiating this
function of ethies from that of "prescription". He says,
"This does not mean that it belongs to ethics to prescribe
ﬁhat man ought to do; but that its bueiness is to deteet

1. OQutlines of Ethics, p. 1.
2. Ibid., po 1.
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the element of obligation in conduet, to examine conduct to
bt 1 ) SRR > onauel
see what gives it its worth". The point of view becomes

more clear in a comment appearing in a ceriticism of Kantian-

ism. He says,

It is not the business of theory, however correct as a
~theoxry, to lay down rules for conduct. The theory has
simply to discover what the end is, and it is the end
in view which determines specific acts., It is no more
the business of ethiecs to tell what in particular a
man ought to do, than it is of trigonometry to survey
land., But trigonémetry must state the primciples by
which land is surveyed, and so ethics must state the
end by which conduct is governed. The objection to
hedonism and Kantianism is that the end they give does
not itself stand in any practiecal relation te conduct.
We do not object to Kantianism because the theory does
not help us as to specific acts, but because the end,
formal law, does not help us, while the real moral end
must determine the whole of conduct. 2

This presentation of the office of ethics seems to
be entirely compatible with that adopted in the two Ethigs.

And upon what appears to be}thevmost'Justifiable interpreta-

tion of the pertinent passages im Experience and Nature the
latter also seem to fit the view we have stateds The differ-
ence is that in the latter book Dewey is stressing what ethics
;s not to do, namely "to prescribe“, although atmtimea_his
statements do seem to pass the limits of emphasis and to in-
troduce a contrmry positi@n.

His remarks here are made in comneetion with the

exposition of his own ethical theory of valuation and eriti-

1. Ibid., p. 1.

a T2 A - an
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gism,Aand his comments are colored by thewgqntexﬁfu Hb-is
insisting that values are ;hg prqduct ef ;eflective @xiti~
cism (a theory we will be very much concerned with later),
and is objecting to moral theories that regard ethics'
business}to_be such as to obviate his particular theory.
He says that, contrasted with his own vigw,_there is an
underlying preconeception of such moral theories preventing
their attainment of a standpoint of sciencez
This is the assumption, implieit or overt, that
moral theory 1s concerned with ends, values rather
than With eritiCism O‘f » ends and values eesesso e oT@'
discover and define once for all the bonum and the
summm bonum in a way which rationally subserves
all virtues and duties, is the traditional task of
morals; to deny that moral theory has any such oeffice
will seem to many'equivalent to denial of the pessi-
bility of moral philesophy. 1
- " In the 1ater development of this, two points are
important for his critieism: (1) the view that ethical
theory should "reveal® what is good; (2) the view that
ethical theory should "presa:ibe" what is goode. As re-
gards the first, Dewey argues that the traditional moralist
has tried to usurp the function of the artist and in so do-
ing has involved the seconds |
Conversion into doctrinal teachings of the imagin-

ative relations of life with which great meoral
artists have dowered humaenity has been the great

1. Experience and Nature, p. 431.
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canss of thétr ossification into harsh dogmasi illum~.
inating insight into the relations and goods of life
has been lost, and an arbitrary code of precepts and
rules substituted. 1l

The view that the function of ethics is revelation of goods
would of course rule out Dewey's effort in ethics which pro-

ceeds upon the view that:

essesthe business of moral theory is not at all with
consummations and goods as such, but with discovery of
the conditions and consequerice of thelr appearance, a
work which is factual and analytie, not dialectic,
hmrtatozy, nor presariptive. 2

~ Further along he indieates what he means by "dfalectic",
which seems to be a form of the error of trying to "reveal®

goods, saying of this type of thearyt - |
Therefore like the Aristotelian ethics, thay have been
dialectiec, defining and classifying in hierarchical
order antecedent goods and terminating in a notion eof
the good, the summum bonum; or, like hedonistic ethics,
they have made & dialectic abstraction of a feature of
concrete goods, their pleasantness; and instead of pro-
¥iding a method of analysis of concrete situations,

have laid down rules of calculation and prescribed poli-
cies to be pursued as fixed... 3

Such statements can, I think, be shown to be con-
sistent with those that i$ is the business of ethics to
judge good and Bad. And while the complete explanation will

appear only in our exposition of Dewey's conception of the

1. Ibid., p. 432.
2, Ibid., pe. 433,
Se Ibvid., pp. 433-434.
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m&ture of values and the role of‘valuatian, we‘find that
apparent disagreements are resolvab;e by dbse:ving what he
means by “goods" and in what sense he denies the business
of ethics is to define the good, N
, VVWhen Dewey says above that ethi@s is congerned
with "goods as such", the important part is the "as such"j;
for we learned earlier in_the ehapte: that Dewey®s partiou-
lar theory is that goods or values as "immediate existences"
(which is evidently meant by "as such") are not discrimin-
able in terms of'théir mbjeetive goodness. rrhgi;atter is
the result of cemparing and reiating, pot)abmatter of immed-
iate experience. . Thus he is saying that the concern of -
ethics is with objective goodness, a work which for him is
concerned "with discoveryof the conditions and coﬁseqﬁences"
and hence is "factual and analytic“ |

Secondly, his remarks upon the attempt to define
the summum bonum seem to have as their purpose the oriticism
of attempts at Qxhaustive m@counts>of the#gogd, of the sort‘
which gives such a complete and rigid definition of the
right as to be casuistical. This is what is stresed in the
two sentences upon thé,summum_bgggg quotedvabove; vin the
first it is that ethics defime the summum bomum "ence for
all" and in a way which "rationally subserves all virtues
and duties";‘in the second, that there is 1aidvdown a

"hierarchical order" and "rules of ealeulatfon and pre-
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seribed policies tp be'pursned‘aﬁ fixed?. These, I take
it, not the attempt to describe the good, constitute the
error in such efforts.

H Thus we are to conclude that in what Dewgy con-
gidera as the requirements of an adequate ethical theory,
we frequently find more than is necessary for our purpose.
For in conside:ing the nature of ethical theory he often
ipeludes not only the problems that must be answerea,py
ath;cal theory in‘general but the specific way in which
they are to be answered, this preparing thg wgyufor the
answer he gives. Such is true of his copstant‘emphasis
upon the point that ethics should not prescribe rigid stan-
dards and rules for”determiningrwhat is right in particular
situations, this being simply one particular solution of the
general ethical problem of how we kmow the right. Hence the
proper place for considering this centent;on is’in ﬁhe chap~-
ter on Moral Knowledge, and not here as an element in
Dewey's conception of the nature of ethical theory. That
Dewey himself considers views of this sort properly ethical
in nature is plain in the criticisms he makes of them in
clarifying his own view. -

This preliminary examination has then justified

an investigation of Dewey*s ethips in terms of the thtee

issues suggested as fundamental for ethical theory. For we
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have found that in his conception of ethieal theory Dewey
xecaniges the significance of these Problems, VWe are reédy
to undertake our main project of ineestigating his position
upon these:s the Theory of The Goed, the Theory of Human
Nature as it relates to the good, and the' Theory of Moral

Knowledge,
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CHAPTER I
THEORY OF THE GOOD

In examining the adequacy of a theory of the good
three general requirements might be made: (1) & meaningful
definition of the good, (2) & proper basis for the theory
@t the good in‘a theory of human nature, the 1atte; ex-
plaining why the good is such, (3) a true theory of human
mgture, ip terms of which the conception ot the goqd‘ismnqt
only validated by (2) but demonstrated true. Whether Dewey
provides (1) will constitute the snbjeet_of this first
chapter; whether he provides (2) will constitute the sub-
Ject of the second. In the latter we shall inéuire, as is
indicated in the Imtroduction, only as to whether a theory
g: human natu:g‘is advanced that is adequate to explain why
the good is good; and hence we shall be concerned not~gt’

21l with (30, The limitations of this project restrict our

’~ -
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inquiry to omne into the ngquaqy‘of Dewey's‘ethieal theory
in terms of our initial schema. To determine the truth of
Dewey's theory of human nature would require entering
‘ fields-fpaychological or metaphysical--to whieh we could
pot hope to do Justice here. Thus, whatever our findings
;egardingrhuman nature as the basis of the good, whether
thegg proveynegative or positive as to the facility of
Eep@y’s theory of human nature to ground his conception of
theﬂ good, we shall not have denonestrat’ed_either the truth
or falsity of his theory of human nature. And an ethical
theory might conceivably contain a true theory of human
nature and yet not be adeéuate as regards the theory of the
good, since the infqrmaticn concerning human beings might
be true but insufficient to explain why what was defined as
good should be such. Nevertheless, inasmuch as the good ;s
the epd Qf human nature, it is difficult to undg:gtan¢ how
& theorist could be in possession of both altogether true
and complete kmowledge of human nature and yet be in error
as to what is good. While on the other hand an ethical
theory could contain a true definition of the good and still
be inadequate as regardé_the thepry qf hpman ngturg, it
woudd be only an accident. For the truth of the theory of
the good depends upanvboth thg adequacy”with whieh its theory
of human natgre explains it and the truth of this theory of

human nature.
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As a helpful preliminary to the ex&mination, we
might note what generally will be necessary to an ~adequate
dpfinition of the goods For a conception to constitute a
real definition, it must, of course, differemtiate the
good from the bad. It is also reasonable to expect that it
dgsignate cgrtain general elements that compose the gcod,
such as cergyain virtues and values that are essential to
the good. However, this cannotvbevmade a generalvrequi:ef
ment, for the theory may be such‘as_to assert that general
virtues or values are, for various reasoms, imcapable of
being defined. Thus this is mot essential to & definitiom
of the good, aanit is sufficient that‘by some means it
enable us to recognize instances of good as good. ﬁbr can
we require that the definition enable us to know whatnwill

- conduce to the good in any particular situation, for the
complexity 6f the latter may requirevthat,thg abstract con-
cept{be supplemented by a certain moral mstbod. It iﬁwv,
mecessary that the concept enable us to reqegnize the ele~
ment in verified instances of good that causes them to be
good. If a definition is adeéuate it will enable us to den
note instances of what is defined; in this case instances
of good or of mo;al cenduct. This‘does not mean that it
must serve to tell gxactly what will be good in a particu-
;a: case, for this may involve conditions whose nature or

operation is mot known prior. to action. It does mean that
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sfter an act has been taken and its consequences have ac-
érued, we should by the use of the definition be‘able to
tell whether the consequences are,gqod,_and hence whether
the act, if it is Jgdged by its consequences, was moral.
In this chapter we wish first to determine pre-
cisely what constitutes Dewey's conception of the good.
This involves the elimination of certain descréiptions of
the good that accompany the essential doetrine. Our prece-
dure will be the demonstration of the inadequacy of these
other concepts in their failure to serve as definitionms of
the good, aﬁr(peinthbeing not that Dewey advances these as
explicit and exhaustive conceptions Qf the good, but that
the cemplexity of:his diséussiopsrtends to obscure the
essential element., While he often seems to do the former,
whgt'isrimpprtant is, that although a number of the chg;-
acterizations of the good are not adequate, there is one
which does seem to be so, namely, "social well~being".
In the following we wish to distingulsh exactly}what can
apdﬂwhatrgannpt be legitimately offered"gs his‘cpnceptiqnv
of the good, rather than to poin; to certain inadyertences_
that seem to appear in the discussion of the good. Having
Isolated the essential idea in Dewey's Qpnceptign of the
good we shall then_be :eady to examine its foundation in

his theory of human nature.
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- Our conclusion will be that Dewey does have an
adequate definition of the good, mamely "social well-being",
this being a preliminary to the erucial_undgrtaking of de-
termining whether he_hgs an adequate bagis}for}this concep~
tion in hie‘theory pf’hggan nature. ,vIt should become clesar
in the exposition of'various pther descriptions of thg good,
and their elimination as inadequate unless supplemented By
the comcept of social well-being, that these descriptions
are not regarded by Dewey as alterna@ive and ind;y;dgally
complete accounts of the good. ﬁaéh concaptvtends to pass
into and to invelve the other. waever, each also contains
information not direectly relevant to the definition of the
good; information coneerning the nature of the experience of
gead and‘thg‘manner of knowing the good, Asvwill be indi-
Qate& presently, our particular appraach_is designed to
distinguish these elements in his theory. But the explana-
tion of our method of expounﬂipg the va:iqnaudescripticna
separately, igAthat_DeweyyinvokesAgl; of these concepis,
sometimes alone, sometimes together, without ever noting
eithgr their identity or differences. The reader, thgn,
wishes to‘knaw whetper they are merely different_games fo:
the same view, or alternative concepts._ Verbelieve that they
are the former; yet because each concept introduces distinect
points capable qf being-trgate&‘upder its special label, the

contention demands corrobgration that when these are proposed
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gs‘cqnceptions of the good they represgnp_an“i¢entical posi~
tion. Our point will be that Dewey canpat}augtain a defini-
tion of the good upon anykene’of theae ¢qgc¢pté’or upon all
taken together, so long as they do not include the notion
of the social character of the good.

’ Although the reference to any ome of these as an
g§equate statement of the good provides no valid obiaqtion
to his definition of the good in so far as Dgwey‘inq;ﬁdes
the concept of social well-being in the exposition‘pf any
ome, it does obscure what ;s the essential diffgrgntiating
‘trait of the goode Apprroaching his theory as we do, we can
distinguish this element--social well~being-- from other
e;gmeﬁts that acecompany and enrich it, yet do\nat canpt;tgte
its essential characteristice. Our only contention for this
lgﬁthodbis that it does enable us to label certain elements
fhat aré not the distinguishing characte:igticwpf the good,
and that each does call attention to distinct features of
Dewey's treatment of the good. -
R To the objection that this procedure of discussing
thcse non-essential elements underﬁhemdiggg that Bgyeyjnses
to refer to the good obscures the fact that Dewey recognizes
that each of these concepts expresses an ldentical theory,
our reply is that the difficulty is with Dewey himself., We
are eager @o‘g;ant}thapiﬁgwey regards social well~being as

the essentlal characteristic of the good. Yet we suggest
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that he unnecessarily_abscuresvhis»theqry by calling the
good by such different names in different plmces, on these
oceasions introducing his essential doetrine only inciden=-
tally and as an aspect of some other view; as a mere detail
in the conception that the good is "agtiyity', or "selff
expression", or “harmony". There is no qbviens reason why
the same wealth of expression could not be obtained by
fecusing the pointg these include around a.cgntrgl and‘unr
mistakable concepte While this concerns menner of express-
;pn,,the difficulties it_provokes Justify the separate
txeatment”of qach of Dewey*s ways of charmqterizing the ‘
good. Further, this method obviates the poasibility,‘gfter
having considered the relation of Dewey's theory ofvhnmap

| nature to the concept ai the good as soclal, afvbeing con~
fronted with the objection that the entire treatment is
irrelevant because it is some other of theserdeseriptiqns
that is fundamental. In exposing the inadequacy of these
other descriptioms of the good, therefore, we hope we may
assume that this‘is equ&lly apparent to Dewey,}and‘thns dig=~
cloaeg the significance of the conception of social well-
being. T | . .
| Ths observation in the Iniroductima, that while
Eewey sometimes seems to deny tbe propriety qf ethical in-
qury into the nature of the good, he neve:thelesa recog=

nizes the provision of - concept of the good as a ReBessaty
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task of ethieg, furnishes a point of ¢epa;ture in Qonsiderj
ing his particular theory of the good. The apparent attack
upon attempts tovprovide>a theory pfnthe gopd, is eiyhg: in
flat c&ntradi@tiqn‘with other assertiqms, Qr‘itv:eveals some-
thing about the nature of Dewey's view. We believe the lat-
ter to be the case. It discloses that his criticisms are
¢irecte® at a particular way of knawing and’doing the‘good
act in conecrete situations. He is objecting to the use of
absolute principles to classify automatically the conerete
situation as of a cg:tain sort and tq prescribe,‘therefore,
& proper form of action. Again it is the casuist that
Dewey assails, The positive view in terms of which the
attack is made, is that of the relatiqn,of knﬁ and msans",
“but since it concerns the issue of Moral Knowledge, is
_takan up_in that chapter. It is necessary, hpyever, tg
notice here briefly how the apparently contradictory state-
ments about the necessity of a theory of theigogd are recon-
ciled by a distinction between two uses of the term "end"
b&HDewey. This will also bring out an aspect of Dewey's
conception of the good. e -
Dewey attacks traditional ethical theories for

- their common assumptien that "th%re;ia a single, fixe@‘and

~ final good", suggesting that "we 3@?‘nﬁb,F° a belief in a

‘.plurality of‘changing; moving, individualized goads and

i
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ends". Yet at one point in the same chapter where these

gtatements appear, Dewey himself says that "Growth»i@self
1s the only moral end". : These statements are reconciled
by qbserving”that}"growthﬂ connotgs“the willingness.to
abandon previqusly experienced particular ends and to make
a‘?plu:ality pf changing, moving,»goqu_and ends? the only
gogd»end.‘ But while this discloses thgt t@ere 1s‘qqmplete
particularity in the duality of eachrgxperiepceﬁﬂgop&,
there seems also for Bewey to be a single pattern or ele-
ment which they all pPossess, as is expressed here by
"growth®. This latter sense seems to be that in which Dewey
means "end“’when, as we have noted in the Introduction, he
uses it to express the proper goal of hnman effert, the
abstract good; whereas in the former sense, when he is )
criticizing "fixed ends" and maintaining the particularity
gfvthg good,’he‘is cpnsidering egds as e;emgnt§ in thg

' tgmpqral sequences of experiencg. In~this”s§con§}senge”en@
may mean egthe: a spgcifié purpose or’its»spe@ific a&ccom=

plishment, but in either case it stands for something

1. Reconstruection in Philesophy, p. 162.
2e Ibid., p. i76.

3¢ In Theory of of Yaluation, Po 49, ‘Dewey diatinguiahes be-
tween end as a particular purpose and as the purpose
actually achieved.
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qqneretely_ present as an expe:pi_en;:e. In tl_ae othexj va.‘bstrac:rt“
use, however, the "end" is never the Qpntent of an experience;
it daes, of course, appear in experienge but does 80 as an
abgtract symbol. The end or the good designates some formal
Property, or some identical elemsnt_thatwéualifies/al;>cgses
@f moral conduct;_itvisvwheonneptual>sympél c;wssifyiggyge;f
tain experiences as of‘ene type. And while the experiencing
est reality contains\more than this common element or sym-
bolic representation. S o

. That thiS,is the proper iqterpretatien of Dewey's
diverse statements upon ends is indicated by the fact that
the denial that there are fixed ends is always colncident
with the assertion of the "uniquemess" of the goode 1In a
chapter significantly entitled, we think, "The Uniéugnessvof
Sood" and not "The Uniqueness of The Good", Dewey severely
criticizes doctrines that would empley in & mechanical
faahion static principles for prescribing{hsw welare to act
in terms of the situatiqn,_thus making each experience a
anlicatiqn‘of some priam one, The good, he insigtq,‘is
in guality never the same.l Thus the sort of uniéueness Dewey
stresses 1s ome of the experience of good, and hence is

primarily a statement ahout experience, not about the good

l., Human Nature and Conduct, p. 211.
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as such. It is entirely compatible with the assertion that
iq “qualityﬁ, taken,iﬁ another sense, the good is the same
wherever found, as in another passage Dewey himself asserts.

By the doctrine that that good is single, one need
not mean that the content of the experience of good is always
the same or that the novel situation is to be dealt with
simply as a duplication of past situations, but only that
there will be a common feature distinguishing all cases of
good. The question is whether the good is unique only in
that it is never experienced in just the same way, for them
there may be some "generic trait" of all experiences of
good. If there is this trait, this is what will be impor-
tant for our purposes, sincé it is the common element that
constitutes any experience as good. That there is ewmch 8
trait for Dewey seems to be implied both by his assertion
that it is the business of ethics to give a coneept of the
good, and by his own endeavor to provide such a concept.
What is Dewey's theory of the gc@d?l

The difficulty is not in finding a concept of the
good in Dewey, but in reducing the several expressions of
this concept that are offered to a single clear definition.

For while Dewey indicates that the statements upon the

uniqueness of the good are made relative to a conceptiom of

le Mr, W A. Crawley wishes to say that "It should bBe added
that both the content .and the form of the good may vary
or change, as I understand Dewey."
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‘& good that is identical throughout the diversity of the
partiecular instances, he seems to take several different
positions upon what this single good is. In particular
writings unambiguous definitions of the good'aré found, but
Dewey's variety of eipressienﬁgive the appearance of ad-
vancing distinct, if not incompatible, conceptiens of the

- good.

This situation is to be accounted for, we believe,

by the presence of three related but distinet issues in the
treatments of the good. Dewey discusses these together
‘without sharply distinguishing the separate points in-
volved, thus giving comments upon these other issues the
appearance of being comments upon the good. Two of the
issues are related to the good but do not constitute a def-~
inition of it. These are: (1) the method of knowing the
good, and (2) the nature of the experience of good. The
third element (3) is of course a discussion of the good it~
self, All of these are vitally connected, yet there is for
our purposes an important separataness. It is possible to
have fairly complete answers to (1) and (2) without a posi-
tive description of the goods In eliciting the essential
element in Dewey's conception of the good we wish to show

that a number of the descriptiens concern (1) and (2), and

hence that these are inadequate without the further concept

given by (3).
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It is to be remembered that Dewey scarcely ever
discusses in strict separation any of the six,descriptiehs
that we shall enumerate as definitiens of the good, and
éur purpose in breaking up his actual discussions into
these elements is only to make clear just what is involved
in his conception of the good and what bears ﬁpon these
other points. In this chapter we shall be dominantly con-
eerned with eliminating what is not essential to the good

~ as such, i.e.,, as the abstract element qualifying the part-
icular instances of good as good. The positive content
of what we take to be his conception of the good will be
presented in the following chapter. Here we shall firat in-
dicate generally why ﬁewey's comments upon the method of
knowing the good and the naturé of the experience of the
good are not adequate to defining the positive content of
the good. Then we shall attempt to show how a number of
descriptioms of the good bear on these two points and hence
must depend for their adequacy as descriptions of the good

upon the further concept, which, in the actual discussions,
is almost always conjoined with these descriptions.

As to the first, we observe that Dewey's criticism
of 6ther ethical theorles suggesis the nature of his position

| on the method of knowing the good and on the character of
the experience of good. The critiéisms were launched in

terms of the individuality of the moral situation, and this
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element of "uniqueness" is the common feature in both
issues. As to our method of knowing the right, the indi-
viduality of every situation requires that a fresh examin-
ation be undertaken to determine what to do; and, as to the
nature of the experience of tha good, the action that fol~
lows from attention to this individuality will issue in an
experience that is unique because consisting of = unique
combination of elements.

The proper method for knowing what is good in a
particular situatien, and hence how to act, is to examine
carefully and thoroughly all the relatioms that are in-
‘volved.in the aituation,- conditions and conseqguences.
Clearly this view, rather than containing a descriptien of
the good, need not imply even that its proponent has a
conception of the good. It may be insisting only that the
same method be applied here that has been sueccessfully em-
ployed in obtaining other sorts of knowledge, so that the
only assumption involved would be that the good is suffic~
iently the same sort of object as the other kinds of things
of which we have knowledge that whatever the good actually
turns out to be it may be approached by the same method.

1
And as a matter of fact this is Dewey's positien. Hence

1. Cf. Chapter "Moral Knowledge".
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information about our method of knowing what to do in a
moral perplexity does not imply a deseription of the good.
However, if for Dewey the good were knowledge of

the good, or the endeavor to attain this knowledge, then
the account of the method of knowing the good would seem
to be adequate to constitute a definition of the good.
That the good 1s not the latter becomes clear in our treat-
ment of virtue, which, as the endeavor to know the good, is
related to the good as its instrument but is not identical
with it. And if the good is khowledge, not in general, but
of the good, it is implied that the good, besides its char-
acter of being known, has some special content; so that to
define the good as knowledge of the good still leaves the

~ problem of defining what else the good is; that is, what it
is that is known. It may still be held that the essential
trait of the good is its being known, but without a defini-
tion of the particular content of the good which is known,
the fact of its being known cannot differentiate the good
from anything else that is known. Hence we can require that

- the good be defimed apart from its being known and hence in

distinction from the method by which it is known.

But we shall see that neither does Dewey conceive
the good as knowledge of the good. For him the good is,
first, something "experienced", and while this includes

knowledge of the good, it does not exhaust the good; and
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second, it has a positive content. A thing to be a good
must be verified by intellectual procedure, but its nature
as good consists not in this verification but in & positive
content-~social well-being. For Dewey, knowledge of the
goed is an 1ndispensabie instrument to the good, but it is
neither identical with it nmor its essential trait. Thus it

| must be possible to describe how the good is known without
describing what the good essentially is; and hence the good
cannot, for Dewey, be defined by the method of knowimg the
good. It may be that the attainment of the good requires an
account of our method of knowing it, and that a& full account
of the nmature of the good as social well-being involves a
reference to this methods yet it is possible to define the
essential nature of concept of social well=being in distinc-
tion from the nature of moral knowledge. However closely
moral knowledge and the moral good are connected, it must be
possible to describe the former without including the latter.
Were it not, the two would be identical, which we have seen
cannot furnish a definition of the good.

Second, Dewey's conception of the nature of the

experience of good does not contain a description of the

good. For what is stresed as the essential feature of this
experience is its "uniqueness", the absolute individuality
of its felt quality. To constitute an adequate definition

of the good this feature would have to differentiate good
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from bad, there being no bad experiences that were anique.
But while Dewey holds that uniqueness is a necessary trait
of the experienée of good, he would hardly maintain, we
believe, that only experiences of good were uniqué.

In bringing out that these views of our method of
knowing the good and the nature of our experience of the
good are not adequate to define the good we shall consider
all but one of the descriptions of the goocd--the essential
doctrine, which is that the good is "social well-being".
Each of the descriptioms to be considered bears upon both
points, but they may be divided inte two sets in terms of
their emphasis. Those characterizations of the good that
stress our method of knewing the good are: "that which
meets the needs af the situation®; "Exercise of Function",
or."Realization of Individuality"; "harmony®. Those which
more clearly recognize the nature of the experience of the
good are: “growth"; "activity"; "experience of meaning".
The common emphasis in all six is, as has been noted, the
character of individuality or uniqueness.: Our exposition of
these descriptions will attempt to show how they tend to
pass into each other, as well as their bearing on ome or
the other of the two issues, and their,inadequaey~as a

definition of the good.
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THE VARIOUS DESCRIPTIONS OF THE GOOD

The Good as "Meeting the Needs of the Situation".

' The first of the general characterizations of the
good to be considered=~"that which meets the needs of the
situation"--brings out with greatest force the individusl-
ity of every moral situation and consequently of every
moral experience. The following quotations indicate the
nature of the characterization of the good as that which
meets the need of the situation. "...no act can be so vir-
tuous, so right, as to go beyond meeting the demands of the
situation."1 "A moral law...is the prineciple of;ﬁctivn
which, acted upon, will meet fﬁe ngeds of the‘exisiiﬁg
s;tuation as regards the wants, powers and circumstances of t
the persons concerne@g"gfIt is in reference to thié, per-~
haps the most familiar of Dewey's descriptiems of the good,
that he contends that conduct is "absolutely iﬁdi‘vidualizede.
Moral deliberation (like any form of deliberation, for
Dewey) arises in a "problematic situation®; a conflict or

stress of some sort is presented and provokes an effort to

l. Outlines of Ethics, p. 225,

2. Ibid., pe. 177.

5 Moral Theory and Practice, p. 191,
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relieve it. Because every such situation is a complex of
peculiar elements it exacts a fresh analysis and in the
resolution provides a unique good. The good is unique,
Dewey says, because "it marks the resolution of a dis-
tinctive complication of competing habits and impulses
which can never repeat itself.“1

The other important feature of the concept is
the necessity of a conscientious survey of the facts
and relations relevant to the performance of the good
act. Rules and principles are to be used as instruments
for analyzing out eleﬁents of the situation, rather than
for prescribing mechanically what is to be done.
The neglect to engage in this detailed work results in
the guidance of conduct by "instinct" or "sentiment®.
Thus the act which will meet the situation is determined

. . 2
by the relationships the latter contains.

l. Human Nature and Conduct, p. 211,

2. The nature of the "situation" to which Dewey refers and
the "relationships" that are to determine the good act
are illustrated in an example he gives of what con-
stitutes obligation. Taking the case of a street rail-
way conductor whose union has ordered a strike, Dewey
says: "He has to act not in view of some abstract prin-
ciple, but in view of a concrete situation. He con-
siders his present wage in relation to its needs and
abilities; his capacity and taste for this and for that
wotk; the reasons for the strike; the conditions of
labor at present with reference to winning the strike,

(see next page)
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It is apparent that this concept offers only ad-
vice as to how, in & particular situation, to know and
attain the good, not & description of what the good is.
There is the further question, to be considered in the
chapter on Moral Knowledge, of how, without an abstract
coneept of the good, w e could know what the good is, even
in the particular situation. But in any case the advice
does not define what is good in the abstract; it dées not
include the common eleméht in the good. It suggests rather
& procedure for cbtaining good in the concrete. The advice
alone would be sufficient if there were no common trait of
the good, or if the good were simply a procedure. But if
there is such a thing as the good, its particular instances
must possess some common element certifying them as good.

1l
And while Dewey believes that in morals method is supreme,

and as to the chance of getting other work, He considers
his family, their needs and developing powers; the de~-
mand that they should live decently; that his children
should be fairly educated and get a fair start in the
world; he considers his relatianships to his fellow
meMbers in the union, ete.' (Qutlines of Ethics, p. 1783
this same illustration is given in more dramatie form
in Moral Theory and Practice, p. 199).

l. The Philesophy of John Dewex The Library of Living
Philosophers, Vol. I ed. by Paul Arthup Schilpp,
Northwestern University, Evanston and Chicago, 1939.
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certainly he does not believe that the good is identical
with the endeavor to discover it. He does have a positive
notion of the good, as is apparent in its desecription as
social well~being.

Without some further specification of the "needs
of the situation" we would have no way for determining |
whether specific acts and their consequences are good or
bad. "Needs" is evidently meant to designate what the agent
ought to do, but until the nature of these needs are speci-
fied, until we are told what needs are legitimade and what
emes wrong, we are unable to determine whether the agent has

| responded to those that are prepers or, 1If the term "needs"
is restricted to those that are proper, its content must be
elaborated so as to enable us to define the good denotative-
ly. We could perhaps determine whether the act followed
from the correct method of knowimg the situation, but this
could not decide the morality of the act nor the goodness

of its consequences unless the good consisted im knowing fhe
good, which we have seen to be inadequate as a definition.
To make the notion of the "needs of the situation" compati-
ble with the standard of social well=being which Dewey ad-
vances, these nmeeds must be given a defimite resfriction.
Without the specification of their social character there
can be no objection to finding in any situation "needs"

contrary to social well-being. "Certainly," one might agree,
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Wit is neeessary to meet the needs of the situation, but
fhe only real, valid needs are my own, and whether these
include social well=being is simply irrelevant." VGn the
éeneral description of the "needs" of the situation that
h&s thus far been given, no effective reply could be
#ffere@,

However, Dewey has other descriptions of the good
that seem to provide greater specificity to the general
conception of "that which meets the needs of the situa-
‘ﬁicn". Do these introduce an adequate definition of the

good?

The Good as "Exercise of Function" or
"Realization of Individuality".
, An analysis of Dewey's meaning of "function" and
"individuality" in this description of the good discloses in
ﬁore detail the nature of the "needs" of the situatiom.
, The common feature im "individuality" and "func-
tion" is that each includes bggg‘subﬂe@tive capacity and
ébje@tive environment, Individuality meanss
On one side,...special dispositions, temperament, gifts,
bent, or inclination; om the other side,...special sta-

tion, situation, limitations, surroundings, opportuni-
ties, etce Or, let us say, it means specific capacity and

specific environment. Each of these elements, apart from
the other, is a bare abstraction and without reality. 1

1, Outlines of‘Ethics, Pe 97.
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Environmental conditions give significance, content, and
opportunity for exercise, to capacity; capacity selects out
and gives vitality to environment.
~As to "function", Dewey explains:
Function is a term which we may use to express the union
of the two sides of individuality. The idea of function
is that of an active relation established between power
of doing, on one side, and something to Be done on the
other. 1

Thus it follows that individuality will be realized, or
funetion exercised, only by action which is properly related
both to subjective capacity and objective circumstances.

In short, this good will be achieved by action
which meets the “requirements.of the situation", situation
now being seen tb include both subjective and objeective ele~
ments.  There are two types of "meeds" to be satisfied, and
-eaeh is strietly relative to the other.2

The same point is expressed more explicitly, but

much more briefly, in §£udy of Ethics, the only plmce to my

knowledge where Dewey éxpressly defines the ethical meaning

of the much used term "situation®. Here he says, "...the

situation is nmothing but the complete co~ordinstion ggrall
3

his (the agent's) powers (abilities) and relations".

1. Ibid., pe 100.
2., Study of Ethics, pp. 10~1ll.

3¢ Ibidey Do S
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‘He illustrates with a business situations

The agent, to be successful, must form his plans with
reference to his conditioms--state of raw material,
transportation facilities, demand in market, and others
competing to supply this demand. His purposes, so far
as rightdy formed, are & symthesis or co-ordination of
the prevailing conditions of his scene of action,

But thie situation is not somethinmg hard and fixed,
outside of the agent. What the situation is to him
depends upon his own capacities--his resources, skill,
ete. He himself is a part of the cenditions to be
taken into account, Inferior raw material wlill yield
to an invention which enables him to get more out of
it, remoteness from market to his ability to contrive
new methods of transportation, ete. 1

We are thus enabled also to see more ciearly the
import of the assertion: ¥.oomoral conduct is entirely in-
dividualized. It is where, when, how, and of whom."2
Because the good act, as that which meets the needs of the
situation, is determined by two variable elements, sub-
jective disposition and objective circumstances, so related
that each is influenced by the other, the good of the situ-
ation must be wrought so as to satisfy this peculiar set of
specifications.

Here again we have only more specific advice as
to how to achieve knowledge of the good and good actien,
not a description of what the good abstrasctly consists in.
We know that the elements in the situamtion @re so related

‘that they cannot be considered in isolatien, and that the

1. Ibido' Pe 91
2. _Outlines of Ethics. p. 135,
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particular good of the situation will be one that takes
this into account. But so far we do mot know what the gen-
eric trait of the particular good will be. Again, with the
general account given thus far, we would be incapable of
condemning or approving any sort #f conduet, for without a
restriction upon the eiements that are properly involve&.im
the moral situation, the agent might claim that any he chose
to concentrate upon constitutédthe needs of the situationm.
There is, however, another description of the goad
that might seeh to make this conception adequate by explain-
.Ing how the "needs of the situation" are to be met, suggest-
ing that they have a certain organizatiom. We turn them to
an examination of the description of the good as “harmony".

The Good as Harmony

The emphases upon the method of knowing the good,
and upon the nature of the experience of good, seem to merge
in the concept of harmony. This apparently possesses for

Dewey two meanings in relation to the good. In aone it sig-

nifies the nature of the active experience of good, namely
as the resolution of conflict. In another, it signifies
the orientation of desires or needs in reflectiom.

In the first sense harmony means only uninhibited
activitys in the secomd it means a relation of consistence

among "ends®, "desires", or "values". Yet tihe two meanings
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- are complementarys; for acticity can move "freely", it ecan
rossess integrity or harmony only wheﬁ thére is no conflict
among "ends". Harmony then in one case is simply an adjee~
tive applied to satisfactory activity to designate its
satisfactoriness; in the other it stands for a certain relar.
tion among the ends of conduct. The latter is something to
be achieved by deliberation, while the former is the result
of this acecomplishment of harmony. Because the lgtter is a
product and an irreducible quality of direct experience,
the term "harmony" becomes significant as a characteriza-
tion of the good only as this relation of ends, the satis~
factory character of experience that is indicated by the
other use of harmony being an effeet of this relation.

The "“harmony" that consists of a certain type of experience
apparently can not be described as experience, except per-
haps poetically, and hence it is important as a descriptien
of the good only in this formal, relational aspect.,

The purpose of all cases of deliberation is to
reinstate the active harmony of experience, to "secure a re-
unification of activity and the restoi&tion of its ongoing
unity”. ' The distinguishing feature of the problematie
meral situation, however, is that the confliect to be re-

solved lies between ends or salues potential in the present-

ed situatiom. In another type of situation the end is given

l. Human Nature and Conduct, p. 196.
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at the start, there is only one value, and deliberation
arises to discover the means of obtaining it. In the
moral situation it is necessary, on the one hand, to act

in some fasior on the other, to base action upom & choice
1

between "incompatible values".
2 ,

"Moral theory cannot emerge when there is positive
belief as to what is right and what is wrongs...
It emerges when men are confromted with situations
in which differen®§ desires promise opposed goods
and in which incompatible courses of mction seem to
be morally justified. Only such a conflict of good
éends and of standards and rules of right and wrong
calls forthepersonal inquiry into the bases of
morals." 3 :

It is to be expected them that the office of
reflection is “"the formation of a judgment of valug in
- which particular satisfactions are placed as integral
parts of cenduct as a comsistent harmonious whole".4

and accordingly "...a satisfaction which is seen, by re~-
flection based on large experience, to unify in a harmon-

ious way his (the agent's). whole system of desires, is

l. Ethics, second ed., p. 174,

2. Moral theory is used here'as synonymous with reflection
upon & moral problem.

3. Cf. Bthics, first ed., pp. 205=211.
4, Ibid., p. 228.
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higher in quality than a good which is such only in rela-
o 1

tion to a particular want in isolation."
Wisdom, or, as it is called on the ordinary plane,
prudence, sound judgment, is the ability to foresee
consequences in such a way that we form ends which
grow into one another and reenforce one another,
Moral folly is the surrender of the greater good for
the lesser; it is snatching at one satisfaction im a
way which prevents us from having others, and which
gets us subsequently into trouble and dissatisfae~
tion.” 2

But thus far the comments indiéate only the general fact
~that ends are to be organized in some fashion, a point.
that would seem to be contained in the insistence upon thé
_nmcessity of meeting the needs of the situatiou. Is there
no general trait that distinguishes the relation of "har-
mony“? Dewey seems to offer none,

We find that the meaning of "harmony" as a
deecription of the good, tends to become absorbed into two
of the other characterizations. As a certain relation
among desires it becomes the "expression of the entire self";
a8 a certain relation among the elements of the situation |
it "meets the needs of the situation". As repards the
former, the idea of harmbny is expressed in described the
good act as that which manifests the whole self.

l. Ibid.,s p. 212.
2+ Ibid., p. 228.
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The basis for distriminating between "right" and
"wrong" in the judgment is found in the fact that
some acts tend to narrow the self, to imtroduce frie-
tion into it, to weaken its power, and in various
ways to disintegrate it, while other acts tend to ex-
pand, invigorate, harmonize, and in general organmize
the self. 1
Again:
The bad act is partial, the good organic. The good
man "eats to liwe", that is, the satisfaction even of
the appetite of hunger is funetional to the whole self
or life; if we say the man who "lives to eat® is bad,
it is because he is sscrificing much of himself to one
partial expression of himself., 2
The good man expresses his entire self in each particular
d@t; the particular deed "harmonizes his powers, rgducing
his impulses, both primary and induced, to unity." Duty
is the appeal of this larger, organic self as against the
divided, partial self,

The concept of "harmony" as equivalent to "that
. which meets the needs of the situation" is indicated in its'
use in stating what is involved in the "medimtion of im-
pulse". The latter is clearly a description of the method
for knowing the right; and hence is not to be considered
here., However it is only in reference to this that the
digstinctive meaning of harmony as a relation is suggested.

1, Study of Ethics, p. 22.
2 Ibido, Pe 23,

3. Ibide, Pe T4s
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And we find not only that harmony designates primarily our
means éf kmowing the good but that even in this meaning it
does not contain distinguishinmg traits, thus adding mothing
to the concept of meeting the needs of the situation.
_ Contrasting reasonable and unreasonable choice,
Dewey describea the latter bys
But the objeet thought of may be one which stimulates
by unifying, harmonizing, differens competing tenden-
bies. It may release an activity in which all are ful~-
filled, not indeed, in their original form, but in a
"gublimated® fashiom, that is, in a way which modifies
the original direction of each by reducing it to a com=-
ponent along with others in an action of transformed
quality. 1
Later he Says that reasonable choice
implies, of course, the presence of a comprehensive
object, ome which coordinates; organizes and functions
each factor of the situation which gave rise to con=
flict, suspense and deliberation. 2
But here Dewey is speaking of a unifieation that is stiictly
relative to the situation in which action must eventuate, and
80 he speaks of the harmony that is to be achieved as be-~
tween "habits" and "impulses". The problem is foeused, not
- upon the relation of abstract ends to one anotherj of their
Yharmony" or consistence, but on the relation of desires or
3
"preferences" to one another. The center of attention is the
Problematic situation, and the relation among ends is appar-

ently relative to this situation.

1. Human Nature and Conduct, pp. 195-194.
2, Ibide, P. 195.
%0 Ibfdg, Pe 193,
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Thus it seems that "harmony" cannot be desecribed
in terms of certain gene:&l traits but that, on the con-
trary, it is always such a& unique affair that the formal
aspect is inseparable from the actual elements coordinated,
The individuality of the situation in which harmony is to
be secured apparently requires that the relation among the
elements organized be equally inimitable. That this is the -
case is indicated by Dewey's failure, to my knowledge, to
consider this question, and By the fact that all his dfis-
cussions are related to the problematic situation. For if
harmony were a general relation possessing a certain formal
structure, surely Dewey would define it,

The same comments apply to "harmony" as a descrip~
tion of the good that apply to "that which meets the needs
of the situation" and to "exercise of function". The
points in each case bear upon the method for knowing what act
will promote the good in a concrete situation. They do not
tell us what is the nature of the general good that this
method will promete, mor how to determime whether or not a

particular act is good.

The Good as Conecrete and Experiential:
“Enrichment of Meaning", "Activity"
A qualifiéation of the concept of the good as the
act which meets the needs of the gitugtion now must be made

- @xplicit., This concept has more importance in reference to
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the right than to the good, indicating what ought to be
dome in the particular situation rather than what is ab~
stractly good. This same concept is employed as the stan-
dard for knowing the right. We already have seen that om
nccasion Dewey speaks of phe act which ﬁeets thg needs of
the situation as the gg;§; good, indicating that such an
act is in terﬁs of a respomsibility or obligation. It is
necessary t9»notice as regards the good that it is not )
;Qentical with the act of doing the right. Moral goodness,
or virtub; is precisely the doing of such actg; but these
‘are designed to serve the accoﬁplishﬁent of experienced
good, This Dewey indicates in three other descriptions

of the good that'pervade @ll his ethical writing. One is
that of "growth", The others are thase of the good as
"Yenrichment of meaning! and as "activity" or "the meaning
that is experienced towbeleng to an activity when conflict
and~eﬁtanglement of various incompatible impulses and habits
terﬁinate in a unified, orderly release in.aetion.“l

The descriptiom of the good as "enrichment of meaning® is
so close to these two other notions that its consideratien

will be incorporated in that of these bther two.

1. Human Nature and Conduc%, Pe 210,
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‘The Good as "Activity"

The last quet@tion serves to enunciate s.point
that is not always clear in Dewey, mamely, that the good is
nqt activity as such (when activity is conceived in the
erdinary way as distinguished from quiescence) but aotivity
having a certain form or certain traits. This does not mean
that the good is activity of a particular kind or.concerned
with certain sorts of objeets, such as thinking or making
money, but only that Dewey introduces qualifications of
activity that distinguish the proper sorxrt of activity from
other forms of behavior. Obviously without such qualifica-
tions he would not have given an adequate conecept of the
good, gsince the fact that human beings are always active in
some form deprives us of any means of distinguishing the
good from the ba&.l What then is meant by the good as

activity?

In one form in which the good is characterized as

"activity" there is intended a distinction between it and

"deliberation", in which case the description seems to be

l. In Human Nature and Conduct p.1l18, Dewey sayst"In truth
man acts anyway, he can't help acting.” And in The Quest
for Certainty, he declares that the fact that action 1is
not inherently inferior to knowledge “...does not imply
that action is higher and better than knowledge, and

~practice inherently superior to thought...Action, when
directed by knowledge, is method and means, mot an end.
The aim and end is the securer, freer and more widely
shared embodiment of values in experience." p. 38.
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equivalent to that of the good as ”har@gny"_in‘one éf its
meanings. Activity then means‘the rgsults which follow
ﬁaliberation“, thg latter being the process thgt arises in
the event of a felt conflict and has as its function the
resolution of the difficulty. This resolution is followed
by “activity“. Thus to desigmate the nature of the activ-
ity}that foliows deliberation, as well as the office of the
latter, activity is usually characterized as "unified",
"integrated", "harmonized", "equilibrated", “restored".
Such terms clearly reveal the nature of the origin of the
Process bring;ﬁg them about. In a situation that is "trou-
blea", ndisintegrated”, it is the businmess of'del;bexutian
%o remove the inhibiting abstacies, "to resolve entangle-

ments in existing activity, restore éontinnity, recover
: ‘ 1
hamony oM

In other cases in which Dewey speaks of activity
as the good, activity means "freedom" or "gxgreise of func-
tion", these terms signifying the same thing.z "The end
of desire is activity; and it is.only in fullness and unity

B

1. Human Nature and Conduct, p. 199.

2, "Only that end which executed really affects greater
energy and comprehensiveness of character makes for
actual freedom. In a word, only the good man, the man
who fd truly realizing his individuality, is free in the
Positive sense of that word." Outline of Ethiocs, p. 164.
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1 .
of activity that freedom is found." Thus this notion of

activity as the good turns us bwckvto the conception of the

good as "the realized will, the develoﬁed or satisfied
2 .
gelf"., Saying that "the realization of our capacities or

powers constitutes our moral goal" he goes on to say:

"To realize capacity...means to act at the height of action,
3 v
to realize its full meaning.® The identity of this notion

with that of "exercise of function" (and the indivisuality
of the situation in which it is exﬁréise&) is apparent
when he explgins that the capacities te be réalized are not
simply capacities in general, but specifiec capacities in
- relation to a specific environment.
The capacities of a child, for example, are not simply
of a child, not of a man, but of this child, not of
any other. So far as they have to do with the ideal
to be realized, it is the precise capabilities exist-
ing at that exact moment, capabilities as individual-

ized as that place im space and that portion of time
which is concerned. 4

Dewey says:
The notion which I would suggest...is that of self as

always a concrete speecific activity; and therefore...
the identity of self and realization. 5

l. Outlines of Ethic, p. 164.

2e Ibid.. Pe 95,
3. Self-Realization as the Moral Ideal, Pe. 659.

4, Ibid., p. 655.
5 Ibid., Dpe 653 .
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The identity of the concepts of activity and self-realiza-
tion as the good is clear ins
To find the self in the highest and fullest activity
possible at the time, and to perform the act in the
consciousness of its complete identification with

self (which means, I take it, with complete interest)
is morality, and is realizatiom. 1

. This description of the good is inadequate, first
because action per se cannot differentiate the good from
the bad, and Second; because all other comments involved in
this characterization and specification of the senses in
which activity is good either reduce to previously con~
sidered descriptions or indicate the experiential naturé of
godd. The latter does hot suffice betause it is a descrip-~
- tion of the eharacter of experience rather than of the good.
Two points are made: (1) The good haimonizes competing im-
pulses (2) in an experience that is“satiafying. But Dewey
has been seen to offer no account ofta general relation that
subsists between impulses when they are sqﬁgrgunized.as to
eventuate in an experience that is good. “Nor is there pro-
vided the other alternmative that might inform.ws what sort
of experiences are "satisfying"; we are not told which
general eapacities may be realized. That the realization or
activity of just any capacity does nok coﬁstitute good 1is

clear in the description of the good as social welfare, for
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this must condemn the manifestation of the anti~sbecial
capacities of the criminal. Can the concept of grewth
offer any help?

The Good as Growth

This notion of the good as experiential is clear-
est in Dewey's conception of progress. The good, Déwéy has
said, is the meaning belonging to a presént experience, and
progress, he likewise insists, is siﬁply the increase in
"meaning", "fullness", "richness", "significance" of the
hresent.' It is not a never ending approximation to a future
goal, each step diminishing by a certain amount the road te
be traversed. Each situation provides its own measure for
pProgress, which will be attained in so fér as existing ob-

structions are removed.

We move on from the worse into, not just towards, the
better, which is authenicated not by comparison with
the foreigm but in what is indigenous. Unless pro-
gress is a present reconstrueting it is nothing; if it
cannot be told by qualities belongimg to the movement
of transition it can never be Judged. 1
Its object is mot in & sort of perfectiom but simply a more
éatisfactory experience. Ideals, ends, prove their worth,
not by their capacity to disparage from their empyrean
heights our actual and attainable values; not by their

ability to captivate our imesgination with an intensity ihat

i. Human Nature and conduét. p; 282+
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baralyzes our mctive energies. Theirs is the humbler office

of enriching present experience, of informing effort with
significance and imtent. And Dewey records as the “underxr-
lying truth* of Epicureanism its recognition of the all-
importance of the present as the l@dus of goods This view
is essentially that the good is a matter of direct experiemce,
Dewey's addition is that the best preparation for future
goods, the best way to perfeet our techniques for handling
future situatiomns, and the only means for attaining in the
future things of worth, is by attending to the situation
direetly presented.
An activity which does not have worth enough to be
carried on for its own sake cannot be very effective
as a preparation for something else. By making the
present activity the expression of the full meaning
of the case, that activity is, indeed, an end in it~
self, not a mere means to something beyond itself;
but in being a totality it is also the condition of
all future integral actiome It forms the habit of
requiring that every act Be an outlet of the whole
self, and it provides the instruments of such com~-
plete funetionming. 1
The comnotation of growth or progress in "real~
ization" and "sectivity" renders these especially suitable
to carxry Dewey‘s meaniﬁg. One of his favorite remarks is
*the better is the good",fthis being intended to express

not only the idez that what is good in a situation is al-

ways a matter of comparison but that without constant

l. Self-Realization as the Moral ldeal, p. 660,
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improvement the agent ceases to be good. He declares, "no
matter how "good" he (the agent) has been, he becomes "hmd "
(even though acting upon a relatively high piace of athain-
ment) as soom as he falls to respond to the demand for
érawth.”l Thus Dewey comtrasts "possessing" and "acting",

| the former being satisfaction with prier sttainments, the
lstter a-willimgness to abandon old values and to exploit
the potentimlities of the new situation to meet the demands
it imposes. "The getting and possessing side of life has
value only when it is made the stimulus and nutriment of
new and wider aeting.*z The moral life is an actiwve search
for new values and for new differentiatioms and complexi~-
tles in those already experienced.,

In ome place Dewey distinguishes four types of
Badness, all béing instances of the failure to grow.
WLawiessness”, "Selfishness", "Baseness", and "Demoraliza-
tion" are all ways in which the self refuses to expand and
develop, to break away from its narrowness in the projec~
tion of a larger self.5
The concept of the individuality of the situatiom

and of the good as meeting its demands, merge im this com~

1. BEthics, second ed., D. 342.
2. Outlines of Ethics, D. 209.

3, Ibid., pp. 216-221.
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cept of growthe For it is precisely because the situation
presented is mew, and holds potential mew values, that it is
incumbent upon the agent to meet this novelty with a corres-
ponding reconstructiem,

"Growth" likewise is inadequate alone as a definji-
tion of the go@d.v For in order to be distinguighable from
mere change, growth must possess both continuity and increase

© of some specific sort. Continuity implies a relationship
among changes, and grewth an increase guantitatively or
qualitatively. Thus growth to become a meaningfiul conceptiomn
of the good, adding something to the other comcepts consid-
ered, must be more specifically defined. NAgain in terms of
the description of the good as social well~being there are
certain forms of ®*growth', in its ordimary connotation at
least, that clearly would not be aceceptable imstances of

1
good, e.g. growth in the ability to cheat ones associages.

l. Perhaps an additional note is necessary upon the good
as enrichment of meaninge. For Dewey, the concept seems
either to be identical with "growth" and "activity" or to
signify a purely cognitive apprehension. In the latter
sense it would not constitute the good. The insistence
upon the uniqueness and the immediacy of the good need
not include such a conception, for while cognitive
meanings are, for Dewey, predominatitly instruments, they
yet may provide direct enjoyments. But as wé shall see
when considering the good as social, this en}pyment is
good only as approved by a social standard.
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The Common Element
in These Descriptions of the Good

It is épparent that what were considered as rela-
tively distinet concepts of the good are not really so in
Dewey's system; that they are rather different ways he at
various times expresses one essential view, without ever
distinguishing them himself. Perhaps, then, it is not al~
together surprising that in each of these descriptions of
the good we were forced to turn to something else to render
them adequaté. They furnish a rieh expression of the method
of kmowing the good and the mature of the experience of good,
but they all have in common the failure to define the good.
That their inadequacy in combination is equal to that of each
separately, is apparent when it is noted that they tend to
merge into each other and that they agree in their contribu-
tion and in their inadequacy-~that of containing information
on the two above issues, information related to a descrip~
tion of the good but not including it.

The reason the inquiry up to this point has not
been successful, and‘that thus far no satisfactory concept
of the good has been uncovered, is the,emiasion of the
common element in each of the viewsj; this element--the
social chaocter of the good--being the central and erucial

item in Dewey's ethics. The purpose in treating the other
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elements in his view apart from this essentiam,eleﬁent is
that Dewey himself never clearly makes the separation, and
the various ones discussed tend to become confused with one
another and with the element omitted. Having proceeded in
this way we are enabled to see that because these views dis-
‘aussed depend for their adequaey upon the element common to
them all, they canmot be offered as a substitute or bulwark
for this.

Dewey seems implicitly to recognize that these
desecriptioms are not be themselves sufficient to definme the
good, for his discussioms of these various aspects of the
good usually turn at some poimt to the good as social, Self-
realization is the good only in so far as the realization
depends upon *,.,.enduring interests in the objects which
: 1
all ecan share."

The kind of self which is formed through action whiech
is faithful to relations with others will be a fuller
and broader self than one which is c¢ultivated in isola~
tion from or in opposition to the purposes and needs of
others. In contrast, the kind of self which results
from generous breadth of interest may be said alone to
constitute & development and fulfillment of self, while
the other way of life stumts and starves selfhood by

cuttings it off from the connections necessary to its
growth. 2

l. BEthics, second ed., Pe. 335,
2e Ibidc, Pe 335,
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And of the good as harmony, he says:

The ratiomal good means a comprehensive or complete end,
in which are harmoniously included a variety of special
aims and values...Since the general or inclusive good
is a common or social good, reconciling and combining
the ends of a multitude of private or particular
persons, Jjustice is the preeminently social virtue;
that which maintains the due order of individuals in
the interest of the comprehensive or sccial unity. 1

Of “exercise of function" he sayss

That performance of function which is "the goaod", is

now seen to consist in vital union with, and reprodue-

tion of, the practical institutions of which one is a

member. The maintenance of such institutions by the

free participation therein of individual wills, is,

of iteelf, the common good. 2

Dewey's Conception of Virtue
The inadequacy of these descriptions of the goad

may be brought out in still another way, at the same time
furnishing an opportunity to expound Dewey's comception of
virtue, 8Since virtue is related to the good as a means to
obtaining it, a definition of the cardinal virtues should
both indicate the nature of the good and serve as a test for
the adequacy of a conception of the goods It should do the
latter by requiring that the definition offered of the good
be capable of deriving the cardinal virtues. Since the vir-~

tues are the instruments for securing the good, & coneception

1. Bthics, first ed., p. 414.
2. Outlines of Ethics, pp. 173-174,
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of the good should be capable of stating what the virtues

are. This does mot require that the concept be capable of
telling in every concrete case a priori what will conduce

to it; but oﬁly that it be able to state in general terms,
such as the cardinal virtues, what instruments are produc-
tive of it.

In our examination of Dewey's theoxyof virtue we
shall lIook for these two things: first, what Dewey's concep~-
tion of virtue indicates regarding his theory of the good;
second and principally, whether from the above descriptions
of the good we can derive what he defines as the virtues,

As regards the first, the virtues indicate that what is good
is both knewledge of the good and social well=being. We are
5already familiar with the involvement of the former which is
not & differentia of the good with the latter which is this
differentim, in Dewey's treatmént of ethical issues. As re-
gards the second, if the ¥irtues were ceniihed to indicating
that the good is knowing the good, the various descriptions
of the good that were considered would seem to be capable of
deriving what are defimed as the virtues. This would not
appear to be the case, however, if the virtues also indicate
that the good is social, for imamsmuch a8 the siﬂ.descriptians
of the good do not contain the notionm that tha»gaéd is social,

they would seem to offer no reason why socially benefiecial
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Two objections may arise to contest the servicea-
bility of such & method of testimg the definition of the
good. One is that the meaning of the wirtues is not static
but changing, and since they have mo essential identity they
are useless to differentiate good from bad., Such an ob-
jection ﬁill be considered at another place, (Chapter II,
See. 1) but it may be observed in passing that if this is
true of all general terms, then the definition of the good
is manifestly inadequate since it contains euch terms which
must then have mo single meaning. The éecond obJection is
that moral situatioms are so individual that what is a value
or virtue can be told only in reference to a particular case,
because the goad or bad quality of the walue or virtue de-
pends upon the peculiar nature of the instance., If this were
the case the adequacy of a conceptiom of the good would be
determinable only as regards the adequacy of the theory of
human nature supporting it and the adequacy of its theory of
our method of knowing the right. Is this true of Dewey's
position? |

Dewey's imsistence upon the non=static character of
virtues embraces two pointse One is the alterabllity of the
meaning of concepts of virtue, and this we have reserved for
a later treatment, The other is the plasticity of the

virtues as regards one another. We shall see that he does

not regard virtues as relative to the situation in the above

[ W X PN
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Dewey's position is that as attributes of char-
acter virtues are not separate and defimite dispositions, to
be cultivated one at a time. Rather they imterpenetrate and
fuse, involwing one another in their effeetive aperation.

He says:

The mere idea of a catalogue of different virtues
commits us to the notion that virtues may be kept
apart, pigeon~holed in water tight compartments. In
fact virtuous traits interpenetrate one another; this
unity is involved in the very idea of integrity of
character. At ome time persistence and endurance in
the face of obstacles is the most prominent features
then the attitude is the excellence called couragee.
At another time, the trait of impartiality and equity
is uppermost, and we call it justice. At other times,
the necessity for subordinating immediate satisfac-
tion of a strong appetite or desire to a comprehen~
sive good is the conspicuous feature. Then the dis=-
position is denominated temperance, self-control,
When the preiminent phase is the need for thoughtful-
ness, for consecutive and persistent attention, in
order that these other qualities may function, the
interest receives the name of moral wisdom, insight,
conscientiousness. In each case the difference is
one of emphasis. 1 ,

For both of these reasons it is impossible to catalogue

the virtues and define each exax:.tly.'2 The substitute Dewey
afferé, however} presents‘no hindrance to considering them
as the cardinal virtues, so leng as we remember their inter~

penetrative character. They are explicitly advanced on this

bagsis in his earlier Outlines of Ethicgs. In the later

1, Ethics, second ed.,‘p.‘zas; for a further illustration of
this "wholeness of virtue", see Ibid., p. 285.

2. Ethics, first edition, pp. 400-402.
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editioms of the Ethics he prefers to comsider them as
"qualities characteristic of interest".1 But in both cases
fhsre are three primary virtues that do not alter with situ-
ations in such a way that in some their opposites constitute
virtuous action., On the contrary, all of the virtues seem to
be involved in a sublimated form in every instance of moral
conduct, the wariances of the particular situation serving
only to emphasize the presence of a particular one.z Thus

- the virtues, either singly or conjointly, qualify every case
of moral conduect. This will beaeme clear in the following
discussion of the concrete nature of the virtues.

The relation of virtues to the good as instruments
to its accomplishment is clear in the statement that virtues
are "The habits of character whose effect is to sustain and
spread the ratiomal or common goad.“3 Virtue is explicitly
defined &8 "..othe settled intelligent identification of an
agent's capacity with some aspéct of the remsomable or com-
mon,happiness."4

Deﬁej's conception of virtue is, we believe, best

understood in terms of the gébd and knowledge of the goode

l. Ethics, second ed., pP.281; Cp.Ethica,first ed.,Dp.402-405,
2. Ethics, second ede, Do 285.

3 Ibid., Pe 401,

4., Ethics, first edey Do 405.
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On one hand he maintains that the virtues are those tenden-
eies'thatktend to "sustain and spread" the "common" good;
on the other he defines as the virtues, dispositions all of
which are aspects or instruments of knowimg the good. We
#4all consider the latter first,
On: ome occasion Dewey states explicitly the in-
}atrumental,function'of the virtues for knowing the good.
He says:
Our moral failures go back to some weakmess of dis~
position, some absence of sympathy, some one=~sided
bias that makes us perform the judgment of the con=
crete case carelessly or perversely. Wide sympathy,
keen sensitiveness, persistence in the face of the
disagreeable, balance of interests enabling us to
undertake the work of analysis and decision intelli~
gently are the distinctively moral traits--the virtues
or moral excellencies. 1 ;
The idea is more substantially expressed in the distinctive~
ly ethical writings. The "qualities of genuilne interegt"
(or "aspects of virtue" as they are designated in the first
edition of the Ethics) are "wholeheartedmess", "persistence",
and "impartiality" {"purity" or "sinecerity" are given in
place of the last in the first edition.) All of these are
plainly connected with efficient reflection. For Dewey,

"wholeheartedness™ means "consistenocy" and "singlemindedness";

"persistence", stability under adverse conditions; "impar-

tiality", disinterestedness. The point is brought out in

1. Reconstruction in Philesophy, p. 164.
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the importance attributed to "conscientiousness". Dewey
later distinguishes between Wisdom, thé older térm, and
Conscientiousness, the modern terms: the former emphasiszed
a knowledge already possessed, the latter interest in the
discovery of knowledge. The latter is preferred by Dewey,
who sayst: "Moral knowing, as a fundamental or cardinal
aspect of virtue, is then the completeness of the interest
1
in good exhibited in effort to discover the good." In the
first edition of the Ethics Dewey concludes that conscien-
tiousness is the "gﬁarahtee" or "nurse" of all the virtuess
"...since no habitual interest can be integral, enduring,
ém sincere, save as it is reasonable...interest in the good
is also wisdom or conscientiousness--interest in the dis-
covery of the true good of the situation." He continues to
explain specifically how wisdom or consciéntibusness is:
"e..the nurse of all the virtues. Our most devoted
courage is in the will to kmow the good and the fair
by unflinching attention to the painful and disagree~
able. Our severest discipline in self-control is that
which checks the exorbitamt pretemsions of an appetite
by insisting upon knowing it in its true proportions.
The most exacting justice is that of an intelligence
which gives due weight to each desire and demand in de-

liberation before it is allowed to pass into overt
action. 3

<

l. BEthics, second ed., p. 420. For further statements of this
point see Ethics, second ed., p. 275 and pp. 297=-298,

2. Ibid., p. 405,
3. Ibide., De 405,
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In study of Ethics, where Dewey also attempts to reduce
several virtues to the one of conscientiousness} he
stresses the importance of knowledge for virtue. He de~
elares: "Moral education requires a shifting of the centre
of obligation, locating it less in the mere doing of what
seems to be right and more as the habit of searching for
what is really righﬁ.“z

But while the sincere desire té discover the good
may constitute viftue, Dewey sometimes includes in virtue,
as "interest in approved objects", not merely an interest in
discovering what they are but dispositions towards them as

the discovered goode This may simply indicate that Dewey be-

lieves sincere thought is the one means necessary to arriving
at & notion of the proper good as he conceives it, an hypoth~
esis we will examine in the chapter on knowing the‘right.
Here it is enough to nosice that Dewey describes the virtues

in such a way as to suggest they are what they are because

they conduce to social welfare--the common element in all
the expressions of the good.
The statement previously guoted: "...no act can be

so virtuous, so right, as to go beyond meeting the demands

’1;0 Stud! Qf_ Ethies, Pe 144.
2. Ibid., p. 141.
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of the situation...the doing of what needs to be done is
right or virtuous"l might be taken as the cleﬁreat indica-
tion that wvirtue is pursuit of a discovered good. However,
it might also indicate just the reverse, namely that the
good as the "needs of the situation" is primarily a device
for describing our manner of attaining the good, which can be
accomplished only by a fulI.knowledge of the actual case.
And we have seen that this is the purport of the description
of the good as that which meets the needs of the situation.
It is the reference of virtue to the good as social that we
wish to stress. Iis reference to these 6ther concepts of
the good may reduce to the poimt first considered--virtue
as dispositions efficaecious in knowing.
The social orientation of virtue is stated in the

HBthics, first edition. There Dewey defines virtue as |
"...the settled identification of an agent's‘capaqity with
éome aspect of the reasonable or common happineég;“a And he
declaress

Every natural capacity, every talent or ability, whsfhera

of inquiring mind, of gentle affection or of executive

skill, becomes a virtue when it is turned to account

im supporting, or extending the fabric of social values;

and it turns, if not to vice at least to delinquency,
when not thus utilized. 3

1. Qutlines of Ethics, p. 226.

2. Ethics, firet ed., p. 403,
3, Ibid., p. 400.
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The point is also brought out by the idéntification of the
characteristic "impartiality" with equity or justice. Equity

is described a8 the demand that
one should have an equal and even measure of value as
far as the interests of the others come into the
reckoning...the maxim to love our enemies as we love
ourselves signifies that in our conduct we should take
into account their interests at the same rate of
estimate as we rate our own. It is a principle for

regulating judgment of the bearings of our acts on the
happiness of others., 1

The examination of the virtues has then provided
some clear and significant distinctions of good from bad.
The good is that which promotes disinterested knowledge and
gsocial welfare, and the bad must accordihgl& be that which
~gtifles knowledge and involves selfishness. The relation
of these-~=-whether knowledge is morally good simply in ren
vealing the particular character of our duty to social wel~-
fare, the essential good, and whether the employment of the
first neeessarily brings along the second--are problems for
later consideration.2 But we can now recognize fhat these
virtues could not be derived by the descriptions of fhe'good
that have been discussed. We find by applying the latter to
the cardinal virtues that they cannot differentiate the

virtues as good or bad, indicating that we have as vet no

1.‘Eth1cs, second ed., pp. 282-283, For further statement of
the same point, see Ethies, first ed., pp. 297-298,p.397.

2. See chapter on Moral Knowledge.
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ecnception of the good in relation to which thé appropfia&e
virtues can be defined as instruments. Taking the virtue
of "impartiglity" in its aspect as concern fof the interests
of others, there is no way of determining whether or mot it
wills: "meet the needs of the situatidn", "express the whole
\self", "harmonize desires", "produce growth". We must know
first that the "needs' of the situation, the "whole" self,
the "meaning" of activity, the relation of "harmony" among
desires, "growth", include social well=being. Otherwise it
is entirely possible that some other disposition, such as

- partiglity, will meet the "needs" of the situation, express
the 'whole" self, etc. 'Impértiality as the endeavor to know
exadtly what the situation contains without'permitting
prier theory to influence the inquiry, could be derived as a
virtue from these descriptioms of the good, in so far as
they‘contain the notion that knowing is the good. However,
impartiality means for Dewey something more than abjective
disinterestednessy it means an active interest in the wel-~
fare’oz others. And it is not apparent how this sort of
impartiality could serve as an instrument to these charact-
erizations in the signification we have discovered in them.
In fact it might be argued to do the epposite~~to hamper
the attainment of objective knowledge.

Thus we return to an éxamination of the common

element in the various characterizations of the good--its
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social character, for it must be this which renders any of
these doctrines adequate.

In all of his books Dewey says that the good is
social in gharaeter. Yet because he always describes the
good in other terms, his view is somewhat difficult to ex-
tract. From the Qutlines of Efhics to the second edition
of the Ethics the social nature of the good is emphasized.
In the first he asserts that "the moral end is wholly
social"; in the last, "sociai well-being" is the standard
of approved cohduct. He repeatedly speaks of the "rational
or common good", indicating their continuity.l The social
character of the good usually appears, however, in conjunc~-
tion with one of the above descriptions of the good; and
the latter refer primarily to individual conduct. The ex~

" planation seems to be that the social aspeet exercises a
limiting or restricting, rather than a constitutive func-
tion,'in relation to the good. When the conerete, experi
ential character of the good ia uppermost, it is the indiv-
idual that is stressed--the exercise of‘function and enrich-
ment of the meaning of activity~-~since only individuals, not
society, experience. But when the kind of experiences that
constitute the good 1is touched upen; the social factor pre-

dominates. This is miot to suggest that the relations we

enjoy as social members do not contribute to our experience

1.*Introduction“ to Ethies, first and second editions.
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of good, but only that the social agpect in Dewey's theory
: pf the good is of major importance in defining the kind of
experience that 1s proper. o N _

A verbal contradiction in two ﬁﬁ_neweyfs stéte-
menfs serves to open the discussion. We have quoted the
statement that: "In quality, the good is never twice
alike.“l He later sayst "...good is the same in}éualitmj
wherever it is found, whether in some other}self or in one's
gwn."z This is not noted to make something of the verbal in-
consistency, but to indicate precisely‘the sense in which
the two statements are both true for Dewey. In the first
the voint is the uniqueness of all experienoesvaf_the good;
in the second‘Dewey is noting a trait whibh.must mark all
s@ch experiences, namely, concern for the welfare of others.
This, I believe, is the limiting condition of all experi-
ences and interests;»they must be approved by the standard
of social well being. , _

’ But, of course, in restricting the sort of satis-
factions and interests that are_legitimate,’the actual con-
tent of the good is also positively defined. For Dewey's
thgory qf’the good, however, the ﬁegative,»dglimitative

function reveals better the nature of his view.

1. Human Nature and Conduet, p. 211.

2+ Ibide, Pe 293,
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The speecific qualities of values argyimmed;ate apd‘hence
not to be comprehended by an abstract term.»vA’trait pf the
experience of genuinme values is their uniqueness”’whgpegs
spu:ious values tend toward the gene:ality that comes from
conformity to old patterns, Hence definitions can serve
only as general directions or restrictions of the possible
field, rather than as complete descriptions. _Heverthe;ess,
Dewey does express the good as social well-being in more
positive concrete terms, as we shall see in the next chapter.
That the social character of the good is primgrily
a method of restricting possible moral values and condu@t is
indicated by the‘fact that "social ﬁell‘being"»is often ad-
vanced as tha‘stgndard fpr conduct that‘is ?approtgblg",

1
"right", or "obligatory". There is, however, a difference

l. Dewey holds that "It is possible to maintain the distinec~
ness of the concept of right without separating it from
the ends and the values which spring from those desires
and affections that belong inherently to humsn nature."
(Bthics, second ed., p. 236) His explanation of the way
in which the concepts of the Right and the Good are dis~-
tinct, and yet how the two are connected, is that the de-
mands of others "When considered as claims and expecta-
tions...constitute the Right in distinction from the Good.
But their ultimate function and effect is to lead the in-
dividual to broaden his conception of the Good; they
operate to induce the individual to feel that nothing is
good for himself which is rnot also a good for others.
They are stimuli to a widening of the area of consequences
to be taken into account in foiming ends and deciding
what is Good." (Ibid., p. 245). ‘
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between the earlierVOutlines gg Ethics and Stugz g£ Ethics
‘ and the two later Ethics. In the Iatter the‘distingmnesguéf

the concepts af the Bight and the Goodiis stressed, whereas

in the earlier Qutlines of Ethics, both are embraced under
the concept of the "moral end", which has the two functions
of "unifying individual conduct" and "affording a common
end".l This difference is also revealed by the striking
variance in emphasis upon the importance of & standard of
consequences or social welfare, & point always coming up
for another turn in the later wgitingg, yet.:athervplayed

down in the Qutlines of Ethics. In no case does Dewey en-

dorse either the Utilitarian or the Kantian doctrine of the
locus of moral judg@ent; he attempts a reconciliation of
their particular truths by identifying "intention", as the
willed consequences, with “motive" as}psychplogical stimu-
lus. The difference of empaasia, howeve:, is rema:kable,
and serves to lntroduce a more significant one between the
earlier and later treatments of the sooial character of the

gooda

1. Qutlines of Ethics,(pp. 31-32; 132).

2. Cp. for example, the statement in Outlines of Ethics,
P. 1143 ", ..moral goodness pertainsg to the kind of idea
or end which a man clings to, and not to what he happens
to effect visibly to others" to any statement that
appears later, e.g. Human Nature and Conduct, pp.43~51.
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In the two Ethics Dewey attempts to give some
foundation for the standard of social welfare in an analysis

of the social involvements of the human being,'apparently
recognizing the need for justifying to the individu&ltthe
demand that he_cqnform hisvdesiresrtq the soqia; good.l
Thus this support for the theory of good as social will Dbe
treated in the shapter on his theory of human nature. But
in the Gutlinés of Ethics Dewey asserts the "identity of
individual and common good" as a "postulate", the Ethical
Poétulate. Apparently the moral end is first of all "exer-
cise of function" or "realizatign of eapacityﬁ,_it being
postulated that such exercise will naturally fulfill both
,ipdividual and social good. This illustrates the difference
of emphasis. Here the good is in any casevarxealizgtion of
1ndividual function, although such an’activity‘should‘in-
volve common gpcd. In the later Ethics the satisfactign of
personal inﬁerest is only to be undertaken with explicit
reference to the common good. The question is as to how
this aocial good performs as a Stagdard in the earlicr‘dqc-
trine.r Does Dewey succeed in‘justifyimg his cpnception of
the good as social by means of the Ethical Postulate?
Our general concluaion will be that the pogtulate

remains merely a postulate and simply sidesteps the task of

1. Ethics, second ed., p. 245 ff.
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gxplaining why social welfare is good.} It is not ngpletely
clear that Dewey intends for it to argue that the good is
really social; ﬁut the treatment does seem to evincevthis
intention, éé will appear in our discussion, We shall con~
tend thaﬁ thé argument offered, if it is cueh; is circular.
It is in brief that the Good is soqial'becausg_mpral‘con-
duct postulates that}fhe good is social. However, what is
mo:al is defineé‘in_terms of the,good, and hence cannot be
offered as evidence for it. It is not necessa;y to determine
whether when the Ethical Postulate was advanced Dewey enter-
tained the conception of the social nature of the individual
that he later employs to'base thevconception ofrthe good as
social. While it is at least certain that the view was not
developed in the complete formulation in which it appears in
the Ethics, at the time of the Outlines of Ethics and Study
of Ethics Dewey apparently did not consider it adequate to
gréund his social conception of thetgood, else he would not
have been forced to rest this doctrine upon a‘“postulgte".
We shall see that while he holds that only moral practice,
‘not moral theory, rests upon this postulate, this implies
that nothing more than a postulate is at the basis of his
moral thepry of~the good, The @emonstratign}ef thg inade-
‘QH&cy of this ground of_thg apcial conception of the good
Prepares the way for the conéideratien of thevmore‘auhgtsa-

- tial basis offered in his dater writings. Yet we may find
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in our examination in the following chapter of this theory
of the social nature of the human being that‘m,pgstulate
;s nltimate;y all that Dewey has to ground his conception

of the goode.
ITI
THE ETHICAL POSTULATE

Dewey states the Ethical Postulate as the presup~
position thats o ’ . ; 4
In the realization of individuality there is found also
the needed realization of some community of persons of
which the individual is a member; and, conversely, the
agent who duly satisfies the community in which he
shares, by the same conduct satisfies himself._ul
He»indicates clearly, however, that what the individual‘_
attends to is the realization of his capacities, trusting
that in so doing he will also accomplish social good. And
this must be Dewey's meaning if the social good is to be
really a "postulate". If it were incumbest upon the indi-
vidual to act always with an explicit reference to the
social good, this would constitute a Standard to which he
must conform in realizing his individualvfunction. But the
common good is a "faith}, not a standard.‘rbewey says; |
+s.the agent acts from a faith that, in réaliiing his
own capacity, he will satisfy the needs of society.
If he were asked to prove that his devotion to his
function were right because certain to promote social’
good, he might well replys "That is none of my affair.

I have only to work myself out as strength and oppor-
tunity are given me, and let the results take care of

1. Outlines of Ethics, p. 131.
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themselves. I did not make the world, and if it turns
out that devotion to the capacity which was given me,
and loyalty to the surroundings in which I find myself
do nmot result in good (Dewey apparently means here
social good), I do not hold myself respomsible. But,
after all, I cannot believe that it will so turn out.
What is really good for me must turn out good for all,
or else there is no good in the world at =ll." 1

The meaning of the somewhat surprisihg last sen~-

tence is clarified by:

All moral conduct is based upon such a faith (in the
Ethical Postulate); and moral theory must recognize this
a8 the postulate upon which it rests. In calling it a
postulate we do not mean that it is a postulate which our
theory makes or must make in order to be a theory; but
that, through analysis, theory finds that moral practice
makes this postulate, and that with its reality the
reality and value of conduct amre bound up. 2

- Thus we seem to encounter a contradiction. Dewey
first emphasizes that the concern of the individual is en-
tirely upon the performance of personal gapacity, Quoting
Shakespeare's statement of the postulates

"To thine own self be true;
And it must follow, as the night the day,
Thou can'st not then be false to any man." 3
Yet he goes on to say that for conduct to be moral it must
make this postulate. But if the good is simply expression

of personal capacity why must the agent postulate that his

l. Ibid’ PPe. 127-1280
2+ Ibid., p. 130.
3¢ Ibide, p. 131,
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gonduct will promote the common gqod? The»explanation seems
to be that the postulgte is made not by thev@thical theory,
but by moral practice. It is not & matter of saying that‘
conduct should make phis postulate, but that mmralwqonduct
as a matter of fact does so. But this clgarly presupposes
some way of determining what conduct is moral, apart from
its faith in the Ethical Postulate., When Dewey says that
theory "find" that_moral practice makes this postulate, he
muast mean that by definition only that practice 1s moral
which does make this postulate. Otherwise there would be

no basis for the assertion, since we could find instances of
practice that do not involve this asseftion, yet which might
very well be moral upon some other definitibn of thg term.
Thelr exclusion as moral implies a definition of moral as
that conduct which proceeds upon the Ethiea; Postulate.‘
Hence it is a misnomer to say that theory "finds" that moral
practice makes this postulate, since_indeed.it must in order
to be moral in Dewey's meaning of morale »

B Thus the social nature of the good in being a
postulate for moral practice_is-necessarily also an article
of Dewey's mo:al theory. The very postulation of this
‘fré,ith" as a mora._l necessity presupposes that the good 1is
8f a certain nature. If good consists merely in the exercise
of individual capacity, without presﬁppqsing that this capac-

ity is of a certain sort, then we have mo reason for regard-
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ing it essential for this function to have certain results
outside itself. If one's good consists Simply in ful-
filling his powers, whatever they may be, there is mo basis
for considering it a more satisfactory situation if his per-
sonal activities have certain non-personal consequences.
If it is simply the exercise that_is impgrtant, then social
consequences are irrelevant, since whatever the results turn
out to be, thevqapacity will still»have been exercised.
In‘cqntending that the Ethical Postulate is a moral
necessity Dewey assumes that the good is sociale. At the be-
ginning of Qutlines of Ethics he had defined as moral,
conduct viewed in relation to its end. This end he later
defines as “exercise of function®, and it involveg the real-
iaatiqn of both personal ecapacity and}social_gaod. He says
that the moral end "may be termed indifferently: "The Real-
ization of Individuality", "The Performance of Specific

Punctions”, "The Satisfaction of Interests", "The R¥aliza-
tipm.of a Community of Individuals".l The asssxtion!that_the
moral end may be termsd‘either of these, and the implication
that the realizatioms of personal interest and social inter-
estwa:e eéuivalent, can be justified enly‘by the Ethica;
FPostulate. For the realization of 1ndividuality'will be
eéuivalent to the realjzation of a community of individualé

only if the Ethical Postulate operates in the former,

1. Ib;ﬁ.o’ Pe 132.
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eausing personal interests naturally to comsist in social
int@resﬁs, the personal good naturally to conduce to the
social good. Thus while Dewey says that the postulate_is
no; made by moral theory, but by moral practice, this def
scription of the motal end (in‘his moral theo;y) can be sup-
pemted only by an assumption of the operation in moral prac~
tiee_gf av"faith” in the postulate. And this assumption is
juatified.only by a definition of what "moral"_pfactice is,
,whiqh in turn depends uponm a conception of what is thg moral
end, The restrietion of “moral" cqnduct“to that which embra-
ces the Ethical Postulate, can be justified only by consider-
ing the End (by reference to which conduct becomes moral) as
social. When Dewey says that moral practice makes this
agssumption he must mean the sort of practice that pursues
a social as well as an individual good. .The "reality and'
’value" of conduct are bound up with this poatulate only if
Ymoral®" practice is that which serves & social end., Other-
w;se the:e is no reason why practice that pursues exnlnsive-
ly personal ends, and has no need for the pesﬂnlate, should
not be morale. . , e

Thus the justification of the Ethical Postulate,
which depends for itg neees@ity uponkutheory of the good
as social, is identical with the justification of the laifer
theory. A@pmoached from the stan@poinm Qf the Ethicgl Postu~-

late it becomes e¢lear that “the kind of, or the speecifiec,
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capagities that‘maybbe exercised is definitely restricted.
Ignoring the difficulties in the assertion that "moral _
p:actﬁce makes this pastul&teﬁ the question is sti;l whether
it can be substantiated by our knowle&ge of the_nature of
the human being. If the definition of the moral end is to
be satisfactory, it_must be shown that the human being is

so constructed #s to find its proper realization only in

the capacities that foster social, as well as personal,
good. . ; .

_ It may be suggested that Dewey provides for this
trangition from the end as realizatiqn of individual‘capac-
’ity to a’social good by the contention that while the good
is realization of individuality, it does not mean the real=~
ization of individuality by any ome person, but by all.

And this requires that the exercise by ome persom of his
capacity does not interfere with the exercise by other per-
soms of theirs. But this means either that phe capacities
any individual may express are of a certain restricted kind,
or that they are'not. If the former, a definition of the
good is required and a delineation of these capacities in
terms of a theory of human nature; if the latter, then the
goqd is not social or anything else exeept what the remliga-
tion of any individual's capacities happegs te’cpnsist in.
The latter involves only thé supp@sitian that the expression

by any person of his capacity (1ts character or results being
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Whatever they may) will conduce to the expression by all
ather persons of their capacity.l In this case the‘Ethical
Postulate is auperflueus;‘for the géod is simply expression
af‘capacity, and no qualificgtion is necessary; in the first
case 1t consists in a definite concept of the good and must
be supported as such. ‘

Thé inadequacies of the Ethical Postulate may be
pointed by inquiring into its utility. Dewey says that all
moral conduct makes the postulate. How then are we to dis-
cover what conduct makes use of the postulate and hence 1is
moral? There are apparently only two methods: we might ask
‘the individual whether he does proceed upon thisrfa;th, or
we might examine his conduct to see whether the faith is |
exhibited there. In the first case the answer would be sig-
nificant only if the person could show how this faith in=-
fluences his conduct, causing him_to choose some courses of
action and to abstéin:from others. Thus it links with the
second alternative, in‘which conduct that embodies the faith

\pcasesses distinctive characteristies. If then, the‘faith
actively affects the way we behave, enabling us to discrim=-
inate between righf and wrong, it is more than barely a

wostulate; it is a positive conception of good and bvad.

l. The theories of Might makés.Right‘and "laissez faire" seem
to take the latter position, but not Dewey.

%

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



There is no more of a postulate involved in conduct guided
by theucqnceptiou than in any deiiberate conduct,_in all of
which $here is something of a postulate, namely, that our
action will have the results we expect it to have on the
Pasis of past experience. ‘ B
Dewey says the proof of the postulate belongs to
metaphysics not to ethics, and it is apparently for that
reason that he does not attempt to justify it. We need not
linger over the distinction between Ethics and,m@taphysi@s.
In the Introduction we attempted to state fundamental eth~
ical problems apart from this distinction; and, on that
basis all that we are requiring of Dewey is that he gi¥e the
postulate support. If he is right in the contention that
‘the establishment of it is an affair of metaphysics, and
hence not appropriate in a book off ethics, then he should
~indicate where, in its proper place, it is established.
In any case it is necessary that the conception

of the good as social, which the Ethical Postulate expresses,
must be grounded upon a theory of human nature, it being
shown that the latter is sueh as to find its :proper en&_in
the pursuit of such a good. The Ethical Postulate, we Bave
seen, simply illyminates the need of this suppert. On one
interpretation this postulate might bevﬁaken as a denia1 of
the possibility of so grounding the theory that the good is

social. But the insistence that the postulate is one of

P
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moral practice rather than of ethical theory indicates that
Dewey's error is rather one of failing to recognize the ‘
extent to which ethical theory is involved in this assertion.
Furthermore, the complete discussions of the social nature
of the individual in the later Ethics manifests an awareness
of the dependence of the good upon hnman nature. We turn
then to an examination of the theory of human nature that is

regarded as supporting the concept of the good as sociale.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER TWO
THE THEORY OF HUMAN NATURE

Thus far we have indicated only very generally
the meaning of the concept of the good as social well-being.
Our 1nquiry has been limited largely, first, to excluding
as‘unessential to thg théory of the good certain concepts

}‘££a£ bew§y at times %eems to offer as such, and second, tp
'indi@atiﬁg thﬁt the ?ne argument, apart from his theory pf-
ﬁnﬁan nature, that Déwey seems to offer in support of the
social theory of the good, is inadequate, serving only to
illuminate the need of a theory of human nature as the sub~
stantial basis. Before we proceed to study directly this
theory of human nature it is necessary to give more atten-
tion to the meaning of the concept of the good as social,

and to elaborate our general statements more specifieally.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-95-.

I
It is not immediately obvious just what the

social nature of the good means. Clearly it cannot mean

that the experience of good is had by society rather than

by its members. It might mean that the good is relative to
socliety. But we will see that Dewey proposes certain values
that endure from one society to another, so that he must
‘believe that in its social significance the good 1is single.
The clue to his meaninglresides in the dual aspect of the
notion of social well-being. Thislcontains the ideas that
because of the nature of the individual as a member of
sdciety there is, first, an objective social standard regu~
lative of his conducts second, that concrete experignees of
values that are part of the good will be social in origin
‘and content. Recognizing this, and remembering his emphasis
upon the function of social well-being as a standard, we are
enabled to see the importance of the commitments uponwﬁgen-
erai goods" and "enduring values". Theme seem to cover the
belief first, that the good inyolves certain sorts of experi-
ence that includes the enjoyment of social relations, this
being.indicated by the description of ?general goods”;
second, that the experiences are such that all should be able
to participate’in them and hence that it is the moral obliga-
tion of the individual to consider the effects of his conduct

upon the opportunities and experiences of others, this being
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 expressed by the "enduring values®. The connection of
"social well-being" as the standard of the good and as the
good itself is seen in a passage describigg the Standard:s
It says that among the different kinds (of happiness)
that one is to be approved which at the same time
brings satisfaction to others, or which at least har-
monizes with their well-being in that it does not in-
flict suffering upon them...The standard says that we
should ¢esire those objects and find our satisfactionms
in the things which also being good to those with whom
we are associated, in friendship, comradeship, citizen-
ship, the pursuit of science, and so on. 1
We shall first explore Dewey's comments upon "enduring
yalues“ and "general goods", showing that these indicate thét
the good is mot relative to any particular society and that
they give the "social well-being" positive content. We shall
then examine Dewey's concept of human nature, endeavoring to
determine why, in terms of this constitution, the good con=-
gists in the values and virtues Dewey proposes.

That the good is in one sense relativeutc the part-
icular society seems to be indicated in places where Dewey
appears to regard as the end of human activity simply part-
icipation in a social whole, to be a "sustained and sustain-
ing member of a social whole", "Bhared experience is the

2
greatest of human goods." ", ,,there is no mode of action as

1, Eihicsé second ed., pPp. 271-272.

2 ﬁxperiénce and Nature, p. 202.
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fulfilling and a8 rewarding as is concerted concensus pf
action. It brings with it‘the sense of sharing and merging

1n a whole".l These statements appear where Dewey is de-
seribing the function of language in providing the means of
gommunication that Bind members of a group together, uniting
them in ties of utility and affection, However, men's "path-
etic instinct toward the adventure of living and struggling
together”z is not fulfilled in just any form of group member-
ship, On the contrary, complete social participation is poss-
ible only when social institutions are of a @ertain sort,
namely, adapted to justly fulfill the needs and ¢apaoities °f,
all members. The purpose of social agencies is the service of
the whole of the members, and when soclal mechanisms are not
designed so as to promote this (as}invour own society in
which the incentive is private gain, yet the product social)
individuals will be unstable, being deprived of "definite
social relationships and publicly acknowledged functiona“.a
In his criticiém 6f the current social system.Dewey‘seems to

presuppose'certain stable values, above all, justice. How

does he conceive these?

1. Ibid’ P 184.

2, Individualism O0ld and New, pe. 59.

S+ Ibide, pP. 51.
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Since it is possible to define the goed, it also‘
would appear to be possible to derive a further specifica=-
tien of its actual content in terms of kinds of experience
or relations among persons and objects, in short, to dis-
cover certain ultimate values and their corresponding dig~
values. No problem as to their metaphysical status need be
provoked other than their relations as valid forms of the
good; the %roblem of their nature as universals need not bev
involved. Further, the Questicn of theyfunctidn of these as
standards for determining‘the right could be deferred, the

issue being simply whether there are enduring sorts of re-

lations or experienges that can be described as proper or im-
proper»inkterms of the nature of the good. Given some con-
cept of the good, there seems to be no way of avoiding this
except’upon the position that every moral situatign‘and_every
experience of the good is so peculiar that valuative kinds
of experiences and relatiohs do not really exist. We find
that while Dewey does seem to deny the possibility ef ulti-
mate values, upon such a position as_the above, in other
Places in his writing he unmistakibly endorses particular
such values.

The question of whether there are enduring values
is finally that of whether we can recognize eertsin common
résults to persons effected by varying forms of external or

social organization, whether social institutions are so
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~intrinsieally related to therindividual that different agen-
cies cannot foster the same general goods. Dewey sometimes
seems to argue that the values change because the imstitu-
tional forms change; that there are not values apart from the
institutions because these are‘theymaterial and content of
whateverVgopds and bads human beings possess. We cannot sep-
arate the effécts of these orgénizations in the way of goods
preserved because these goods are constituted by the social.
agencies. But then in other Places he seems to say that
these effects upon human beings are capable of sepa:gte con=-
sideration and evaluation, the institutiqn&l machine:y being
treated as the means to certain common human ends, &nd these
sets of machinery classed as good or bad in terms of their
relatively external promotion of certain similar effects in

human living.

’ It is primarily in denying the utility of "fixed
ends" or “static principles" in guiding moral conduct that
Dewey seems to deny that there are any permanent human rela-
tions that are desirable. He also seems to reject this view
by his insistence upon the alterations in the meaning of con~
.eepts of values and virtues that thesé undergo from society
to society. These two points are really one, however, since
it is beCause the nature of values is'altered by different
social institutions that the work of revision is neéessary

for values.
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o We believe that these are to be interpreted, in
the light of other endorsements of “enduring values", in
the same way we interpreted his apparent rejeetipns‘of the
possibility of describing a single good, i.e., as an unusu-
ally emphatic criticism of the effort to invoke general
customary standards to answer all moral wuestioms. The
nature of this critiecism is the concern of the chapter on
Moral Knowledge, and here we will restrict oﬁraelves to in-
dicating his statements upon these persisting values.
- A typical statement is the following:
se s o the meaning, or content of virtues changes from
time to time...No social group could be maeintained
without patriotism and chastity, but the actual mearn-~-
ing of chastity and patriotism is widely different in
contemporary society from what it wgs in savage tribes
or from what we may expect it te be five hundred years
from now. Courage in one society may consist almost
wholly in willingness to face physical danger and
death im voluntary devotion to one's community; in
another, it may be willingness to support an uppopular
cause in the face of ridicule.” 1
But the author goes on to distinguish between "conventional"
and "genuine" virtue, and in pointing to the}need to criti~

clze what is popularly regarded virtuous, sayst "Hence men
. : 5

mast look behind the current valuation to the real4va;ue.”

Thus while the meanings of virtues change throughout various

socleties, conformity to custom is not virtue.

1. Ethics, first a&., P 401
2. Ibid., p. 401
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Yet Dewey sometimes seems to say that what is
virtuous and what valuable is relative to a particular soec-
iety, even though what virtues and values are proper to any
society is not equivelent with that which is currently aec-
cepted. The relativity, however, seems to be mainly as re~
gards the good; for virtue is defined generally as the dis=
positions which promote "the rational br ¢ommon good", and
was found to be of a certain uniform nature. ' Virtue, in
being related to the good as social, might then remain
esgentially the same while ihe good changed from group to
group. 1Is this Dewey's doctrine, or are there certain
"enduring values" that pronounce the moral vecation of any
society?

The relativity of the good to social groups is
suggested by the insistence that the actual content of val-
wes varies with the social institutions. "The conditions
and the concrete significance of liberty, of equality, of
mutualirespect, and reciprocal service, change from genera-
tion to generation, in some degree from year to year."2 But
the absoluteness of the good is implied by the fact that

different sets of institutions e¢an promote the same values,

each in its peculiar way; and that certain current institu-

Je Chapter 1, p. 22 ff.
2e Ethies’ second ede.s Do 389,
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tions are criticized by Dewey in terms of their opposition
te!these values., In several books Dewey mentions "seience",
"grt", and 'social companionship" as Y"general goods". In de-
fining the office of philosophy as criticism he says:

Fo just or pertinent criticism in its negative phase
can possibly be made, howBver, except upon the basis
of & helghtened appreciation of the positive goods
which human experience has achieved and offers.
Positive conerete goods of science, art and social

" companionship are the basie subjeet-matter of philos-
ophy as criticism; and only beoause such positive goods
already exist is their emancipation and secured exten=
gsion the defining aim of intelligence. 1

He goes on to indicate the significance of a certain rela-
tion of these, saying that the business of critiecism is to
see how these can be distributed more equitably:
The more aware one is of the richness of meanings
which experience possesses, the more will a generous
and catholic thinker be conscious of the limits which
prevent sharing in them; the more aware will he be of
their acecidental and arbitrary distribution. 2
Thus the value of justice seems to regulate the experience
of these goods,
Again, in redefining religion as & harmomizing of
self or unifiecation of will that springs from devotion to
certain moral ideal ends, Dewey says that the important pre-

requisite of such ends is that they be inclusive and compre~

hensive enough to unify the self; and he points to “artj).

1. Experience and Nature, p. 412.

20 Loc. eitﬁ'
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science and good eitizenship" as displaying the quality of
this comprehemnsive attitude.lFurther along he says that we
frame our ideal ends out of "values, goods, actually rezl-
ized upon a natural basis--the goods of human association,
of art and knowle&gev."2 Here, too, he goes on to indicate
the need for distributing these goods more widely and
equally.
Thus we find stated both general experiential

goods that are social in nature, and general social rela=-
tions conditioning the enjoyment of these goods. The

*enduring values" are more specifically of the latter type.

In Liberalism and Social Action, where Dewey most

ingisively sh@ws the inadequacy of old institutions to new
needs, he yet recognizes certain "enduring valuea” fundamen-
tal to the liberalism that was responsible for institutions
now outmode&, He sayss

If we strip its creed from adventitious elements, there
are, however, enduring values for which earlier liber-
alism stood. These are liberty, the development of the
inherent capacities of individuals made possible
through liverty, and the eentral role of free intelli-
gence in inquiry, discussion and expression. 3

In the diseussion of these three values it becomes clear that

l. The Common Faith, pp. 22«23,

2+ Ibid, Pe 48
3o Liberalism and Social Action, pe. 32.
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that the value of "liberty" signifies also equality or
Justice; for it is shown how the spirit of the liberal doc-
trine evaporated when oonditions so altered that the radi-r‘
ecal individualism it forwarded failed to secure the equality
of opportunity and happiness it was designedrto promote.
Dewey stresses that the primary concern of such liberals
as Bentham was to remedy injustices, the emphasis upon liber-
ty being more a means to the "greatest happiness of the
greatest number"‘than an,intrinsic good.l It is apparent,
thgn, that the social nature of the good does not mean that
the good is relative to society. Rather there are»"enduring
values" and "general goods" giving a stable and specific con=-
tent to the social conception of the good. 
| , Yot only are there persisting characters of‘the
good. It is also disclosed that these values are inherently
related to human nature.
© ie...the cause of the liberty of the human spirit, the
cause of opportunity of human beings for full devel-
opment of their powers, the cause for which liberal=-
ism enduringly stands, is too precious and too in-
-grained in the human constitution to Be forever ob-

scured., 2 ~

And im A Common Faith (p. 79) we find: "No matter how much

evidence may be piled up against social institutions as they

ILQ Ibido, PPe. 1l=-12,
2, Ibid., p. 93,
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exist,raffection and passionate desire for justice and
security are realities in human nature." Agaims *Human
beings have impulses toward affection, compassion, and
Justice, equality and freedom."l

But, ofﬁcourse,-auch assertions indicate little
as regards the good, since they do notrsay whether these
impulses are appropriate to_human nature as su@h, cqnstitut-
ing the natural end of the human being,ror Whgther they even
contain the gcod‘for a limited number of peréons. However,
that Dewey has defined the objects of such tendencies as
*enduring values" manifests his beligf that they are part
of the good, and having seen that he believes the good is
social such statements are supported by this, serving also
to give the meaning of this definition more contente. The

moral character of these general goods and their commeection

with human nature becomes more explicit when Dewey in A

Common Faith treats the elements in the *ideal ends". He
repeatedly speaks of Ynatural human relations", indicating
that there are proper relations, ingrained in the nature of
the human being, that should govern associations among_in-
dividuals. He avers that improvements ",..of & spiritual
or ideal nature...can come only from more intense realiza-

tions of wvalues that inhere in the actual connectioms of

1., Ibide, p. 81l.
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human beings with one another" The questiom then is:

What are the bases of these relations in human nature?

But it ﬁas become quite elear that the good as
such is not relative to a particular society. The partic~
ular forms it assumes depend upon the struature}of each
society's institutions, but in all gtoups'there should be
certain general goods that these make sécure; and certaim’
enduring values that govern human relations and criticize
extant social agencies.

A consideration of the social character of &
moral act brings out the peculiar way in which the good is
social while not being relative to a particular society.
While the good is not whatever a particular society ap-
Proves, nor moral conformity with the approved, the good
a8 social develops out of existing social conditions and the
moral is related in origin and results to the society in
which it occurs.

Three levels of conduct are distinguished by
Dewey, only on the latter of which, where behavior emerges
from the merely customary and becomes reflective, does
truly moral conduct arise. This is the stage of "...con-
duct in which the individual thinks and judges for himself,

considers whether a purpose is good or right, decides and

l. A Common Faith, p. 80
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- chooses, and does not accept the standards of his group
et 1
withput reflection." Yet while this recognizes the necess-

ity for moral conduct of a voluntary reflective effort by
the individual, it s$ill, on the basis of the statement,
could allow the good ho be conformity; for it sayss "does

mot accept the standards of his group (italics mime) with-

out reflection." Nor does this possibility rest upon this

one quotation; it is representative of what is generally

annd. When the pefsbnal factor in morality is moted’it is

always stated as though the only essential were volunts

reflective conformity. Further along Dewey sayss
What is needed is that the more rational and social
conduct should itself bBe valued as good, and so be
chosen and sought; or in terms of comtrol, that the
law which society or reason presecribes should be con-
sciously thought of as right, used as a standard, and
respected as binding. 2

Are aociety'aﬁd reason §quivalent?

It is hardly necessary to say thatute‘iﬁterpret
these-statements in the above way would constitute as fla-
grant a falsification of Dewey's doctrine a&s could be com~
mitted. If he goes to any extreme it is that of emphasiz=-
ing the moral goodness of constant change and growth, of
the ready perceptien of defects in the existing scheme and

eagerness to devise a remedy. The ambiguity of his state-

1. Bthics, second ede, Do 7e
’20 I‘bidoy Pe 90
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ments upon the social nature of the good serves as a de-
parture in bringing out his meaning more exasctly, for this
ambiguity is not accidental but is directly related with his
dbetrine.

This doctrine is that while the nature of the
social good is not exhausted by the existimg social arrange-
ment, iys germs are contained in this arrangement, gnd Pro-
gress can be achieved only as a development from it. Thus
Dewey argues that the "ought" is grounded in the *ig®,

A moral law, e.ge, the law of justice, is not merely
a law of what ought to be than is the law of gravita-
tiom...It ig a law of the society of which he (an in-
dividual) Is a member. 4nd it is Because he is a mem~
ber of a society having this law, that it is a law of
- what ghould be for him. 1 , v
A society in which utterly no social bond of justice ex-
isted to unité its members is unthinkable. A law of_Justice
always is in some degree. Thus the standard of right is pub-
lic, not private; it
@;q;is not the opinion of some other persom, or group of
persons. It is a cormon, objective standard. It is that
embodied in social relationships themselves. 2
And while
This does not mean that the "is", the actual status of
the moral world, is identieal with the "ought", or the

ideal relations of man to man...it does mean that there
is no obligation either in general or ms any specifie

l. Qutlines of Ethies, p. 175.
2. Ibid., pe. 189,
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duty, which does not grow out of the "is%", the actual
relations now obtaining. 1 _

It is explained that the relations are never perfeetly em~
bodied in exlsting institutions, the business of the reflac-
tive agent being to determine "What is the true spiriﬁgaﬁ:
existing institutions, and what sort of conduct does this

, 5 e
spirit demand?" The law of action is given by "...actual

' 3
social forces in their onward movement."

Still it is not altogether clear just where the
ought comes from nor in what it consists. Dewey's answer
seems to be that the actual value to be sought is in the
actual institutions, but it is there only partially and im~
perfectly; and it is the citizen's moral obligation to ex-
tend and render consistent the value. He illustratea by

It is because the relation of justice does hold in
members of a stratum of society, having a certain
position, power or wealth, but does not hold between
this se¢tion and another-class, that the law of what
should be is equal justice for all. In holding that
actual social relations afford the law of what should
be, we must not forget that these actual relations have
a negative as well as a positive side, and that the
new law must be framed in view of the negatives, the

deficiencies, the wrongs, the contradictions, as well
as of the positive attainments. 4

1. Ibid., p. 176.
2. Ibid., p. 186.
3. Ibid., p. 178.
4. Ibid., p. 177.
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The issue that emerges perhaps with greatest
force in the above is that of Moral Knowledge, but this
must wait for later consideration. Our concern is its
bearing upon the good and the moral as social, the examin=
ation disclosing that these are contained in some way in
the relations actually obtaining in any society. We must
complain, however, of the inadequacy of the information.

It is not enough to say that the proper value or relations
of a social group exist in the group, but only partially;
that the difference between the "ought" and the "is" is

one of degree. For in any case the perception of the de-
fects of existing relations depends upon & referemce to
ideal relations not found in present existence. The value
that is proper, even if onme says it differs from existent
circumstances only in degree, is not contained ih these
eircumstances. The initial imputation of a certain value to
present institutions which they fail to perfectly embody,
implies avalue independent of the institutions.' Otherwise
there would be no perception of the points where the in-
gstitutions failed to fulfill the value. The exiSting con~
ditions would define the value at the start, and there |
would be ,n.o criterion for evaluating them.

It is very nearly a contradiction in terms to say

that a certain society realizes justice partially; that

while the relation holds among some members it does not
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among others and hence "The law of what should be is equal
Justice for all.® If justice really means equality, then
‘this society does not have justice, and there is no way of
Judging this except by appealiné to a value outside it;
whereas if justice means the relations actually existing,
then they provide no means of critiecism. BEither justice
which is partial is not justice, or justice can mean nothing
moie than the relations that do as a matter of fact hold.
The digcovery of injustice, even though this be conceived
earlier as justice, implies an independent conception of
Justice, one not directly given in existing institutionﬁ.
Thus it follows that the same ideal relations of societies
are valid for all, liberty and justice being conceptually,
or essentially, the same in each case; or there is no such
thing as liberty or justice but only the relatioms that do
hold in any given society.

This argument does not imply that the knowledge
of the value of justice which is employed in critiecizing
the current social structure is derived from some source
ather than the experience provided by the natural environ-
ment. The explanation of our capacity to use a standard
not directly provided in what is experienced is a further
and much broader problem, ome quite beyond our present
Purposes. And it can be distinguished from the ques-

tion of whether the value we say ought to exist does al-
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ready exist in society. Were the latter literally the case
the imputation of any ought would be altogether imperti-~
nent; it could not induce action, askknowle&ge mast, but
would only record an antecedent existence.
In the second edition of the Ethics, where Dewey
seems to be touching the same point yet without referring
to this distinction of the "ought" and the "is", he seems
to be asserting only that criticisms of existing social
dispensations are made in terms of the actual social situ-~
ation. He sayss
While the negative values call out desire for something
different and better, the positive values supply the
content and material attributed to the better. There
is no source save past experience out of which the
concrete stuff of new aspirations ean be formed. 1
This is a much modified and more intelligible expression
than the earlier one in Qutlines of Ethics, and if they are
intended as statements of the same point, as seems to be;the
case, the above objections are rendered unnecessary. For it
is scarcely 'to be denied that experience of existing evil is
what glves rise to projection of reform, or that an effec-
tive reform must be instituted in view of the situation

actually presented. This is, however, quite different from

saying that what ought to be is a "law of", and "embodied
in", the existing society. Were the 1atter}true, progress

would lack incentive and direction.

le Ethics, second ed., pes 380,
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Thus it seems most advisable to take this second
statement as the correct one, modifying the extreme form
in which the point earlier appeared, and giving‘wn empi:i-
cal meaning to the status of the existing society im influ-
encing value judgment. Only on this interpretation can his
position be made coﬁp&tible with the endorsement of enduring
values. In this way it may be held that £ha ought iis em~-
bodied in the ideal relationships that bind members ef soc-
iety‘togethsr, but rather than existing in any particular
society, the ought obtains in the natural relatioms that
hold between the members of all groupa, being grounded in
#he nature of the relation rather than in the particular
group organizatiom. Thus Dewey's apparent desire occasion-
‘ally to limit values to a particular soclety seems most
properly interpreted asva,de@eptiwe emphasis upon the extent
to which the character of the institutions,.which will sub-
serve the‘aénduring values" in any particular sogiety
varies, and hence as the reminder that thése'must be con-

stantly kept amenable to reconstruction in terms of such

values. This seems to be explivit in Liberalism and Social

Action, where he sayss:

cesthe ideas of liberty, of individuallity, and of freed
intelligence have an enduring wvalue, a value never more
in need than now. It is the business of liberalism to
state these values in ways, intellectual and practiecal,
that are relevant to present needs and forces.

o
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The nature of his view i1s indicated in a passage where he
speaks of the "falsity of the common notion that Justice
carries its definite meaning", then goes on to say:
The meaning of justice in concrete cases is something
to be determined by seeing what consequences will
bring about human welfare in a fair and even way. 1 7
Clearly the latter indicates the way in which justice serves
tp evaluate concrete cases, the abstract concept “fair and
g#en way" standing for something apart from the specific
lnstance. That there are single ideal relations among mem=
bers of a group is indicated by the assertions
Should a classless society ever come into being, the
formel concept of liberty would lose its signifi-
cance, because the fact for which it stands would have
become an integral part of the established relations
of human bgings to ome another. 2
| ~ Thus the good is social not it that it is rela-
tive to particular societies, but in that-it invalvgs the
; relatians that members of a group sustain to one another.
Ehskway such relations as liberty and justice, and such
goods as art and companionship will be secured in a partic-
ular society will vary with the structure and developmént
of its institutions, but apparently these furnish ideals for
the organization that’any group finds suitable to its

peculiar circumstances.

,1, Ethics, second ede., pPe 275.
2+ Liberalism and Social Action, p. 48.
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II
We are, then,_ready to ask what are the traits

of human nature conditioning the social valuea and goods.
What are the human bases of the proper relations among
individuals? |

| Before examining the social nature of the human
being, preparing him for secial good, it is necessary first
of all to observe that in the same way that Dewey had a
qqnceptien 6f the good as single, so does he assert the
“essential identity of human nature despite the psrticular

_variations that can eceur here, just as in the content of

“the‘good.} In the Foreword to Human Nature andréonduct he
sayst "Perhaps the tendeney today in many quarters is to
overlook the basic identity of hnman nature amid its differ-
eptrmanifestations.“l'And he avers that the book is to be
interpreted as an attempt to keep in balance the two forces
}gf "eoointrinsic human nature on one side and social gus-
toms and institutions on the other.*z He indicates further
that this identity is one that is relévant for moral con-
dpet, implying that it is not simply the sort of identity
of biological structure that enables us to “identify" human

beings as of one class. _Rather it seems to be one that

1. Human Nature and Conduct, p. viii.

2. Loc. cit,
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influences the nature of the good. He says in this same

Places
esethere are always intrinsic forces of a conmon human
nature at work; forces which are sometimes stifled by
the encompassing social medium but which also in the
long course of history are always striving to liberate
themselves and to make over social institutioms so
that the latter may form a freer, more transparent and
more congenial medium for their operation. 1

Again, in the Ethics, we finds , | |
esethe right, law, duty, arise from the relationms which
human beings intimately sustain to one another, and...
their authoritative force springs from the very nature
of the relations that binds people together. 2

Yet while Dewey avows the endeavor to keep & pro-
per balance between the two forces of cultural conditioning
and native human nature, we discover that his emphasis upon
the former often is such as to appear to deny the latter.

Now it might be that the complete domination of individual

activity by social training manifests the nature of the

human being, the most characteristic trait of the 1étter
being his’amenability to social influences. In such & case

'1mitation" would cover practically all of the ethical con-

stituents of human nature. But then it would not do to

speak of "two forces", since there would be but the ome of

soeial determination, and perhaps aceident. There could

1. Ibidcy P Viii, ix.

2+ Ethics, second ed., D+ 238,
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then be no conflict between innate elements of the human
ibéing and the social system to whiech he belonged. However,
néwey has clearly indicated that the latter is possibdle,

and that there are forces in human nature that will always
protest against their suppression by social arrangements.

‘ What, then, is the significance of}his conmention
that human nature can be changed? His belief in the change~

ﬁblem@ss of human nature 1s often implied, as in the chapter

"Changing Human Nature" in Human Nature and Conduct, and
throughout his chapters in the two Ethics; and he states ex-=

 §&icit1y in Freedom and Culture that "...the alleged un-
] ; , >

changeableness of human nature cannot be admitted."
Clearly if there is an essential human nature--a kind of
being that is "human" possessing the identity of a "mature® -~
it is unalterable. As a nature it is contradictory to speak
of altering it; for in order for it to change it would have
tq‘cease to be what it was, and become a different nature.
But then it is not one nature, becoming another nature;

for the acﬁual nature passes out of existence and a new one
arises. Beings that have natures might conﬁeivable switch
natures. However, when this occurs it is not‘prope: to
speak of the nature of that being changing, but of the being

acquiring a new nature.

1. Freedom and Culture, p. 1l12.
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That human nature changes must mean strictly that
in ethical terms, there are no such things as human beings;
they are all ethical monstvosities. The statement might
be intended to mean only that variations are possible within
an essential identity. But if this is the meaning then it
1§ a misstatement to say that human nature is changeable;
for‘it is not the essential nature, the differentiating
ft:git of human beings that changes, but aspegts of that
nature whose variation is included in the nature's being
what it is., Thus the nature conditions the change rather
than itself changing. _ _

Thus, at the least, Dewey's language is confused.
Having asserted that there is an identical human nature he
must reabgnize that an apparent change in this human nature
means simply that the being who has changed has ceased to be
human. If he meant that human nature strictly were alter-
able he would hot only be talking nonsense but contradicting
himself. He would be talking nonsense because a "nature"
cannot alter; only beings with natures dam do that. He would
be contradieting himself because_he has repeatedly asserted
that "human nature” is pne at bottom“g | |

The question 1s one of the degree to which culturzl

agencies can determine the formation of impulses, for it is
ig‘the interest of showing the capacity of human beings under

cultural influences for improvement and for the eradication
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‘of evil practices that Dewey attacks the notion that human
,a&ture is unalterable. He says: ?...wh&tever are the
native constituents of human nature, the culture of a’period

1
~and group is the determining influence in their arrangement.”

(itelics mine) He later speaks of "the function of culture
in determining what elements of human nature are dominant
and their pattern or arrangement in connection with ene
- 5
another..." What Dewey seems to mean, then, is that the
yalues the culture emphasizes will stimulate the exercise
of the corresponding tendencies in the individual. He
illustrates this influence by:
eeoif our American culture is largely a pecuniary cul-
ture, it is not because the original or innate strue-
ture of human nature tends of itself to obtaining
pecuniary profit. It is rather that a certain com~
Plex culture stimulates, promotes and consolidates
native tendencies so as to produce a cemtain pattern
of desires and purposes. 3
Thus the point seems to be simply the extent to which social
approval conditions habits of belief and conduct. And as we
havp noted, this determination can only be partial; natural
impulses that are persistently suppressed will assert them-

selves eventually. Dewey emphasizes the formative influence

1. Freedom and Culture, p. 18.

2. Ibid., p. 21.
5,.1 Ibido, PP 18"'190

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-120~

ef culture because hg‘bslieves the power of social_approval
is_of supreme positive value; When institutions zmre con«
sﬁructed so that they attract and approve the social virtues
then will these increase. However, he alsc has made clear
that the unreflective adoption of customary‘standards does
npt constitute morality in its highest sense; it is reflec-
?ivgvmorality that introduces the distinetion between what
is done socially and what ought to be done, making real
progress possible.l

- The nature of his view is most sharply seen when
approached from its negative side., For the exaggeration of
cultural determination, and the contention that human nature
is malleable to the formative force of custom, arises, like
gther apparent contradietioné, as surplus steam in the heat
efﬂan attack upon an opposed view. The idea of the unalter-
abllity of human nature has been associated with two doe-
trines that are motvonly théoretically false but morally
pa?nicious. Both of these utilize the unalterability of
human nature to justify particular political and economic
systems, According to one type of theory there is a single,
prepotent human drive of which ali.pwrticular impulses are
variations. The most perfect social arrangement will then
be one in which this instimet is provided freest express-

ion. Another group infers from the ineradicableness of

1. Bthics, first ed., pe. 431.
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ultimate instinets the necessary transience of improvement
in humen affairs, contending that because there arercertain
fg:ces’ingrained in the nature of the human being there must
persist in any society corresponding and irremediable evils,
It is vain to suppose that their suppression can be more
then temporary; genuine melioration is impbssible.

Dewey meets the first theory by disputing the
contention there is one super=impulse defining all human
maﬁifestations; but what is Qrucial fér our present purpasé
ia‘the‘manner in which he rejects the social implications de~

’xived from both theories. This rejection elisits the posi-
ﬁive_basis upon which he declares that “...the alleged un=-
changeableness of human nature cannot be addmitte&."l

While there are numerous references to innate
3elements“ or "constituents" of human nature, the latter
being equally frequently characterize& as "original", ”na—
tive®, "raw", the terms are never descrlbed or denoted, and
glways accompanying the reference is the gualification that
thgse elements are mot isolated from each other or from the

émwirenmgnt¢ Hence the significance of any impulse or

“censtituent" can be understood only in relation to the

Particular cultural setting in which it is manifested,

1; Free&nm and culture, Pe. 112,

2. See, for example, the first chapter of Freedom and
Culture. \

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-122=

Eﬁ;ivg tendencies acquire meaning only in cooperation with
gnvircnmsntal forces, the resqlts’of behavior represqnting
the conjunction of personal dispositions and social customs.
?pus, while there are inherent tendenciea,‘the results they
produce in operation are not inheréntly connecged with
-native structure. They are a product of native tendencies
and aultural agencies of a certain sorte We cannot appeal,

therefore, exclusively to psychologiecal factors to explain -
o o
whngdoes or what should take place in human affairs. Ihe

problem must always be set "...in the context of the ele-

- ments that constitute culture as they interact with elements
n i : . €

~of human nature." The point may be hest stated by quoting
at length from Deweys e

Like Greek slavery or feudal serfdom, war and. the ex~
isting economic regime are social patterms woven out
of the stuff of instinctive activities. Native human
nature supplies the raw materials, but custom fur-

, N nishes the machinery and the designs. War would not

. be possible without anger, pugmnacity, rivalry, self-

display, and such like native tendencles, Activity
inheres in them and will persist under every condi-
tion of life. To imagine they can be eradicated is
like supposing that society can go on without eating
and without union of the semes. But to fancy that they
must eventuate in war is as i1f a savage were to be~
lieve that because he uses fibers having fixed natur-
al properties in order to weave baskets, therefore
his immemorial tribal patterns are also natural nec-
essities and immutable forms. &

: 2. Ibide, Pe 23
3, Human Nature and Conduct, pe. 110,
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S Because the same tendencies produce different re-
, §ults‘when stimulated by different objects and eventuating
in different environments, the latter must be the factor
explaining the variation in behavior. The very fact’thaﬁ
human nature is constant requires the influence of eultural
factors to explain the actual variatioms in human phenomena%

| If we take all the communities, peoples, classes,
tribes and nations that ever existed, we may be sure
that since human nature in its native constitution is
the relative constant, it cannot be appealed to, in
isolation, to account for the multitude of diversities
presented by different forms of association. 2
Again it must be concluded that in view of other
statements, this stress upon the moral p@ﬁentialities of
social influence cannot be intended to dehy that there is
a”atable human nature underlying the changes social institu-
tions may produce, nor that truly moral conduct is wolun-
tgry, reflective, individual conduect, nor that there are
Fintrinsie forces of hnman nature® siriving to achive an
appropriate expression. The price at which Dewey would pur=-
chase this denial is contradiction, while he may retain

these assertions when the statements that would deny them

1. Ibid., pp. 91-92.

2+ 0f course this would explain only variations in behavior
.- from one culture to another, and would leave as difficult
‘& problem in accounting for the variations within one
~culture. ‘ ’ o
Freedom and Culture, p. 19.
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are interpreted as exaggerated expressions of ideas that in
a modest form are compatible with them. The involvement of
gfstable human nature, even in this emphasis upon the power
gf_soeialyapproval, is plain in the manner in which this
forece must operate. Its benefits are possible only because
there are native tendencies toward good, just as‘ﬁh@re are
towu:d evil; and because, by appealing to either, soclal |
Sanction can to some extent provoke their expression. If
Béwey*can be sure that human beings generally can be altered
in‘&}certain Way; prior to the analysis of the particular
‘eanstitution of the separate individuals, it must be because
they possess a common human nature and common tendencies

which may be appealed to.

IIX

We turn, then, to an examination of Dewey*s coh-,
cépt of human nature in its relation'to the good‘as consist-~
ing of social values and goods, in order to see why the
h@man being is so constituted that the pursuit of these de~
fines his appropriate funetion.
‘ The question of why a thing is good in terms of
the nature of the being for whom it is good, is equivalent to
;tk§ quest1on of why any indiyidual, as such azbeing, should
~pﬁtsue this good. The reasons supporting the theory are the
~same as those explaining to the person his obligation to

seek the good. The good I5 such because it constitutes the
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Proper end of human nature, the "natural® expression of hu-
man capacities, We are obligated to seek this gdod and
gdept it as standard because our nature demands the activity
in which this consists. ; v

' This observation helps s to differentiate those
soclal aspects of human nature that are relevant from those
thatAare'irrelevant to the nature of the good. Those are
relevant that explain why the good possesses an autharity»
over behavior; for this “ought" can be‘substantiated’only
by the possession by the agent of the traits'preparing him
for this sort of conduct. No social features of the human
ﬁsing will be relevant that do not indicate why it is his
duty to promote social well=being.

It is necessary to preface the inguiry into
 B§wey's conception of the social nature of thevhuman_being
by}g,distinction between two of his doctrines that are
erucial for this issue. These are: "Morality is Social,"
énd "The Good is Social". The dissinction is necessary

,becguse by the former Dewey usually means hggg moral and

immgral conduct, the comntention being simply that conduct

is social. MNost of the remarks upon the soecial nature of

the human being are of this sort, explaining how "the social

1
environment enters into the stuff of character," and not why

1 Ethics, second ed., De 379
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at;ictly moral conduct is that whichvtakes account of the
welfare of others. Of course the occurrence of personal
action in a systdm of social relatioms explains how conduct
can be moral, namely, by attending to the consequences of
acts, but it does not elicit the element of obligation in
fthis sort of conducte.

» In examining Dewey's conception of human natnre,
the endeavor to determine its adequacy to support his theory
of the good Willtpartly consist in distinguishing between

thase two accounts. Dewey must offer more than a descrip~

tion of the possibility of moral conduct in virtue of the
natural social involvements of human beings. He must pro-
vide ankexplanatisn of the social traits of human nature
that determine its proper goal to be a social good.

. The conceptign of the social nature of the human
being‘is fuﬁdamen?al to Dewey'ts entire philesophy. It is a
part of the doctrine of the "gontinuity" of the human being
yith_the environment, the latter including both the natural
a@jectSand social institutions. This means'that the very
substance of the individual is constituted by his relation
to these two environments. Just as his existence depends

upon the constant appropriation of natural energies, so his

{mpial self endures only thraugh his relations to a soclal

group., Tufts declares that "...the individual cannot attain
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1
& full moral life by himself." Apart from these relations

the individual is a meaningless abstraction, an empty forme.
Hia reality eonsists in his functions and involvements in
social enterprises.k Family, job, state, provide the content
and meaning of his being.

eesthe human being is =n individual because of and in
relation with others. Gtherwise, he is an indivddual
only as a stick of wood is, namely, as spatially and
numerically separate. 2

Individuality

eeeis a unique manner of acting in and with & world of
objects and persons. It is not something complete in it~
selfy like a closet in a house or a secret drawer in a
desk, filled with treasures that are waiting to be
bestowed on the world. Since individuality is a distinc~
tive way of feeling the impacts of the world and of show~-
ing a preferential bias in response to these impacts, it
develops i#to shape and form only through interaction w
with actual conditioms; it is no more complete in it-
self than is a painter's tube of paint without relation
to a canvas. 3

‘ Society is not composed af isolated units, brought
together through some external contracty The individual is
bgrn‘into an already organized and active system, and from
;t d;aws his material and spiritual sustenance, approprj&tes‘
its things and habits, adopts it language and instruments.
4¢qordingly, the educational process is a direct fagtor in

the shaping of individuals, modifying the o*iginally given

1, Ethieé’, first edey pP. 148.

_z,jmthics, second ed., P. 248.

3¢ Individualism 0ld and New, p. 156.
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»Jasﬁ as "...hydrogen is médified when it gombines with
oxygen.“l The laws of human nature are laws of individuals
ip_associatian, not of beings in a mythical condition apart
from association." , 7

The intimacy of the individual's relations to
cthérs and the neeessity of,his dependence upon others de-
termine the social nature of conduct. Net_ohly is bare ex-
istence conditioned upon social relations,'but the particu-
lar habits of thought, modes and instruments of action, and,
tpvsome’extent, the particular'ends sought, are endowments of
the society ibto which one is born. Institutioms furnish
béth the language with which we think and the agenciés_by
which we secure a livelihood. As to physical livelihoods

Individuals are interfiependent. No one is born except
in dependence on others. Without aid and nurtize from
others, he would miserably perish...As he matures, he
becomes more physically and economically independent;
but he can carry on his calling only through coepera-
tion and competition with others; he has needs which
are satisfied only through exchange of services and
commodities. 3

Intellectually:

The material of personal reflection and of choice comes
to each of us from the customs, traditions, institutlons,
policies, and plans of these large collective wholes,.
They are the influences which form his character, evoke
and confirm his attitudes, and affect at every turn the
quality of his happiness and his aspirations. 4

1, Liberalism and Social Action, p. 41. 2. Loc. cit.

3¢ Ethics, first ed. p. 247. 4, Bthics, second ed. p. 351
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Dewey notes in Human Nature and Conduct that such

things are matters of fact and hence that they do not indi-
cate what is right ax goad.‘ As to the influence of social
approval, he explains that all morality is socials

+«eenot because we ought to take into account the effect
of our acts upon the welfare of others, but because of
facts. Others do take account of what we do, and they
respond accordingly to our acts. Their reponses do
affeet the meaning of what we do. The significance thus
contributed is as inevitable as is the effect of inter~
action with the physical environment. 1

Ag to our practical and intellectual dependence upon others
he sayss

This social saturation is, I repeat, a matter of fact,
not of what should be, not of what is desirable or un-
désirable. It does not guarantee the rightness of
goodness of an act; there is no excuse for thinking of e
evil action as individualistic and right action as
social. Deliberate unserupulous pursuit of self-
interest 1s as much conditioned upon social oppertuni-
ties, training and assistance as is the course of
action prompted by a beaming benevolence. 2

fhgg Dewey recognizes what is cle&rly true~=that the above
aecount of the social involvements of the individual, in
thinking and acting, in the enterprises of work, play, and
art, indicates only the possibilitg of a good that is social

in nature, not its necessary connmctiam with human nature.
Yet Dewey later seems to contradict this, saying

that the answer to the question of why "acknowledge the

1. Human Nature and Conduct, p. 318.

2¢ Ibidey pe 317,
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Right" is of the same sort as to the question: Why not put
, - ,
your hand in the fire? In each case the answer is one of

f@ct; and althaughkhe does not indicate what is the answer
to the former questlion that corresponds to the answer to the
latter, that one will be burmned, he explains why it is the
same sorts |

For Right is only an abstract hame for the multitude of

concrete demands in action which others impress upon

us, and of which we are obliged, if we would live, to

take some account. Its authority is the exigenecg of

their demands, the efficacy of their‘insistensies. 2

_ The question is the nature of these demands., The
1ast sentence seems to say that the social pressures actu-.
ally made constitute the demand, in which case morals would
reduce to social approval, which Dewey cannot mean. The
gther alternative is that the demands are imposed by the
 §§§§; nature of the relationships themselves, and while this
appgrently contradicts the passage, it not only seems the
mast accordant with his general position but is suggeste& by
other remarks.

Since it cannot be the completeness of our in-

yo;vements in social relations that determines what 1s good,

-

‘the latter must be grounded in the nature of certain social

rél&iions; and Dewey says: -

kl, Human Nature and Conduct, pPe. 326,

2. Loce cite.
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We reach the conclusion that Right, law, duty, arise
from the relations which human beings intimately sus-
tain to one another, and that their suthoritative
force springs from the very nature of the relation
that binds people together. 1

There are, for example, binding\elaims involved in the very
n&tﬁre of the parental and friendly relatiqn, demanding cer=
tain conduct from their members. The obligations are not
arbitrary, but are implied by the nature of the’relatidn.

The duties which express these relations are intrinsie
to the situation, not enforeced from without. The one
who becomes a parent assumes by that very fact certain
responsibilities. Xven if he feels these to be a bur-
den and seeks to escape from them, he flees from some-
thing whiceh is part of himself and not from something
imposed by external force, 2

Thus neither "current 1aws" nor "personal subjec-
3
tive opinion" determine right and wronmg. Just as spurious

éemands may be exerted by social pressure in the name of
these relatioms, so the individual may exploit the-existence
@f these relations for purely personal interest, violating

thair natural intention.

The fact that the idea ot principle of Right has such a
natural basis and inevitable role does not, however,
signify that it will not conflict with what an individ~-
ual judges to be his good and his end, nor does it guar-
antee the rightfulness of all claims and demands that are
put forth in its name. On the contrary, one may use

the power and prestige which a representative capacity
confers to advance one's personal interests, add to one's
individual enjoyments, and enhance one's private gains.

A parent may degrad®@ the parental office into & means

of increasing his own comfort and displaying his own
‘whims, satisfjing his love of power over others...Such
conduct is faithlessness. 4

= Jthics, second ed. pp. 237-238. ' ' ' :
e bid, Pe 248, Se Ib*id.o’ Poe 251« 4, Ibid.s D 249
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It appears then, first, that the human being ig
n@turally social, and second, that the relations-this sogial-
;ty involves determine the nature ef the good. The question
is why the relations that are necessary to a social member,
being inseparable from participation in & group, should de-
mand a certain sort of action from the individual. Grantiﬁg
that the individual has no substance apart from his rela-
tigns to other persons, does this fact impose upon him any
gbligations as to the way in which he should adapﬁ himself
to, or make use of those relations? Why should not the
parent, the citizen, the friend, utilize these reiations
fg: purely personal interests, rather than in view of a
"common good"? 7

Dewey's answer is that the nature of the relation
ferbids such a wuse. The good is social and the individual
is obligated to act in view of the welfare of others be-
cause the human being sustains certain relations that pre~
seribeusuch conduct. Thus it seems to be implied (and so
far as I can discover, only implied, never expli&itly
stated) that the good is social because the structure of
human nature designs it for the sort of participation in
socialrrelations that involves attention to the good of
others. 7

But the failure to connect these relatiomns to our

"Yeommon human nature® is evidently more than an accident.
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qu here again, as little as in the case of the Ethiecal
Fastulate, Dewey does not'demonstrate the necessity of the
relation of the gdod to human nature., He does not show

@hgt being’the sort of creature we are we should pursue a
geqd_in accordance with social welfare. The description of
human nature is restricted to showing that the individual

;g gqcial in that’his reality depends~uponurela#ions tg
others. It is not shown that he is designed for pursuing
only the sort of good that involves the well-being of
qtpers. In the scarce passages in.which ﬁhe naturalness of
certain human relations is mentioned (from which we have
guated liberally) the statement amounts only to an assertiqn
tpat the good’consists in the social values. Dewey does not
gxp;ain why the socially motivated conduct which these rela-
tions enjoin, appertain to the}natu?a of the human being for
whom (he believes) they are regulative. In so far as arays-,
tematie and complete exposition of human nature is under-
taken, it is solely to the point of showing the internality
pf_the relations of the self to society and not the‘bagis of
these relations in human nature, nor the 1nternality of a

particular way of behaving in these relations to the nature

of the human being. Yet such treatment is advanced in the

sontexts of the good and the Standard as though it were
entel 20 °3
evidence in support of these.

Sthics, second ed., pp. 247-248.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



=134«

If the good were social welfare then the deserip-
tion of human relations that Dewey advances must be correct;
these must be such as to impose upon us certain actions. If
the good is social welfare there must be certain natural
relations among men inducing them to mutually support ome
‘another. But the nature of these relations cannoet be deduced
from the conception of the good; rather the latter must be
established by an analysis of human nature, and in virtue of
this nature the sort of relations human beings should sustain
to one another. That the nature of the human being restricts
the use he can properly make of these relations is not estab-
lished by saying only that they are "intrinsic to the situation"
or that they are "natural®. In that'case any theory of the
good would be established by the assertion that the pursuit
of it constituted the proper expression of human nature; in
short, no fundamental argument in support of a theory of the
good would be required. Dewey seems to feel the need for a
solid foundation for this theory in a conception of hnﬁan
nature, but he makes only a beginning, namely, the discussion
of the social involvements of the individual,

The issue is: What is there in the nature of the
human being that requires that he should limit his satisfac~
tions to those that are not antagonistic to the happiness of
bthers? The reply of common sense is that we simply ought
to, that everyone really knows he should, and that there is
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no more tq be said."But‘this will hardxyndo>tc suppcrt‘a'
phi;psophical ethics, va there is anythipg the latter can
; d@,tQ Justify a.superiority, or even an addition, to‘commqn
sense, it is tpvprovide a view pf human nature that is“ade-
‘éuate to explain why what is good ;gAgooé. ‘Eew philoso-
Qh@rs, or_laymen, wouldkdiaag:ee to the cqntgntigﬁ,th@t men
ought to make their conduct compatible with the good of
9@h¢rs,»that Justice‘and liverty arevenduring‘values,‘and
that_art, science and social companionship”a:eﬁneblevgcggs.
But the philosophy that would make a signifieant chtribu-‘
~tion cannot simply assert what practical wisdom recognizes.
It must explain why these things cqnstitgte the good, and it
must enable the individual to recognize that his choice qr
suqh a good is nqt arbitrary but rests upon the firmest of
grounds, the»grbund of his nature. 7 B (
, v Only then can an appeal for socially Heneficial
conduct have force, and judgment of right and wrong author-
ity.erhere is novyalidity to the imputationrof respongibil-
iﬁy for one sort of action rather than another unless it is
pradicated upon the nature of the agent. Without this he
can always ask W%y?f-Why should he follow”yqur»opinion
?athe: than his own. The Query_can be satisfactorily met
aniy by a reply which shows that, being the‘sort of ereature
h@ is, he qughtrto dg th;g,_for only this will represent his

Q;aper function. Dewey once asserts that:
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The mode of action which is required by the fact that
the person 1s a member of a complex social network
is a more final expression of his own nature than is
the temporarily intense instinctive appetite, or the
habit Which has become "second nature" 1

But glearly the justification of the assertion depends upon
‘evidence that such a mode of action is integrally related with
: ﬁis nature. Without this eyidgnce, i:vthg agept felt that

his chief good lay in satisfying an “ihstinctive appetite,"

he would be a fool to attach any validity to the claim.

Dewey sometimes seems to express this social
’obligation as arising out of a "contract" which the individ-
‘ual enters as a member of society. He sayss .

«sothat end which possesses claim to regulate desire
is the one which grows out of the'Sbcial’poSitién’or

o m——————  O——— | S—————— "

which he is committed by a regular, sociallz estab~-
lished connection between himself and others... i
Every relationship in life, is, as it were, ‘s tacit
or expressed contract with others,committing one, B
3by the simple fact that he occupies that relationship,

to a corresponding mose of action. 2

| In the second edition of the Ethics wrong is defined as the

yihlgtion’of such contracts%-fthe railure‘to cenfqrmrto

terms that one depends upon being fulfilled by others,
Wrong consists in faithlessness to that upon which the

wrongdoer counts when he is judging and seeking for
what is good for him. 3

D

1, Ethi¢s, second}ed;, Pe 345,
2' Ethics’ first Qdc’ Pe 345-
'5; E£hics, gsecond ed., P. 251.
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‘Pointing out that the fallibility of custom "...does

' gét commit us to the conclusion that there is no criterion
of right and wrong except that personal subjective a@iniqi"
he explains: "A mani.would not steal if there were no value
pl&ced by him on property; even a thief resents having
what he has stolen taken from him." ?

Y%t the question remains as to why the individual
shauld not make use of his social position for purely sel-
figh interests, why he should mot enter eontracts that he_
daes not intend to keep but from which he hopes tovprofit.
The thief, whlle resenting having his stolen property
stolen from him, might very well deny that either he or the
one who stole from him had a certain obligation which was
‘violated. For the thief to take advantage of the rights o

~others guarantee to him, involves no contradiction in his
cqnduct; he simply profits by the moral»guperst;tiogs qf‘
athers. Moreover, if the culprit is exceptionslly clever
and powerful he may wish to pursue the same course even at
tbe‘cost of having others do likewise, rendering himself
gubject to the acts he does to others, confident that his

‘natural superiority will bring him out on top.

1. IA\OC. Citq
20 Loc. cit,
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The difficulty is that while Dewey says that
there are native "elements" or"Constituents" of human na-
'tﬁr§? he never defines them. He mentions certain basic
appgtites-f"like_hnnger,”thirst, sex"f-and‘instinctSf-v v
“likg anger, fear, and hope"--that are necessary to conduct,
saying that "Such tendencies then, constitute an essential
and fundamental part of the person; their realization is
,inVolved in one's happiness.?lﬁut he goes on to indicate
that they are not the sufficient elements inuhappiness, and
must be organized in terms of other more refined satisfac-
tipns. »Thus they cannot explain whatkis goc@. ‘Dewey also
spgaks of ”certain biﬁlogi@al_facts-fsex;}parenthood, k;nf
‘gh@p" as the "roots" of social participation, and of "Imita-
t;bn and’suggestien, sympathy and affgction, common purpose
and common interggt“ as "aids" in buil@ing up a social sel?.
But then he discloses that thése do not act as the basis for
moxal ¢onduct, saying that when the self ié aogiglized
"céngcieus egoism and altruism become possible,.."3 Thus

ggain the account of human nature is adequate to explain

only the social nature of conduct, the possibility of moral

¢onduct, not why social well-being is the end of moral con-

3. Bthics, first ed., p. 340,
2; Ethiqs, second ed., pp. 8~9.
3s Ibid., p. 9.
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@ugt. Dewey does however‘addgce reasons‘why‘he does not
@efine the ultimate constituents of human nature, and it
becomes our business tb examine these, since they may just-
ifywhis neglect to provide a basis in hnﬁan nature for his
conception of the good and may offer a valid substitute.

| ‘The traits of human nature that are discussed by
ngey in connection with moral condnct, are “impplgegﬁ_or
finstincts?,vhis view consisting largely in a rejection of
‘thg”peagibility of defining them. While there is no ex-
plicit evidence that his denial of the possibility of de~
fiping instingts is équivalen£‘to a denialrof_thebppssibil-
ity of defining traits of human nature relevant to the good,
‘we sh§11 proceed as though this were the case. We shall
not attempt to verify that this is so (although the evidence
pointa that way) but shall only note that‘if they areﬂnoth
eénivalent’then Dewey is without any excuse for negleqtingv
@he human bases of the good; whereas if they are,eéuivalent,
gxiifkthe latter is‘invelved}invthe formgr,ADewey has a
Jugtificat;on for the inadequaay‘of‘his_thecry of human
nature, If it is in the nature of the case impossible to
define the basic ethical characteristics of human nature,
;thgn‘it”is of course no disecredit to Dewey that he neglects
fb?previde them. ]

However, it commits us to the cenclusien that

neither is a legitimate theory of the good possible, and
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hence casts doubt upon the significance of Dewey's effort. If
the rejection of instincts were valid, rather than justifying
a theamy of the good, it would condemn even the attempt. The
contention that there is a common human nature together with
the one that the bases of the good in human nature are not de-
finable, implies that the theory of the good, which must then
be single, cannot be supported. Hence Dewey seems to furnish
the condemnation of his own attempt. It has been remarked,
however, that Dewey himself refers to certain impulses and in-
stincts, indicating that his rejeetion of the doctrine is com~

pPlex, and suggeéfing, therefore, a detailed examination of his

view as revealed in the argument against the discrimimation of
ingtincts. We shall try to determine whether he so explains
his failure to provide a basis in human nature for his theéry
of the good that this theory can stand without such a support.
The discussion of the reasons behind Dewey's argu-
ment that it is an error to try to define the original hu-
man instincts, may be best prepared by considering what he
means by impulse and instinct. The intentional use of the
terms interchangeably indicates the nature of his view,
the use of "impulse" suggesting that instincts are regarded
@8 more flexible and plastic than in their usual employ-
ment. The meaning of impulse, for Dewey, appears to be de-
rived from its polar opposition to "habit®". As habit con-

notes stability, organization, definiteness, so impulse

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



~141-

;c@nnotes plasti@ity, spontaneity, unreli&bility,‘ ;mpulseu
is”ngtive and‘origina;, habit acquired and learned. Habit,
,hpwavgr, first givgs meaning to_impulsea, dire@ting_ them
into the channels custom has provided for their expression.
, Bbcause the Fmeaning“ of impulses‘is not native but ac~
quired, "In conduct the acquired is the primitive. '
| Yet while the manner in which the impulses will
be used and expressed is condltioned by the patterns af the
gaeiepy'into which the child is born, this apparently does
‘not mean that there will always be a perfect accord between
;mpnlse and Quatom. On phe”contrary,'customs ténd to be~
~come fixed and harsh, stifling the expression of instinctive
| g@éds. It is necessary that the relation between custom
and impulse be kept feciproc&l; that'while the fgrmer pro-
'vidgs organization and stability to ;mpulse, im@glse_shguld
  §¢ the source of reorganization and reconstruction of cus-
tqm. Otherwise a suppressed_impnlse will grmdu@lly‘build‘up
such a reservoir of unused energy that it will finally burst
the dams of custom completely, ruining the latter and ex-
pending itself in a fruitless discharge. '
That this situation is possible would seem to W
imply that impulses are not entirely malleable, that they

have at least some purpose and direction of their own.

 1. Hhman Nature and Conduct, p. 89,
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Tpe possibility first, of there being such a thing as sup-
pressiqn, and seqond, of an impulse asserting itself in_
spite of and in opppsition to‘the suppressing‘facto:a, vould
geém_to imply that there are definite instincts, whether or
not they are definable. Yet Dewey sqmetimes seems to deny
gven“this. In_stressing the fe:mative force ofwhgbit, he
so@gtimss seems torconsider impulge as a sort of crude,
q@gxphous energy without the desire, will, or intelligence
;e‘do_anything on its‘pwn; aequiring”dgfiniténesa, ordgr and
reality only when harnessed by specific habits and projected
th@pugh them. But if to habit impulse were only the raw
’material, the receptable to the form of habit, there could
be no question of good or bad customs; for the criterion
far Judging customs is, according to Dewey, the ‘success with
which they enable the expression of native activities.r‘

- This quantitative notion of impulse is suggested
first, by the way in which the reorganizing function of
impulses is expressed by Dewey. It is stated as though/imr
pulses are a general source of energy, as though there is
simpiy impulse, not distinct impulses,\ Dewey speakg of ?qqn~
atantly{utilizing unused impulse to effgct continuoas recon=-
gt:uptinn",l saying: "There always exists a goodly store of

a@nrfunctioning impulses which may be drawn upon. Their

1. Ibid., p. 101.
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Qanifestation and utilization is called conversion or regen-
'ération when it comes suddenly. But they may be drawn upon
~continuously and moderately. Then we call it learning or
educative growth." Impulse seems to be considered as simply
a source of novelty and reconstruction.;g,ggneral, and not

as consisting of definite impulses, each with its specifiec
agﬁand.‘ "Impulse is a source, an indispensable source, of
1iperation; but only as it is employed in giving habits
pixtinence and freshness does it liberate power.“z

The same conception seems to be involved in the
prepetency that is given the environment in determining
behavior. He sayss "Any impulse may become organized into
almost any disposition according to the way it interacts
with surroundings. ?

If Dewey had omitted the "almost" in the last quo-
tation he would be asserting explicitly the doctrine he
seems to suggest. However, the following 111uat;atlon dis~
g;oses that the impulse does exercise a deterﬁining or
yselective influence, explaining what is cpngtant in these
vg:idus diversities, "?ear may become abject cowa:dice,
-ﬁ:udent caution, reverence for superiors or»respect for

-equals; an agency for cyredulous swallowling of absurd

1» Ibid., p. 202,
2. Ibid., p. 105.
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guperstitions or for wary_sceptigism." What is clea;ris

that all of these qualitatively different fears are fnr- 7
ther ﬁeterminatiang}of ene‘kind, and as such are_diatinct S
f:om other kinds, of impulses. Dewey did‘not say that
fear_conld become hunger, oxr breiherly love, and so long_
as one im unable to shift impulses in this radical way it
~would seem that there are distinet impulses and not simpiy
impulse. The "almost" in the above quotation is the most
n@cessary term there., -

Dewey indicates that there are distinqt impul-~
sive‘tendencies,”not only by reference to diffe:entvongg--
as to those of "sex", "fear", "possession", etc.~-but in
pointing out the necessity for understanding how social
;nvironment influences impulses. He speékavpf "...quesf
tions that demand discussion of cultural oondifions, con=
ditiona of science, art, morals, religion, edugation and
industry, so as to discover which of them in actuality pro=-
mote and which retard the development of the native con~
’gtituents of human nature.“z‘Again: "We need to’knqw Qx&ct-
:ly the selective and directive force of each social situa-

k)
tions exactly how each tendency is promoted and retarded."

1. Ibid., Do 95.
2, Freedom and Cu;ture,‘p. 34.‘

3+ Human Nature and Conduct, p. 148,
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glearly such statements presuppose that phere gre“specifi@
Aténdgncies promoted or retarded in speeific ways by speci-
fic environmental factors.
ﬂ The ambiguity of Dewey's position is seen in the
chapter title "No Separate Instincta“,which may mean either
;hat no instincts are separate or that there are no in-
stincts, depending upon whether "Sepa:ate? or 9Instincts”
i@)mzant‘to receive the emphasis, waever, the dual mean=-
igg may be inxentional,_for the first passes into the
gecopd; if instincts are not really distinet but interpene-
?rgte and substitnte one forvthe other, then there are no
kinstinnts, but only an undifferentiated energy. Whetbgr
Qaﬁey does really believe this remains (fo; me at 1e@st) an
open Question; there are statements that seem to bevultim-
"3?1¥ at odds,_and to present no suggestion as to{thei:
reconciliation. The preponderance of evidence, however,
’sgems to favor the view that he does believe there are sep-

arate instincés, and that his denial extends only to the
ppssibility of defining them, Having noted the tengousngss
of his position on the first score, we may-proceed to his
argument against the effort to distinguish basic instincts;
fer the latter view at least is uneéuivocal. If there are
éo ipstincts at gll then his difficulty is increased with
regard to supporting this Qpncept of the good; whereas if

they are only indefinable he has at least some claim of
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ngstif;cation in not supporting this concept by relating
“1£ to essential humaen traits.

The issue of whether instincts are separate,
tends to Pass into that of whether it is possible to de-
fine instincts,lfp; part of the argument aga;nst the latter
concerns th% difficulty in strictly demarcating one in-
stinet from?another.

, The error in "the notion of a single and separate
’tendency" seems to be that of slighting the uniqueness of
Qgph"phznompnopvgf instinctive behgviqr, gnd‘springs from
t@e“ignoriné of the intimate involvement of each exp;assian
of instinct with the two vatiables of organism and environ-
ment., Each manifestation of ah instinct involves the en~
“tire organism and eventuates in an qriginal envi;qpmept, 80
that there ﬁill<a1ways be two reasons why the manifestation
of instinct is unique. As to the organism, Dewey sayss
The'whble organism is concermed in every act to some
extent and in some fashion, internal organs as well as
muscular, those of c¢irculation, secretion, etc,
Since the total state of the organism is never exactly
twice alike in so far jhe phenomeéna of hunger and sex
~ are never twice the same in fact. 1

Furthermore&

...thc environment in which the act takes place 1s
never twice alike. 2

1. Ibid., pp. 150-151.
- 2, Ibid., p, 151.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-147-

Illustrating the same point with the force of “fear" he
sayst Again it is customary to suppose that there is a sin-
gle instinct of fear, or at most a few well~=defined
. sub~speciee of it. In reality, when one is afraid the
whole being reacts, and this entire respondinmg organ-
ism is never twice the same., In fact, also, every re-
action takes place in a different environment, and its
meaning is never twice alike, since the difference in
environment makes a difference in consequences. 1
| This does demonstrate}that there is no "single,
;éenticallpsychicrforqe which "causgs“ all the reactions of
fear". It shbws,that each case of fear is "qualitatively
unique" because interacting with a unique set of conditionms,
aﬁd‘that any particular phenomenon cannot be fully explained
gpaxt from_the cooperating organic and envi:onmentalucir-v
cumstances. But what is interesting is that throughout dis-
tinetive types of phenomenz are referred tq-fthpse of fear,
hnnger, sex, etc.-fposing the question of whyther Dewey has
shown anything more than the insufficiency of a general
"instinct" to explain any individual manifestation of the
particular kind of behavior it was designed to explain.
Surely he does not. He shows with force the necessity for
snpplementing that explanationrwith further causes, but he
ggema_tp_a&sume throughout that this general cause must also
yﬁe invq@ed. At any rate the uniqueness of the particular

phsnomgnon requires only that certain unique factors, or a

combination of general factors, be recognized in expiaining

1. Ibid., pe 154,
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iﬁ;rnot that general ones are(notAequally necessary, and
~certainly not that they are not possible explanations.
& This turns us to Dewey's criticism of "general
forces" as a method of explanation; but first we must take
note of two other arguments that might conceivably be in-
?led against the possibility of defining separate in-
i In pointing out how every Phenomenon of behavior
mﬁst be unique beeause eventuating in g uniéue environment,
Dewey states that objective conseduenegs provide the "only

components of the meaning of the act." At other points he

 $§?i5tS,that a capgcityugannot be meaningful apa;t‘frqm an
ngirgnment. waéver, if this relationship means that the
gapgcity is not definable, it would also imply that the
nature of the environment is not definable sineewit like-
yise depends_upon capacity.z However, Dewey‘concedes.that
while "attitudes, dispositions and their kin" are never
geparatg in fact they are “Qapable'ofteing distinguished and
made concrete intellectual objects." He says: "They are al-

ways of, from, toward situations and things. They may be

studied with a minimum of attention to the things at and

away from which they are diregted. The things with which

1. Tvid,, p. 161, o
2. Outlines of Ethics, p. 100.
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they are concerned may, for purposes of inquiry, be repres-

ented by a blank, a symbol to be specifically filled in as
s b D TEEESR TR SRR E TR
occasion demands." Thus the integral relation of instincts

to environment does ngt explain}their indefinability.

A related point,}apparently more signif;cant for
our purposes, is the statement that the "compoment in human
nature",

«sethe impulse (or whatever name be given 1t) is
neither socially maleficent nor beneficent. Its sig-
nificance depends upon consequences actually produceds;
and these depend upon the conditions under which it
operates and with which it interacts. 2

ihg issue turns out, however, to be_one‘qf Hpral gnowledge--
one of the nature of the function of spontaneous ﬁmpulses,’
br_impulsive emotions, as determinants of the proper way of
@cting, rather than whether there can bevfundamental traits
that‘are the,conditions of the good, Bewey sayss

e«soany tendency, whether origimal instinct or acquired
habit, requires sanction from the special consequences
which, in the special situation, are likely to flow
from it. The mere fact that pity in general tends to
conserve the welfare of others does not guarantee the
rightness of giving way to an impulse of pity, just as
it happens to spring up. This might mean sentimental-
ism for the agent, and weakening of the springs of
patience, courage, self~help, and self-respect in
others. 3

l;%égggerience and Nature, p. 238.
2, Proedom and Culture, p. 111.

3. Ethies, first ede, Pe 386,
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Thng 9awey is here consiqering impulses in the senae»of
"&irect responses to situations"land as a method of knowing
what is morally right in the particular cases

But the question of whether spontaneous feeling
;is adequate to determine the right is distinct from that of
whathgr basic characters of human nature are easentialvtg_a
ggtigfactory cpnception of the good. It ;s_npt a question
qfdtherfallibility of direct "impulses" in informing us in
pgxtigular situations what to do to achieve the good; but
one of whether what is assumed as good presupposes basic
traits of human nature as its necessary condition. Dewey
~h§s shown that an impulse to do something is_npt an adg*
quate certificate of its worthwhileness. For the nature of
‘the results of the act will depend not upon the\actuating
impulse, but upon objective factors with which it imteracts;
hgpce knowledge of the consequences is equally necessary to
moral conduct. But while this proves that impulsea‘are not
guarantors‘of a pa:ticular type Qf result, and hencthhat
ithgir direct‘expression is neither good nor bad a;one,‘it
ﬁpea not‘imply either that instincts arexnot possib;& modes
gf explanation, or that‘certain traits af“hnman natu:e are
né@’necessary condi?iona for good Qonduct. For a reflective
;gu;vey of consequences may be a necessary but not a suffie~-

~ient condition,

1. BEthics,.second ed., p. 324,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-151~

| | Takinglbgwey‘s conception, while pity‘pr altrnié-
tie impulses are not sufficient conditions of moral conduct,
they, or some equivalent trait in human nature, muet be nec-
'eésaiyrconditions; gince withaut such impulseg the_survey of
ggnsequencesvceuld not necessarily dete:min@ eﬁgéconduct in
SQQ;ally beneficial ways. Dewey himself saysz "A”union‘of
Eahevwlent‘impque and intelligent reflection is the inter-
est most likely to result in conduct that is good.“l Thus,
while the manifestations of native traits are not good or
Eﬁdvapart from their results, thgir cch@rete gegdness,_de-
pénding}upon the reenforcement of anather factg:--intelli-‘
fggnce,'they are necessary conditieﬁs ofwthe good being what
it“is. The reason that particular manifesﬁations may not
necessarily result in good, is precisely that the ﬁroper im=-
'pglses are not truly manifested; not being aided with_thg
intglligenge necessary to secure an appropriate, intentional
gigrgssiom. It would also seem as though the traita were
necessary as emotional impulses in afder forvccnducﬁ to be
"ggad", but this is a problem for the chapter on Moral
Knowledge, o , A - »
| We have st111 to consider thg fundamental argu~-
ggpt against thg endeavor to define and classify instincts--

,the'critieism of the appeg; to "general forces" as a method

ii;?ﬂthica, first ede, Po 331e
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of explanation. This is stated but briefly in Human Nature

‘and,conduct, the main part of the tregtment being occnpied

with‘exposing spegific errors that haweAbean made in definf
ing fundamental 1nstin¢ts. This suggests that one argument
'aag be the variety of opinions that have prevailed upon the
number and ranking of instincts.l But of course if errors
,h&ve been made and there have been wide divergences among
‘the theories of the basic instincts, this, rather than con-
demning the effort as classification, enumciates the need
for a more exhaustive and penetratinganalysis.z(‘ |
Dewey's own nat ﬁnfre@uent referegces to v&rioné
impulses suggests that he is criticizing only the attempt
to employ any single instincé as a general explanation of
all phenomens. . For example, in one place he delineates
kggvpral "elements in human nature" that have been appeaie&
to by the Nazi faithf thus seeming to assume that, while a
single force cannot explain either all human phenomena or
a particﬁlar phsnomenon, & complex cfrforces ean dg 80
"In any case there is a fundamental difference between the

'Qantention that no single hnman,force--as 1ove of power--

~ean account for all human behavior or even for a partiocular

;1 Hhman Nature and Gonduot, P. 132.

jﬁs See W. McDougall's artiele "Can Sociology Dispense with
- Instinots?", Amer.Jour.of Socielegy,1924,Vol.29,esp.Dp
Jng555~664 for an analysis of the grounds for Dewey's rejec~-
~tion of instince, following somewhat the same line of
-+ eriticism adopted here. .

f% Freedom and Culture, p. 36.
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4§§§noﬁen§g, and the assertion that no determinate tendencies
ef tha human being are assignable. The firgt may be simply
the criticism of an error as to the nature or the number, or
both, of the tendencies, whereas the latter denies th;t such
errors are even possible, because the enterprise in which
they might be made is itself mistaken. Only the latter can
,;enstitute a\substanti&l abject;on_to the endeavor tc‘dgfine
instincts. How does Dewey sustain it? What are the errors
in the employment of "general farces"‘p » .
Dewey explicitly sets forth two points in arguing
the miaapprehension of the endeavor to diacriminate the
fundamental human instincts. He sayst "In the first place,
it 1s unscientifiec to try to restrict original activities
to a definite number of sharply demarcated classes of in-
atinctsa And the practical result of this attempt is iﬁjurQ
;eus.”l In the followingvdtBCussion,vhowever,»the_po;pts
seem to be one, for the on1y evil effects qf the gffort~seam
to be directly connected with the theoretical error. "When
we assume that our clefts and bunches represent fixed separa-
tions and collections in rerum natura, we obstruct rather
@han aid our trans&gtions with things...We‘wre_rendered in-
;qgmpetgnt to dea; effectively with the delicacies and novel-
ties of nature and 1ife.;2Why then is this effort "unscienti-
fieh?

l. Human Nature and Con&ucﬁ, P. 131,
»2. Loc. cite

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



o Dewey‘s answer is that the process of claasifiea~
tion is "performed for a purpose"; and generally the purpose
ig "to facilitate our dealings with unique individuals and
e ‘ Y ‘ ,
‘changing events.," Thus the questien is whether a classifi-
‘gation of instincts can perform such a purpose; and appar-
antlyvths,only way it could do so would be by being a true
 rgprsentatien of the nature of the human being. Why does
kBeyey think that in the nature of the case "ipst;nctsﬁ can-
not perform this purpose? The failure@gfmggst_classifiea7
pions would be no argument against the VﬂliditY,Of”thé‘PrO'
qeaure. And he cannot mean that every human phengmenon is
80 unique that no classifieations are useful in knowing it,
for of course generalization is the basis of all knowledge,
‘The error thatrarises"in the classification of instinets must
‘be more special. | | -

_ ~ This error seems to be the employment of "lump
forces" to describe phenomena that ought to be analyzed into
more elemantary fagto:s. Hb explains;

".;.scienée and invention did not get on as long as men
indulged in the notion of special forces to account for
such phenomena (as lightning, etc.)...They spoke of
nature's abhorrence of a vacuum; of a force of combus-
tion; of intrimsic nisus toward this and that; of heav-~
iness and levity as forces. It turned out that these
"forces" weré only the phenomena over again, translat-
ed from a specific and concrete form (in which they

were at least actual) into a generalized form in which
they were verbal...After it had dawned upon inquirers

1. Loc. ecit.
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that their alleged causal forces were only names which
condensed into a duplicate form a variety of complex

occurrences, they set about breaking up phenomena into
minute detail and searching for correlations, that is,

- for elements in other gross phenomena which also var-
ied..But as yet we tend to regard sex, hunger, fear,
and even much more complex active interests as if they
were lump forces, like the combustion or gravity of
old-fashioned physical science. 2

o In making this point Dewey seems at times to neg-
;Qct the indispenable fnnctionvthat}such gengral cha:acter-
izations as the force of weight do have, viz., that of in-
‘éicating just what is to be explained. The assertion of

the force of weighx_may be simply a.verbal recording of
Phenomena that do occur; and, as Dewey‘says, it may not ex-
§1gin apything. Nevertheless, itvdoes indicgte where an&}in
terms of what the explanation is to be found. It indicates
that A, B, and C cases of weight are similar phenomena and
;yeneg are to be explained by similarwcausesf Likpwise with
instinet. It may well be that "instincts" express only gen-
gxal ¢1assificationa of humen phenomena, anﬁ to be more than
verbal, to be real, explanations the more minutg conditipns
aqgaunting for these need to be discovered. ‘What is_impart-
ant, however, is that this inquiry can proceed only under
'the,direction of the initial clasgsification. Without the

a;&ssitication of behavior into the sepérate kinds of phen-

fqmghg,;ﬁe will notiexpect to find gunéral causes of behavior

l. Buman Nature and Conduct, pp. 149-150,
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but in each case a set of peculiar conditions. We will be
qnable to give ény gene:al explanationg for differgnt“kinds
gguhuman~phen9pena nnless we havg‘fixstvanalytically diSf
tinguished ditfere#t types of phenomena. This initial class-
ification assumes that distinct results have distinct

causes, similar results similar causes; and it is a necessary
’gagumptionkfor general explanaticns of phenomgn&‘ Yg@\it is
perfectly capable of recognizing that any instance will have
to be explained, in any complete sense, byrtheisupp;ementa-
tion of the particular factors.@peréﬁfngﬁiﬁ%thisagage.

But for our purposes it is sufficient to notice
that in Dewey's criticism of explanation by general forces
tvn alternatives are presented. Either there are more ele-

~mentary factors that inhere in a common human nature, or
‘thgae>are in each case so particularized that there really
are no common traits of human nature.’ If the former, then
'Qeygy‘muét explain hbw they are such as to}acceunt”qu thg
good.being what it is--which we have seen he doés not. If
_the latter, he has deprived himself of any possihle basia
for his theory of the good, not only precluding the possi-
bility of supporting it, but positively condemning it. -
kFor if each human phenomenon is 50 indi#idual ags to require
an:exp;anation en¢gmpassing a settgf peculiar fgcto:s, then
Fhsre can be no human nature as such, nor any good related

;Qwit as its proper end.
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L - Thus we have found, first, that Dewey has no ade~
éﬂgta basis for the good in a theory of human nature; and
second, that he does not Just;fy hiavneglgqt}to p:av;de
this foundation, having failed to show either that "in-
stincts" (taken as essential traits of human nature) are
ingapable of Qefinition, or that they are not necessary to

account for human phenomena.
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CHAPTER IIIX

THE THEORY OF MORAL KNOWLEDGE

From the discussion of the good We have discov-
qreé atﬂleaat one faotor in moral knowledge. This is the
étandard ofAsociallwell-being. While the enduring values--

'liberﬁy, justice, equality of opportunity--apparently serve
in some way in passing jﬁdgments of good and bad, Dewey is‘
’himself the sharpest exponent of the limitationms of such
standards. Their generality renders them inadequate alone
to determine what constitutes the moral action in a con-
crete situation. Condensing as they do the essence of a
hcat of goods of particular situations, they cannot be
maehanically applied to new cases to inform us as to the
proper course of behavior. It is necessary to uncbver the

 h§taa1’¢ase in all its concreteness, to bring out all the

elations that are 1nv¢lved,}se that the full weight of its

ﬂé&hands be brought into view. Stressing the need of
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reflection in moral issues he says:

Justice: to be sure; give to each that which is his due.
But is individualistic competitive capitalism a just ™
system? of socialism? or communism. Is inheritance of
large fortunes, without rendering of personal service
to society, just? What system of taxation is just?
What are the moral claims of free-trade and protection?
What would constitute a just system of the distribu~
tion of national income? Few would question the desir-
ability of chastity, but there are a multitude of in-
terpretations of its meaning. Does it mean that celi-
bacy 1s more pleasing to God than marriage? This ides
is not generally held today, but its former vogue

still affects the beliefs and practices of mem.and '
women. What is the relation of chastity as a moral
idea to divorce, birth control, state censorship of
literature? Humaen life is sacred. But what about

many of the health~destroying practices and accident-
inducing practices of modern industry? What about war,
preparation for which absorbs the chief part of the
revenue of modern States? 1

B It would appear, however, that this‘exhaustive
examination of the actual situations is ;eduired precisely
in order to avoid an abrogation of one of the values that
¢qngtitutevsocia1 well*being,vthese being the uxtimate
’Qriﬁeria to which the survey of consequences mst copspantly
a?pegl, They would seem to serve as the delimiting factors
yithin which right action could occur. When an act prom-
.iaed to induce consequences or to reqﬁire for its perform~
anée conditions destxuctiveiof these values, then the latter,
n.s the final court of appeal, would condemn the act as
Ammoral. In such an office social well-being and its com-

,ﬁgnent valﬁes would endow the 1nquiry;into the particular

le Ethics, second ed., pr. 189-190.
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situation with contéxt end significance, aperating as the
réfg:ent in terms of which the discqveredlresults obtain |
active significance and energy in conduct. -
; Such an analysis brings out the limitation of the
standard of social wellébeing and its values in moral know-
lédgs, as well as their necessity in the performance of
this{restrictedfﬁunction. ,Dewey, hqwgver,»inﬂgmph@sizing
ftheir restrict;enaAseems at times to deny their necessity.
EB appears to forget_all about his endoxsement‘af the:stan—
dard of sociaihwell-being and to advance a theory of valua-
tipn in which judgment has no need for anything more than a
 thproqgh knowledge of the relations involved in the situa-
rﬁibn in which action will eventuate, and, accordingly, a
:ecognition of the conditions and consequences of the al-
ternative acts possible to perfomm in that situation. 1In
gxamining the theory of’valuwtiqn ;t thus‘becomgs impqrtant_
‘to notice (a) the apparent contradiction in Dewey's en=~
‘dorsement of the standard ofhsocial well-being and the igf
noring of it in his theory of valuation, (b) the account of
héw‘proper valuations are made. |
B Since if the‘standard of social we11~beinglwexe
vgensidered integral to valuation #ts eperatipn surely wpuld
,,Ee made’unmistakable,‘andv1ts'detect1qn not require a sub-
ytla investigation, our purpose shall be not to argue in
‘;ééﬁail the absence of this standard in valuation, but to
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show its compleﬁe neceseity to right valuation. 1Its ab-
génce should, however, become evident in our @rggtmant ofl
Phia method of arriving at moral decisione vIﬂ it ygt pe‘
‘érgqed:that Dewey assumes the standard of social well-being
- as 8o qbfioua it need not be indicated, the proper reply
;g that this is an unwammanted assumption, since the reader
fhas no way’of deeiphering what is assumed and_what argued.
ﬁg doesrnot know whether Dewey means to profidg a substi-
ﬁﬁte for or altgrnative to the standard, or Only_a gupple-
ment and elaboration of the conditions under which it be-
comes effective. After studying with some thoroughness
 Qew¢y's writings on valuation, this particular reader is "
; §£111 not sure which is the case. Thé failure to refer to
: ﬁhe stapndard would be hardly excusable even if the dis-
:egssian of valuation were confined to the complete ethical
‘w?it;ngs, in which the standard of social well=being is en-
'éqxsed in another section. It is surely withaat‘Jaﬁtifi-
caticn, and can lead only to misunderstanding, yhén it is
emitted in the distinct discussions of valuation, as is the
csse in the many articles noted in the following, as well
‘a8 in the Theory of Valuation.
o ~ If, then, this chapter is devoted to demonstrat-
ﬁ;ing at length what Dewey would recognize all the time, this
';gaasvnot deprige our immediste project of significance;

for it makes clearer than'bewey ever does the precise
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extent and limits of what he describes;strictly}as this
moral method, orienting the standard ofﬂso¢ig1‘well-b¢;ng f
as :t;vta inevitable complement if the process is adeégzaftely
yévagplgin_mqral’qhnice, As in the first chapter it was
necessary to examine & number of Dewey's descriptipng'pf
ﬁhe good to discriminate precisely what'waa essential to
hia theory of the good, and toward pbperving that social
‘kvgll-beigg alone renders these qther descript;ens‘adgéuate,
so our present project is to‘investig&te his theory of
valuation to determine what is reéuirad to render it an
-a@egnata account‘of‘meral decision, ﬁnﬂ to show the.inade-
ancy of other methods and standarda that might conceiv-
’nably be employed.

There are times when Dewey uses as equivalent
tha consideration of consequences and an interest in soc-
ially beneficial consequences, in which cages the stan-
dard of social well-being is of course incorporated in the

~ process of deliberation. When he is discussing the ques~

| fian of the locus of the moral judgment of an actffwhether
it applies to motive or consequences--the moral act is
considered as that which intends ¢onse§uences‘¢ondu¢ive tc
sgcial welfare% Apract is moral when it is performed with

ﬁn active concern for the way it affeets others. Now, if

1. Ethics, second ed., D« 243,
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1t were plain in theAtreatmenta ofvvaluation that»the‘in-
qui:y‘intc consequencesvwe:erguided by‘cqncernvfo:_social
‘wglfare, this being a standard in terms of whieh‘cqnag-
quences were preferred and approved, the doctrine of valua-
tion would be complete. But there is‘nevér a mention of
guéh_a standard nor a statement that the impertance_of“the
review of consequences is in reference to this standard. On
th¢ cqnt:#ry, Dewsy seems to claim the independence of this
‘?rpaess of standards for deciding between alternatives, re-
g#iicting the function of general standards to the purely
;gte;lectualvone of informing us what consequences can be
gxyected, and maintaining that the standard fpr‘any aitugj
‘ﬁipn ig really developed within the particular instance of
vg;uation. Thus his neglect of standard seems to be one not
 §§re1y of omission but of positive denial. There seems to be
an utter break between his definition of a standard of social
~gg¢ personal cpndu@t gsrsocialywellﬂbeing, and his descrip-
Fién of the process of valuation as a»gurely disinterested

survey of conditions and consequences.

l. Of course when Dewey is speaking of the moral quality of
the act as its intending the right consequences he refers
~only to conseguences, since the means to the end pursued
&re also part of the consequences of the act; whereas in
speaking of the valuation of the end he refers to condi-
~tions and consequences, since the direct consequence of
the act is the enstatement of the means to the end.
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It is natural for the conception af the good as
faecial well-being to accompany the cenception of intended
consequences as the criterion of the moral act, since the
gped of others cannot be achieved except by concrete conse-
gaences.’ One's own moral Qharaeter may be‘affeqted by‘
noble motives, but hardly the welfare of others. But on
1§@ew9thgr hand a consideration of consequences does not

: gya;éntee aocial copduct.vmlt is as much to‘thevinte:est’
,gflthe entirely selfish person, as tgvthe socially mipdeq
one, to examine with pregisionvthe possible results of hia
act. Nor is it unusual to find the most cool and complete
calculation of consequences undertaken with the sole inter-
~§§§ of self-profit as a motivxe. The only baaig_upgn”whiph
,@h;s examination can be assnmedvto result in pramotion of
th@ ngd‘is ﬁhe‘opgration‘of some standard or method that

- insures judgment accordant with the good. 7 )
o The question of whether there is a standard for
value judgments is that of whether it is possible to pro-
«y;ég an objective warr&nterr a Judgment,vbasing ;t upon

,g:aﬁnds that are verifiable. The alternative is that the
‘Judgment is declared by some "subjective" faculty and hence

,;13 neither amenable to statement 1n terma of eb;ective

 wgr§gnés‘nor Q&pable‘oprublig verification. In the latter
1 ¢&53”?inte:eat", Fiiking", "taste", or "bias" is ultimate,

and judgments become relative to the agents making them.
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Dewey'a position is the formgr; valuationa are opjgctiye and
the process ofymaking them is intellectual. He decla:esx

eeset0 value means to weigh, appraise, estimate; to
evaluate--a distinctly intellectual operationgbl

In almost every one of his papers on valuation Dewey reiter-

ates that tastes are the one thing worth disputing about and

that by reflection they can be altere@ and placed upon ob=-

Jective bases. He speaks of evaluation ass: - o
eee8 Process of inquiry for the determination of a good
precisely similar to that which is undertaken in science
in the determination of the nature of an event. 2

The Theory of Valuation undertakes to show how verifiable

?qlggﬁians can occur, and Dewey says that valuation propos~
ttions: - S
| eeoin their generalized form may rest upon scientific~
ally warranted empirical propositions, and are them~-
aelves capable of being tested,..rz
Eefar:ing to the conviction of common sense, that there is a
:ég} distinction between immediately enjoyéd_goods and these
gqé&s'appraised and rectified, and that‘thgre are p;ingiples
by which this criticism may be accomplished, Dewey says that
thié'thion

esels sound as to the needs and possibility of ob~-
Jjective criticism of walues. 4

1. hogie (1938) p. 172.

Ef”xsgazs ;g Expgrimentwl Logic, P. 353.

5 Theory of Valuation, p. 24.

lo Experience and Nature, p. 427.
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»Ifs weakness is as to "the medhod of accomplishing" and
'pregumably Dewey will repair ﬁhis. | |

| Now whatever ‘the method for making value-Judgments
that are “significantly canelusive", clearly the reason why
the judgment is objectively grounded, why it is "right", is
that it is conducive to the good, which for Dewey is, of
course, social well-being. The criteria for detemmining
whether a judgment is correct may not be identical with this
~ggncéption of the good; the griteria»may have to be more
technical and adaptable to concrete cases. But ultimately
the only thing‘tham canvjustify them ig their‘guaranteeﬁof
qadgmentsﬂin accerdagce with sgcia; well~being,‘VWhile the
fjadgment may be immediately subject to these criteria, the
9:itéria in turn can have no other pu;poge,vjustification,
e?”test than‘their accordance with the good. Itvis im-
partant to remember that for Dewey}the objectivity»of a
quuétion means only that it declares what‘is right in the
gﬁgqifi@_gituation. But‘clearly‘it also_meaps thatlin any

situation there is a judgment that is correct and others
,that are wrong. _Thus it does qall fq; some m#thcd qr‘atan*
dard, or both, that will warrant a judgment of value as
~right and enable the agent to make such Judgments. )
ST If we are able to shaw that the standard of social
‘ygg;fbeing is‘necassary'te Qo:al‘knqwlgdge, pging the essen-

[gaﬁditien to the isguance of grounded value=judgments, the
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'feqnclusians of the preceding chapter become equally pertin-
ieﬁt here. Having found that a good consistimg of the promo~
tion of social wellwbeing was nbt adequately grcunded in 8
‘theory of human nature, and hence has no rightful c¢laim upon
‘eonduct, it follows that this, as a standard, cannot insure
eérrect Jjudgments of wvalue. It may insure judgments acecordant
 with the conception of the good upon which it rests, but
since the latter i#s unsupported, it likewise is ungrounded.
‘The function of the standard is to induce judgments and acts
conducive to the good, and hence its validity to determine
‘right judgments depends upen the correctness of this presup-
position as to what is good. If we have not demonstrated
that social well~being is the good, we have no basis for be=
lieving that judgments and acts accordant with it are right.

I

On tha matter of standards, as on other issues,
Dewey seems to take contrary positioms. At times he severe-
ly criticizes all attempts to employ standards to regulate
cﬁﬁduct, arguing that there is nothing beyond the concrete
situation regulative of it; that this situation contains
its own standards, and that these standards are determined
in the process of deliberation upon this concrete case,
This point of view is most insistent in the discussion of

thé process of valuation. However, in all four of the
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‘strictly ethical booké there is an attempt to defime a stan-
dérd for determining what acts are approvable and for en-
abling the agent to make approvable decisions. Thus Dewey
seems at one time to say that there is no general standard

determining what is right in a particular case, and other
times to define such a standarde. |
This is partly to be explained by the appearance
of the explicit rejection of all standards in the eriticism
of their casulstical use. Dewey makes it clear that the
standard he endorses is not to be so used, and devotes a
section to explaining the relation of ends~in~view to the
standard. Speaking of the standard as "the general happi-
ness® of "well~being" he says that this cannot provide
particular ends~in-view; "It does not tell what things should
2
be specifically aimed at." Desire moves us to select con~
crete objects at which to aim. The standard operates as a
'ﬁatandpeint for survey". Speaking of the common happiness
he 88y8s
As a standard it is rather a cautiomary direction, say-
ing that when we judge an act, accomplished er pro-
rosed, with reference to approval and disapproval, we
should first consider its consequences in general, and
then its special consequences with respect to whatever
affects the well-being of others. As a standard it
provides a consistent point of view to be taken in all
deliberation, but it does not pretend to determine in

sdvance precisely what constitutes the general welfare
or common good. 3

1‘ Qutline of Ethics, Study of Ethics, Ethics, first and
- .second editions.

2, Ethies, second ed., Pe 310

S ibido’ Pe 281.
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The view is complex, however, It is not clear
whather Dewey means to attribute to the standard the purely
~;ntellectual function of eleeiting before attention all the
cqpsgguences that may be involved in conduct, or whether he
aonceives it as also enabling us to choose between thesg
consequences after they have been knewn in their fullest

~scope. While the above passage may suggest the former, he
also says that:
The function of the standard then, is to discriminate
between the various material kinds of satisfaction,
80 as to determine which kind of happiness is truly
moral; that is approvable. 1
,‘Eurther, » N ‘ v
The signifigance of the standard is that it involves
& conception of the way in which ends that are adopted
should be formed; namely, that they should be such as
to merit approbation because their execution will
conduce to the general well=being. 2
Thmse support the second interpretation, indicating that
fwhile}the standard does not select the end-in-view initial-
1y, it yet determines which one is finally'ehosen. o

If the standard gives us a means of Judging ends-
tin~viaw then it is what is crucial inm determining the ends
that will be pursued._ For while desires furnish ends it is
the standard which criticizes them and which has the final

 ﬁ§x§ in deciding which ofie will pass into realization.
f41§;terms of Dewsy's conception of the goed, ghis is the

1, Ibid., P 271.
2+ Ibid., p. 270,
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function that we would expeet of the standard. Yet both in
'the theory of valuation and in the treatment of standards
in OQutlinesof Ethies and Study of Ethics all regulative
foi@e,ig denied them. Harevthe;stanQaid seems to have
gpp}ied to it all the comments Dewey makes of other “p:inﬁ
ciples" and "rules", the only function remaining to the
g@andard being the 1ntelle@tgal, &hﬁristiq;qne he insigts '
fcanst;tutes the enti:e significagge éfrprinciplgs gnd rules.
The account of the process of‘valqating‘the situation con=
§§ips an attempt‘to explain why standards are not‘rgqqirgd
‘tgwenable decision, andvthia we shall Qpngide; pxesently,
First 1t will be well to examine the treatment of standard
_affered in the Qutlines of Ethics and Study of Ethics, for

these:intxoduce what is to be looked for in the theoxy of
valuation. | S |
| In Qutlines of Ethics the standard is stated as
"exercise of function "; in Study of Ethics, as "expression
~of self". The earlier conclusions in the theory of the
good about these as further specifications of the conception
pﬁnﬁmgeting‘the needs of the situatipn“ apply here. Fcrﬂwg
discovered that all of these were primarily accounts of our
\-ggﬁhoé_qfvkngw;ng,ﬁandﬁthat “gxm:eise_gf ?unctigg" anq "ex-
 §?§agion of the self" furnished further information about
the kinds of "needs" that were to be looked for, designating

,fhe‘serta of elements contained in the situation;
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The standard as thgmneeég of the situation is to be exam-
;§ged in the discussion of the process of valuation, where
;ﬁ 1§ crucial. Our fi;at task is tq‘abgerve”that’in”ths ex-
gligit advancement of the other concepts as the standard,
?bﬁir’meanipg is that found in the ?nqeds‘ef the situatign",
Y;z:‘the uniqueness of the actual situation"anq the necess-
ity to study it in all its relations and peculiarities.
Describing how “exercise of function" "explains
the possibility ef dec131on as to whether this or that pro~
posed act is ?1ght” Dewey says:

We have only to analyze the act itself. We have cer-
tain definite and wholly concrete facts; the given
capacity of the person at the given moment, and his
given surroundings. The judgment as to the nature of
these facts is, in and of itself, a judgment as to.
the act to be done. The question is...: What is this
case? The moral sct is not that which satisfies some
far-away principle, hedonistic or ‘transcengental. It

+is that which meets the present actual situation...
The case made eut, the moral end standa forth. 1l

The same point is expressed in Study of Ethicss

The criterion and its applicatlon both exist in teims

of the individual's own moral life; it is always put-~

ting two and two together; doing the best possible

with the materisl available. Its terms are the given
- impulse and its'bearing in the agent's own life; it

is simply a complete view, or Jﬁdgment, of the intrin-

sic nature of the acte 2

«ssthe case and the standard are really one; it is al~-
ways a question of what the case really is, when looked
&t not partially, dbut in the light of the agent as a
_cenerete. effective agent in his vital relationships.3

1; Qutlines of Ethics, pp. 134-135,
3,»,4 of Eihics, Ps 70,
¥s 4Dldey Do 7le
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~ Thid enables us to see how the endorsement of a
gtandard and the :ejectian gf standards/may be reconciled,
fg:phere the standard of fered becomes identiqal'with con-
;duating a complete apalysis af the concrete case. Dewey
proposes the above standards in conjunction with a condemna~-
tion of the employment of separate standards in the concrete

case, saying finally that "the case and the standard are
yeglly(one“.} It seems to amount to the paradox that the
'o¢xy standard is that there shall be no standard. He in-
sists that in the Proper sense his standard 1s absolute, but
that in this proper sense it is also relative. o
A truly absoluite eriterion is one whiehaadjusts itself
to each case according to the specific nature of the
case; onme which moves with the moving world. On the
other hand, if relative means uncertain in application,
changing in time and place without reason for change
in the facts théemselves, then certainly the criterion
is not welative, If it means taking noteof all con~
crete relations involved, it is relative, The abso-
‘luteness, in fine, of the standard of action consists
~ in never faliling application. 1
,It is elear that this provides a method for Judging what to
de; but that this mathnd does not contain a standard for
 enab1ing us to decide between alternatives. It tells us that
in exnry casge the right declsion mnst follew frem an exhaust-
jiye anglysis of t.he nature of the case; it does not explain

hsw the alternative valzés or ends potential in the situation

1. Outlines of Bthics, pp. 135-136; see Study of Ethics
. PPe 70~71 for further statament. e -
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‘g@d“petitionipg for our attention are to be compared and
‘evaluated.v If we are‘to obtain a means}fc: deviding’beé”
‘ﬁyeen these alternatives, it must then be‘contained in the
‘method of'deliherating upon this case. 'wevturnktheg to the
 statement of this method in the theory of valuation.
N The theory of valuation is based upon the fhndar
gwgtal coneepts of Deweyts theary af}knowledge,Jespegially
upon those of the origin»of knowledge inAa‘preblemapic git-
uation, and the nature of Inowledge &s mediate and rels-
"ﬁipnal. Moral knowledge is no different invkindkfrom scien-
tific knowledge. In fact it is hardly legitimate to say
‘éten‘that his epistemology is applied to morals to produce
#ge theo:y of valuation; for, éccording to Dewey, yalne
Jadgments are contalned to some extent in all cases of de-
‘liberation. But while moral knowledge is thus continuous
ﬁith scientific knowledge, there is indicated a distinction
’ﬁhich,‘for our.purposes, is fnndamental, There'gre_sitnar
4§ipns'in which the problem for deliberation is to discover
f&pAapprqpriate means to some preconceivgd‘end; the knaw&
ledge here in question is “technical". In other situations
there is no single end decided upon, but there are several
gpaa cqmpeting foi our decis;og; in snchvcases, gnd only

- 1l
‘here, is the situation "meral". "The problem now is what

1. Ethi¢s, first ed.,pp,205-211; Ethics, second ed., Dp.
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ig really valuable. It is the nature of the valuable, of
the desirable, that the individual has to pass'uponu"l
In considering the theory of valuation it will,
of course, be the moral phase only that we shall be con-
cerned with, for only here does the problem of a standard
arise. Where the issue is merely “technical" all that is
lacking is an adequate knowledge of means, and if the affair
raally is merely technical; if, that is, it has been agreed
that under no circumstances, no matter what the means tuen
‘out to be, will the end be questioned, a knowledge of means
will be sufficient to release action. In the moral situa-
tion, as when the means are examined in terms of valuas
other than the initial end they may promote or hinder, it
would seem as though something more than knowledge of the
~means or of various alternative sets of means were required
to instigate decision, and that some standard were required
‘fer deciding between the competing values.

The general function of valuation is indicated in
its drigin. Arising because of a conflict of a "problem-
‘atic situation" its purpose is to complete the situation, to
golve: the problem.z The valﬁe judgment is relative to the

particular situation and because this 1s indeterminate and

1tm first edey Po 207 .

‘2. As we shall note later this origin also sets the general
standard for deliberation, namely, the needs of the situ~-
~ation that require fulfilling. :
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ygqtivity inhibited the Judgment of valne is one of»gggg is
gglgg gggg. Since, however, in the moral situation there
,@xé cgmyeting ends, clearly the deten@inatipn of what_mgt
gé‘perform must follow from an estimation of the relative
térth of the alternative ends. While Dewey asserts that it
is really the act, not the object that is judggd, he also
SAys that the object that is judged valuable or the reverse
@nd“hange made an end of action, is judged"so in rqferencq
‘té the valuevcf the‘end to which it is a,usana.l Thns, fine
aily, both act and object areujudged and action detgrmine&
by the judgment of the value of the end to which they are
yxélated. And‘valuation concerns conﬁligting ends. Drama-
tizing a particular perplexity, Dewey}yritesz
What will I have the situation become @s Between alter-
natives? And that means what force shall the thing as
‘means be givenn? 8hall I take it as means to present
snjoyment, or as a (negative) condition of future ‘
health? When its status in these respects is determined
2;? ;alue is determined; judgment ceases, action goes
Thps in so far as waluation is moral (and we shall subse-
éngntly consider valuation only in thig sense) its problem-
solving funetion is @hs narrower one of selevting‘among‘gl?
ternative ends, any one of which may be the proper way of
rendering the indeterminate situation determinate and hence
Q&agbling the recovery of activitye.

'1, Eesays in Exﬁerimental Logie, pp. 359~363.
2+ Ibide., DPe 361, ’
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The question we are concerned with is how the al-
ternatives are judged; what is the standarde |
o Because the question in the moral g;tuation is what
@n thgrspecific case is‘roally #aluable or good,‘tha process
q¢lva1uation in rendgring an im@eterminate sﬁtuation.@eterf
m@n&;e will be engaged not merely in "enstatipg" a_valpe‘in
axistenee. Dewey contends that in so far as the proper value
of this situatiop»is not lnown, the valuation giving rise to
Phg :estatement pf the value will also be providing“the d@ta
for determining the accuracy of the initial judgment as to
the rightnesslof this value and its corresponding act. Only

| with the issue can the judgment be conclusively verified;
'!..gthe act (of valuation) is the proximate object of judg-

ment which is required to make a logically conclusive judg-
ment possible. '

- Thus the process of valuation invelves 5@erimen
which provides the data for determining the truth of the
’yalue‘judgmant. This must be the case, since the subject~
matter is always an indeterminate situation and arises to
settle what act is to be performed. .But before we study the
‘ﬁ§§ng_°f verifzigg a value judgment, we nust consider the
V@§§h@ﬁ by whichjvalnatiamm are initially to be made, how

' £h€y may be warranted as'hypotheses. It is clear, however,

1. Valuation and Experimental Knowledge, Phila. Review, Vol.
31y, Pe 336,
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;tygthif'a valuation cannot be eonqlusive;y>v§ri£ied until
after it has issued into act, enstating the value in actu-
gli?y and thus“prqviding the complete datg‘qu its judg-
mﬁnt,}then ther¢ ean be no infallible method for determin-
i#g}the(right course of conduct. But in any case there is
samp‘method of "conclusively" verifying vaiue»judgments
gxpgximantally, and Dewey believes algo that there is a
method of arriving at approximately correect judgments prior
to action. Alfhough the complete absence of the latter
would not automatically deprive his ethicalﬂtheo:y of ade~
quacy, it certainly would be a strange duwntity in the
philaaophy that believes the funetien of knewledge is te
'enlighten conduct. First, then, what is the method of de~
ciding what to do in a moral situation?

' | The general character of this msthod is repeated-
ly 111ustrated by a distinction between two senses of the
tgxm "value“. Dewey notes that in one sense to value means
*éateeming?, "prizing", "appreciating"--all acts of direct
apprehension or immediate knowledge--and anythimg is a value
'yhigh is an object of these activities¢ ~In another semse to
‘value means to "estimataé, “appraise", "evaluate", this
aétivity being refleetive and mediated, and the‘final abdect‘
L&esignated "valuable" being the product of a careful 1nqu1ry.

VBewuy's general theery of the process of knawledge as mediate

}and 6ﬁmthe cbject of knawledge as relational, indicates which
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quﬁhege}mean;ngsmhe believes correctly states the judg~
ment of value. It is, he insists, only when the immediate
app:egiazion of value is subjected‘to a critical examina-
"yion_that &,warrgnted jadgment can be mgdgwand a proper
value instituted. "Valuation" proper begins when direct
~¢:periencing of values leaves off, although the function of
‘ﬁh;s process is to reinstate a value immediately appre-
~ hended.
| There is no doubt as to what is in general the
moral method as Dewey conceives it. The question is as to
 ?h§”nature of the_standardrand’whethe; this furnishes the
| gtgnéard.v Ihe method isv*intelligence“, or "scientiﬁig_ |
«ﬁQtpod" (th@y are equivalent for Bewey)wand in agsserting its
gnpremacy Bewey 13 at some pain&_to_imp;ésa thg rgadg:vwith
;tg necessity‘ It is tthe reasonablg ebjg@t}of’ou:‘dee@ast
faith and loyalty, the stay and support of all reasonable
h@pés.“l waever,‘intelligepce_alene is hardly definite or
&istinetivg enoughrtevcongtitute the peeulia:ly mergl methgdg
‘It will not be contested that whatever one does he ought to
do it intélligently and not uninxe;ligently. But tq pgrfqrmr
i,gg,a,dist;nctive}inst:nmgnt for informing us what we ought to

7 :§¢and for making value judgments, “intelligenée" mist be

1. Bxperience and Nature, pp. 36=37,
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givgn a more precise and distinctive formulation, in temms
of traits that characterize the provess in its moral as-
pect,--the standard that supports it, or the object it man~
ipulates.

| Dewey himself reeognizes this and tries to give it
this precision and distinction. He says that in gtating the
anpremacy of the method of intelligent action in dealing

“with problems of valuation he has

sestried to take that statement out of the region of
innocuous truism by linking up the possibility of
intelligence in action with that ascertained knowledge
of conditions and consequences which is obtained by
the use of the methods which stand out conspicuously
in the physical sciences. l.

,Thns ‘the end of intelligence as moral method is a knowledge
of "gonditions and consequences". And it is by this know~
~ledge, it is disclosed in Experience and Nature, that values

_a&re g:iticized and appraiaed. Knowledge ofvtheir causes
and effects provides the data by which values are wamranted
~or proved defective. ¥alues as they are immediately given
gnét’be'appraised by reflection before they are proved de-
sirable. |
Properties and relations that entitle an object to be
found good in belief are éxtraneous to the qualities

that are its immediate good; they are ecausal, and hence
found only by search into the antecedent and eventual. 2

,1. Schilpp, Pe 591

';2.;§§Eerience and Nature, p. 405.
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Again& O0f immediate values as such, values which occur and
which are possessed and enjoyed, there ia no theery at

is all. ‘The moment we begin to disecourse about these
values, to define and generalize, to make distinctions
in kinds, we are passing beyond value~objects them=-
selves; we are entering, even if only blindly, upon

an inquiry into causal antecedents and causative con-
sequents with a view to appraising the "real", that is,
the eventual goodness of the thing in question. 1

i An investigation of thﬂ productive causes and the
ffellewing effssts is then the method of appraising a value
‘or a'value-abject. Bbw precisely does this methed function?

| In the exposltion of the theory of valuation Bewey
8tates what warrants a value as the discovery of 1ts condi-

, #1pns“and 90ns¢§uen¢es, never as its conformity with soecial
well-being. He says thats

seeenjoyment becomes a value when we discover the
:elations upon which its presence‘depegds.  2

fha point of yiew is Qlaborated in‘Thquy‘gg Valuationt

The proposition in which any object is adopted as an
end~in~view is statable (or explicitly stated) is
warranted in just the degree to which existing c¢on-
ditions have been surveyed and appraised in their
capacity as means. S

Hence it follows necessarily that the idea of the ob~-
Ject of desire and interest, the end in view as dis~-
tinect from the end or outcome actually effected, is
warranted in the precise degree in which it is formed
in terms of these operative conditions. 4

13 Ibld., P. 403. h ‘ o
‘3, Quest for Certainty, p. 247.
€§@;T@§9 of Valuation, p. 25
4. Ibid, D. 29
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,?ha"most ob#ious ipterpretation of such statements is that
t;rtge is only self-consciousnesa; that whenever the con=-
4iti§ns and consequences involved in actualizing a‘vglué ”
g;é;ggggg, whatgve:“thgirrspgcifig_content orvhpweve:‘they
are épproved, the judgment of value is warranted., This im=
?1ie§ that the nature of the ends chosen are irrelevant td
ftkgikaa::antability; all that is relevant is_thei: being
*t@e result of a ce:tain method, their being consciously re-
@ggnized in the energy they will cost and the sacrifices they
éntail. Yet Dewey,_having defined certain“valuesrand epds
ﬁhat.@re good, has indieated that their specific content is
igp9xtant, that the value of an end‘is relevant to its worth.
:Ip termé of his conception of tha goéd, surely any conse-
éu#pces or conditions invclving effects contrary to social
Vyglfare must be condemmed, however strict their aéhgrcncg
fg;the method and however thoroughly they were known. II

th@ moral good is of a certain social nature, the only war-
ra#t‘for moral conduct and correct valuations could be com~

1
patibility with this good.

1. In one passage in The Quest for Certainty, it is suggested
that the nature of the value is relevant to the correctness
of the value-judgment, and that the conditions that warrant a
value must be not merely known but of a certain sort. While
the general statement does not hint this, one elaboration of
it does. He begins withe"To say that sométhing satisfies is to
report something as an isolated finality. To assert that it is
1 sfactory is to define it in its cofinections and interace-
M{Quest for Certainty, ps 248) But later he says: "Te de-
¢ something satisfactory is to assert that it meets speci~-
fiable conditions."(Loc. cit.; last italdes mine). (continued)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-182~

‘ Thns it seems proper to conclude that Dewey Bm*
1ieves Judgments resulting from the use of the methnd of
sq:yeying conditiqns agd consequences, are‘warranteé,as“-
products of this methgdvpré¢isely because its application
will necessarily result in the adoption of the specific

7a}nes he regards good. In this gasé_the method suggested

fffg;d,ras»a reliable way of making judgments, sepve to war-
rent any particul&r moral dgcision an@_epdvchnsan,‘ The
gﬁggtion we are concerned with is whether this method warﬁ
@ants Judgment by containing the employment of the standard
e#\by supplantinﬁiit, and if”the 1atter, how It must ex-
plain (1) how the agent chooses between incompatible ends,
~#§é (2) how the choice is warranted or grounded. The éqegf
,tipn is as to the nature of the function»of knowledge‘éf eon-
ditiong and consequences in warranting the value. What in the
case of any particnlér value are the particular conditions
Vthﬂp.Will warrant or invalidate it? How are we to determine
'wﬁqther the conditions and consequences a value involves are
such as to validate or invalidate it? |

kauch questions give<rise to the more elementary

ones of how the causes and effeqts"of a value}cgn be rele~

vant to its worth as a yalue~-to its "valuableness".

ntinued) Thus he seems to say that a thing is valuable
only if its conditions are of a certain sort. However, since
the notice is so incidental, and the nature of these "speci-
fiable" conditions is not suggested, it cannot be treated
ua ef any varticular significance.
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‘Iiﬂ;snclear that the only way in which the causes or effects
‘ebﬁneeted with the existence of a value could bear upon the
worth of that value would be for them to contain or be pro-
Q§t1v¢ or destructive of walues other than the one to be
Judge&. Otherwise they would not enter into the sphergﬂof
value at all and hence could not bear upon the valuableness
@f“g particular value. If the causes and effects of a value
were valuationally indifferent, except in their efficacy in
p:bﬁﬁcing the value in Question(whichvof course would leave
 §££actg without any value aspect at all),_then the Qniy pur-
pose of knowledge of conditions would be to enable the pro-
,@agtign of the value. They could not then approve or con=
éémn the value for it would be the purpose and test of ‘
thEm, the only question being whethervthey_realmy wonldﬂbring
,th@ value into existence. If conditions and consequences are
relevant to the worth of a value it must be because they in~
valve the promotien or destruction of ather values. 7

| - If this is the case it follows that the process of
considering a value in terms of its conditions and consequences
‘$3 Qne of comparing the value to other values. The condi-
ﬁibns_are considered in terms of the valgeg thsy promqte or
destroy in producing the value in questiap._ Gnly‘in‘thislewse
@gg;d‘cansequences have any ?garing at all upon the value.
Qpiy this could explain)why critieism}ef‘a value ;s necess-

ary; namely, because in choosing a particular value we choese
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mot ‘only it, but other values comnested with the means and
cQﬁsequences_of its gxistence, and if ch@ice is made in igf
@qrgnce‘of these conditions or eqpse@uenges,‘valugs,anper;or
to the value desired may be sacrificed im its achievemgnt,
Thns th@ process of critic;sm settles down to avcpmparigan‘“
of the worth or quantity of value of ome vaine with another.
o | But‘thep‘is thisrnot'simply a>statamegt Qf thg'pxo-
ﬁlem.with'which criticism or appraigal}ig conecerned, rather
ﬁhgn‘an account of the 'method it employs? Dewey himself
has stated the moral problem as that of the reconciliation
ef incompatible values, a choice among competing ends. The
question is precisely what is the methad or standard for
’aeaomplishing this reaonciliation or determining this choice?
e Adequate evidence is not available to determine
~ﬁ§§ther Dewey does or does not‘recognige that the verifiaa-
tion’ef a value by inquiry into conditions and consequences
is significant only when the latter are analyzed into other
values with which the former is compared. It is not necess-
g:y to ponder in detail the evidence on either side; for it
can be observed that in either case he must provide samejfur~
ther msthod, or a furthervapeeificatien‘ofvthis init;al pro-
| cedure, to explain how valu‘es can be warranted. quveve,;-, vi‘t “
‘ggy pe-helpful tp‘indicate the general‘matu:e of the evidence
for the two slternatives. Morsl deliberation is explicitly

fﬁﬁfinea as the endeavor to reconcile incompatible values or
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eﬁds, 80 that recognition that eonditions and conseguences
mist be refined into values is implieit in the nature of |
;?alnation. Further, some passages are found in which Dewey
indicates that causes and effects are to be examined in

warranting a value, because these may involve the sacrifice

of other values than the one of initialvcancern, One of

these is the contention that a desire may be modified by

the discovery
«soethat an irmense amount of effort is required to
procure the conditions that are the means required for
realization of a desire (inecluding perhaps sacrifice
of other end-values that might be obtained by the same
expenditure of effort). 1

And in criticizing the doctrine that "the end justified the
means" Dewey says, in reference to a particular example,
that this

«sewould mean that the value of the attained end...was

such as to warrant the price paid in the means by which

it was attained--sacrifice of dwelling-houses and sac~

rifice of the values %o which they contributed. 2

' But.such observations should be preliminary to

considering the crucial evidence, for determining whether
‘Dewey recognizes the merely preliminary nature of a study
of conditions and consequences which is that of whether he

actually tries to furnish a further method for comparing

the values the latter contain. That he does not, as we

1. Theory of Valuatiom, p. 25.

2. Ibid., Dp. 41=42.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



~186~

gpa;l find, furnish such a method, nor appeal to his standard
éf gqcial well-being, seems to indicateuthat he is unaware
gf'its need,’andvhgncevaf the partial character of kngvlgdgg
‘9: conditions and consequences. But while this would explain
’thg absence of a standard in the theory of walgatiop, we can-
géthgonclude that this is the case. For the éuestiqn re~
pﬁigs”gs,to‘whether his failure is in not recognizing the
gspegsity of a_fu;ther method, or simply in neglecting to

‘fefer to a standard that is assumed throughout.

o _ Although Bewey makesvclear in his traapment_pf ﬂhe
mp?al situation, and odcasionally in his descriptidn of the
process of valuation, that moral evaluation consists in
 :gting and deciding between diverse ends or values, the gen-
eral characterization of valuation tends to obscure this.
’;} is for this reason that Dewey has freégeatlyvbggn accused
of reducing valuation (moral valuation, 1,3.)'to the utili-
tarian problem of devising means to an end. The criticism
that Dewey does not recognize the peculiar nature Qf yhg
4@0;&1 problem as a reconciliation of, or gt least choice;
’bgtweep diverse ends, can be ;9cpgnized_from ﬁhqfferggging to

.mistaken. A more correct criticism may be that Dewey pro-

7?@aeqmng way for settling the moral problem,--for selecting

one of several competing values.
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o Whilg the_first obJeqtion shpuld have been dis-
ygel;ga by a more thprgngh examinatian ef the dectring,_the
¢ritics are perhaps not entirely to blame for their mis-
@gke. VFor in a;yays setting the moral problem ig thehéon- _
text of the indeterminate situation Dewey tends to refe; only
?9 one end‘or value, gpeaking of valuation as the “medigtion"
or “:geonstitution? of Eggvend by a su:vey}of its_ﬁgans._
kH;a general characterization of the valuational situation is
~one in which the worthwhileness of an end is in doubt; the
agent is not sure whether this pérticular end, verified as
gqodiin past experiences, constitutes the good‘of the pres-
ent situation. But 1t has been shown that in the moral sit-
_ugtipn‘the only way a value could be doubtiful wquld be in
relation to other values, so that there are really several
values that are in doubt. I offer a suggestion as to why
 $§v§y describes the situation as one in which a value is
doubtful rather than as a conflict between opposed ends.
:h;g is, that upon his notionvqf(habit, ;n any prgplemgtie
éitugtion,rthe agent may be regarded as,making a direct,
@1thongh perhaps 1nadequate, response of some sort, the new
"aituation being_classified as simila:_tq past ones, and ac-
cpxding;y as‘containing the same previougly experienced value,
'5?h95 the p:imaxy‘issue for the ageat is the a¢e§uacy of the
'pgsylppdg of action in this new s@@ugtian.} Although in thé
questioning of this habit and 1ts correlative value, the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-188~-

grggepge_oﬁ cgmpeting ends is implied, inlphevlife expexi-w
ence of the organism, the other question of the adequacy of
prior habit may be the more primitive. After this question
arises it becomes refined into the matter of deciding be-

fgégn‘competigg ends. rhus‘I suggest thgt‘Bewey'ayneglect,
in the treatment of valuation, of its pecullar problem as =

reconciliation of more than ome end is explained by his en-

deayor to remain close to the organic, experiential aspect
of valuation. N
| In terms of Dewey 8 epistemology one expects to -
1earn that judgments of value “involve a relatienship to
other things" ,1 The question is to what other things and in
,ﬁggtgqrt ef xelationahip is a valueyrelate@? Whilgﬂﬁeypy‘
;@aists that valuation 1s concerned with judging competing
Qggg or valuqaand not simply with.deviging means tq_a va;ue
g};?ady decided upon, the “relations“ that are e;amined by
deliberation are always described as those of @means-b‘
, ecnge@uences“ and not those of values to‘one“anothexjgg
taluea‘cr_in'terms of their valuablensss. He says qfuigluess
l oeosWhen thought and discussion enter, when theorizing
sets in, when there is anything beyond bare immediate
enjoyment and suffering, it is the means~consequence

relationship that is considered. Thought goes beyond
immediate eéxistence to Its relationships, the condi-

tions which mediate it and the things to which it is in
turn mediatory. 2

1;1Eggazsugg Experimental Logic, P. 356,

;2. Ex@eriencefand Nature, pr¥397.
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kayglues, "All_that can be said of them concernsktheix
generative conditions and the consequences to which they
give rise." ; _ '
| The question is as to whether this is not simply
& description of the method of eliciting the values that
are really competing in a,particular situation--a prelimin-
gfy to the crucial valuation, which mu§§5¢xam%pe‘the rela-
Zgiena of values to one another, not_in”tqgggvof‘theix ex-
igtential causes and effects, but in tg:msibf4their valu-
’#bleness. vAlthough;Dewéy states the moral git@gti?n as one
| of incompatible values, and pleads not guilty‘of the "parti-
'euxar bungling perfgrmance“ of restricting valuation to
‘gssisting in "bringing into pgxsical existence a-yalue al~
ready, as value, given"? despite these declarations Dewey
éégs not state the purel& pre;iminary characte: Qf mganawand
cénsaquenges, and apparently offers this me&hgd of inquiry
a8 the sufficient means of deciding between competing ends.
';n incidental passages, as in a footnore, he says he ac-
gep;s the view that *value=judgment always has_fer its sub=-

3
Jecy matter a relation, bétter--or worse--then." The idea

 w%§;ﬁ¢V¢r elaborated, however, nor made an imtegral part ef

the theory of valuation. When he does say that the Judgment

1- Ibld.c, Pe 396.
2, Objects of Valaatien, p. 254, | o
773. Valuatigg and Eggeriman&al Knawledg_, Pe 334.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



=190~

#hat & thing is good is the assertion “that}@ng thing 18
better than another thing" and hence is "eqmparatife,_relaj
kti@nal"; he goes on to say that “Comparison is gomparisomwpf
fhings,_things in their efficacies, their promotions and hin=
drancee.”l - L . . . . - ..

- - Thus the relations with which propositioms of ap~
praisal or valuation have to do is that of "means to ends or

2
‘gonsequences." That this does not limit deliberation to

éﬂqgtions‘of utility but includes the peeuliarly mgxalﬂisaue
3ew¢y argues on the basis that means and ends are determined
in th@ same Process, by the same,methqd, and as‘the same oper-
ation. The root idea is the simple one that moral as well
§3~mere1y pruéent conduct mst issue from aqunside;atiqp of
the consequences that are involved in an action to satisfy
 §9@3 desire or achieve some end, and that in the}analyaig‘of
thesghmeans the initial desire or end may be altered or even
g@andoned.} In all cases of inte;ligent deliberaticn.tpere is
’bﬁt}one process involved, that of considering‘alternative
cahraes of action in the light of the conditioms by which
tﬁqy are attainable. The crucial poimt in the theory is the
epgminnity of the Process of eonsidering means‘and endsg

 Th§ two terms of the relation are not decided upon separately
'ﬁnﬁ then brought togethe;; there is rather a reciprocal

gége:ienge gg§,$h§ﬁre;‘P' 430.
; >;§héerY of Valuation, pe 23
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E@lanéing of one against the other. We do not settle first
whieh end we are to pursue, and only after this is finally
decided proceed to determine what are the most expedient
@sgps fo:»producing this end. Certginly it would seem as
?h@ugh_the considgration ofvmsans pPresupposes some epd, but
#hg end is a hypothesis that can be valldated only by a sur-
;ygyvof the means; it is not given complete and final at the
start. 7 » S
«esthings can be anticipated or foreseen as ends or
outcomes only in terms of the conditions by which they
are brouglt into existence. It is simply impossible
to have am end in view or to anticipate the consequences
of any proposed line of actiom, save upon the basis of
some consideration, however slight, of thé means by
which it ¢an be brought into existence. Otherwise there
is no genuine desire but an idle fantasy, a futile

o wsh. 1 - S |
Gonduct which is either 1ntelligent or moral must proceed
from a survey of the means to the end it pursues.

o ‘Hence it follows that a weighing of the worth of
glte;natlve ends is‘not}sufficlent to form a‘wmr:ante§ ;udgv
‘ment. The superiority of any of these ends can be deter=
ﬁ;pedquly by bglancing it as means-end against the other
ends in conjunotion with their means. : -
For what is deliberation except weighing of various al-
ternative desires (and hence end-values) in terms of the
--6éHat t46AF Phat are the means of their execution, and

" which, as means, determine the consequences actually
mrrived at? 2 -

1. The _x;x’of Valuation, Pe 35.
2 Ibid, p. 25
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- Now, as is indicated in the last quatation, it is
gaf‘alwaysrclear’that Dewey recognizes that alternative de-
gires_are to be evalumted in some other way thgn}in‘tgrms qf
the efficiency, facility, or certainty of their means. But
sure;y aomething more must be involved ;n_mgral deliberatipn;
atﬁerwise the desire to he acted upon would be the ome that
was most efficiently, easily, and certainly satisfied.
Hﬁpee. Dewey must mean that the evaluation of the direct sat-
;S@iaétion of the alternative desiresvcannot be ada@ua&e_to
?etg:mine a warranted decision unless the values involved in
tyéir means are also compared, the final evaluatiqntthus con-
cerning a compar;son’of alternative means~end or meansedeaire.
| While it must be granted that concentration on an
end without attention to the circumatances of its accbmplish-
ﬁ?ht is idle fantasy, and that the awareness of what isvin~
télveé in accomplishing an end may cause us to modify our
view ef the’end, even to_renounce_it entirely, it has atill
ytq4be explained how we do choose one means-end above another.
Dewey makes the matter difficult by disallowing the abstrac-
@imnvof ?ends“ in_gny,form}frpmlthe montinuqus_proeéss ofyde~
}1beration as it'temyoral;y eccurs in behavior. His dgscrip-
_t?bp here_does net consistently_qufar“enqugh‘to»disclose
 §ﬁ§t“why it iavthat_the consideration of the means to an end
©oan cause a Tefornation of the end. The Teason mst be that

7£h§~eenditions are found to involve results==to entail
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disvalues--that make prejudicial the dggirgbility of the
end; It willyhave been bought at too great a cost,}thg value
it secures will be seen to beVless‘desi:ablerthgn thg‘values
ﬁh@_@eans will Jeppardize, It isrwell'to have the concrete,
;i#iﬁg gnalysig of the deliberatiig process that_bgweyﬂpra~
Y;aeg; but ii is indispensable also to note h@w thisuprecgsg
¢gn}be served by the value abstractions which‘may seem giien
to its dynamic development. It is mecessary to see that the
éy@l&ation of megns-end can be brokenqup into smaller units--
yaiugséf, a dissection necessary not only to see what is |
‘theoretically involved, but to understand the way the process
'éﬁggﬁyatter of fact acours. It is true that the reconstruc~
tiéﬁ ér complete dismissal of an end through,qqnsideration of
tﬁg\meana aoften does not occur as a result of explicit recog-
nitian of”ﬁhe superior w?rth of ce;tain values,'whichnwpu;g
‘bekgndangered by the instigation of the means to that afﬂthg
end., Yet the implicit cognizance of this valuational differ-
.gnée isrpreaupposeduby_the choice actually madg, Wh&tever'
the}psyehelogical descriptien of the factors}bringing it
@hgnﬁ, this is the only way in which the choice can be made
intelligible. If it were ngt actgally possible_to rgjeqt

l@@ans}upon this basis, tta»theorgtical description might

1!5&@ said t°_b*g$@?§133%3§9f, We find, however, that pre-

r when conduct is mest intelligent and eenseious, it is
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this explicit recogn¥tion of the superierity of eertain -
~f§1ues that moves one to reject a certain method of gecux=
ing an otherwise desirable end. The only reason thatyean
eauge one to forego"the_pursuit of’a desired end, ig that
aemahew, however crudely and dumbly,‘it is seen that the end
ig”ngt worth the means, and when this apprehension is ex-
‘ﬁlicit, it is a conscious evaluation of the goods the means
will sacrifice or cost above the goods the end will promote.
There is nothingrat all difficult about the mutual modifiea~-
tion of means and ends, their foﬁmatign as part of a single
~Pprocess, and their developmentrin‘a give and tak9 fashion,
~@hen we observe that both are subject in their worth to some~
atﬁing more elementél and abstract~-va1ues, and that 1t is an
appreciation of values that governs the process thronghout.l
| ‘ | While Dewey notes the utility of prior valuas and
enda in examining the present situation, his insistence, which
1s upon the importance of the latter, turns largely upon the
miatgke thét may ocour in valuation from separating means

fand ends., The errors in judgment seem to depend upon two

l. Dewey speaks sometimes as though the comparison of alter=-
native courses of action in some situation would proceed
by reducing these to "homogeneous terms" or "elementary
constituents®, but all he means to designate by these

- Pphrases are the conditions and consequences into which
the elternatives must be analyzed.
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general characters of the re;gtion of means to end.‘_Bmcause
thg end desired can only be obtained by certain”means,kwhidh
ggy eﬁtail_ths sac:ifice‘of other values, an};gnoringref the
mbapa entailsvan igncring and perhapa m sacrifiee,qf thgse_
Yélues. Secondly, because the end is not an abao;ute closure
;t:wi;l have fu:thcr consequences, which may be such as to
 ;§épg:d1ze the value of the end. Hence only by being aware
‘gf!tha_relatiom of means to an end can we be aware of all

the values involved in our action. - |

" The motive of Bewgy‘s appraach is revealed in hisﬂ
'fxééuent denunciations of Ffixgdwenda“, His attacks take the
1@§eregtiug form of pointing to moral dangers, and evil
ggqpsequences involved in theii use, thus presupposing a cer-
lﬁain cpnception of what is the morally good, which is the
4?3@18 for the condemnation. For Dewethhev;dea of fixed

9@&3 is pernicious, because it reflects a separation of
yéans and ends, ﬁnd such a'geparation ;3 a pegitive hindrgnge
,#?,ﬁhe process of va;uation. vAllvthe‘evils‘attgching to the
doctrine of fixed ends are part of the general one of ignor-
ing means. Adherence to fixed ends results in sentimental
idgalization of the end as abst;actly deairable,'and_so |
diverts attention from the concrete examination of the means
‘Fyg@”yould reallze it. It fathers the doctrine that "the end
g§g§§i£igg,the msansﬁ, vhiﬁh ugually}:esu;ts in inferior taking

4Emeaedence over superidr ends. It deprives people of con-
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:§}na9usly satisfying experience, causing themvto_cogceive

of means as pure drudgery and ends as pure satisfaction,
thns(making the aetivity‘concerngd with meansvengervating
and that concerned with ends. feverish. The dootrine

makes for the destruction\ofrboth'virtue and happiness,

and undermines moralrknawledge. ; ‘ » - ‘ ‘

7 The :e&enstitutien pf the end by an analysis of

its means and the mediation of a desire or impulse by a
fgn:vey of/its consequences, are apparently an ;dgntiea} pro-
@ésa& Fbr the end deliberated upen is always the projection
'9{ some desire seeking satisfaction, resulting Qenseégently
in the criticism of the end being a criticism of the desire,
'agd vice versa. However, one can consider the data which |
‘ére,considered in valuating the end or the desire, ®ither

‘j?@}thc conseguences ofﬂthelggg of satisfying the desire or

the means to the end of satisfied desire. While Dewey does
nq# Propose such an’anmlygis, it seems to csnstitute_the/
‘9g1y distinctien between these two modes of stating the pro-
éeas of valuations. | | |
- Yetva_diffigultyvis eneounteredvin the manner in_

‘which the mediation of desire is‘expressg¢,7’1p grguing that
desires and intgrésts are capable of'nmdifiQatién by ébserv-
 ing what is necessary to realize them it is said that desires

*$§§mae1ves are to be evaluated as means.
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Desgires and interests are, as we have seen, themselves
causal conditions of results. As such they are poten-
tial means and have to be appraised as suche. 1

The referemce tp a statement of desire as a causal condition
of the end is apparently to the point that desire is an
organie condition of an object being valuable. In Logical
Conditions of a Scientific Treatment of Morality Dewey as-

"éérts‘as the distinective feature of ethical judgments, that
they make character or the particular manifestation of char-
,acter in interest or desire, a part of the subject-matter
Judged, this distinguishing ethical from scientific judg-
ments. The latter depend upon the animating force of interest,
but here interest simply selects a particular content and in
no way determines the nature of the subject-matter judged,
neither altering it mor entering into it as a constituent.

. In the ethical judgment one of thé ofgaﬁie conditions of the
Judgment, viz. interest, is alsoc part of the subject matter
Judged.

From the strictly logical standpoint...the ethical
judgment thus has a distinctive aim of its ownj; it is
engaged with judging a subject~matter, a definitive
element in whose determination is the attitude or dis~-
position which leads to the act of judging. 2

Further:

Just because character or disposition is involved in
the material passed in review and organized in judgment,
character is determined by judgment. 3

‘1. Theory of Valuation, p. 32.
2+ Logical Conditions of a Scientific Traatment of Morality,
50 Loc. cit. ‘ ‘ , Pe 16
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Since, however, the presence of the desire is the
eondition not only of the existence of a value but of our
entertaining it as an end, it would seem that the desire
could not be valuated as a means to the end but only as the
end which itself was evaluated by its actual instruments.
The estimation of the end and the desire would seem to be
the same. Thus one does not know what to make of the state-
ment concerning the evaluation of desires in

esstheir first manifestation through consideration of
the consequences they will occasion if they are acted
upon~-an operation which is equivalent to Jjudging or
evaluating them as means operating in connection with
extra~personal conditions as also means. 1
~Sure1y while desireé are causal conditions and hence means,
they have a status different from that of other means; for
| desdres condition the nature as well as the existence of the
end, whereas other means, the instrumental omes, condition
"'em',y tts existence. Without the desire there could not
even be an end, and since means must clearly be means‘to
séme end, neither could there be a consideration of means.

There is another alternative. Dewey could mean
that desires as correlated with ends are tb be e%aluwted as
means to the end of completing or meeting the ﬁeeds of the
gsituation, the latter being the standard in the valuation of

5a1ternative ends. The needs of the situation as a standard

~é@p1@yed in valuation will be considered later. In any case

; i;JTheory of Valuation, p. 30.
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it is evident that thus far no standard for evaluating incom-
patible ends has beén discovered., Dewey has emphasized that
ﬁoral conduct depends upon an examination of consequences,
~#nd hence has suggested where we are to look for competing
values, but thus far we have found no‘means for deciding

which to act upon.

Iv
While Dewey has proposed a standard~--social well-
being~--that is clearly more than a suggestion to survey =all
| ths consequences of an act before performing it, other
‘treatments of standards appearing in his theory of valuation
deny every function to standard except that ef promoting the
survey of consequences. He says that:
seethe attempt to bring over from past objects the ele-
ments of a standard for valuing future conssquences is
& hopeless one. 1
In this context "rules", "principles", "standards", are

"tools of analysis". They clarify the elements contained in
‘ﬁhe gsituation, bringing before attention things that might

have been ignored.

«sothe objeect of moral principles is to supply stand-
points and methods which will enable the individual to
make for himself an analysis of the elements of good

and evil in the particular situation in which he finds

himself. 2

1. Essays in Experimental Logic, pp. 378-379.
2, Ethics, second ed., D.-309.
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Héwever, as he goes on to explain the character of thisv
function, it becomes clear that the prineiples do something
mére than illuminaté certain facts., ZExplaining the service
of the Golden Rule he says: "But the Golden Rule does fur-

nish us & point of view from which to consider acts; it

suggests the neeeésity of éensiéeriﬁg how our acts affeet
the interests of others as well as our ownj; iﬁ tends to pre-
vent partiality of regard; it warns against setting an undue
egtimate ﬁpen a particular consequence of pain or pleasure,
simply because it hﬁppens to affect us."l Clearly this part-
icular rule not only elicits certain consequences involved
"1n @onduet but tells how we are to estimate their importance
;1& acting. The "standpoint" is not simply a disinterested,
~sclentific one, but ascribes a certain value to these conse-
 qﬁencés and insists that we heed them. Thus they cannot be |
purel& "intellectual orx analxﬁid&t;z It is, as Dewey insists,
ﬁe@éssary to refrain from employimg principles as external
‘cémmands,that are sufficient to determine & priori what is
‘right in a given case. Yet it is equally ne@éasary to re-~

- member that, 1f they are to evaluate in any degree the con=

sequences they adduce when used as tools of analysis, they
“are to some extent "prescriptive", which he denies. There is

‘ne need for fcrgetting that "The idea of common good, general

‘wélfare...develops a8 social changes present new opportunisies

2. Reconstruction in Philosophy, p. 169.

Rise-d
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o 1
for personal development." The only contention is that

thpre mist be some pcsiti#e content to the direction given
moral conduct; there must be provided some limitgtion of the
acts that are proper, and not simply an intellectual tool.
N While Dewey says that his theory involves a
"gtandard which 1s determined within the process of valua-
tien”g it is difficult to know how he can mean this striet-
1&; and since the statement is not developed, its meaning is

fprablematic. It seeme unlikely, however, that he means that
égliberation first determines a standard and then applies it.
~Despite his language I suggest that he means either that the
| gtandard is constituted by the needs of the paiticular situ~-
‘,atien or that the data gathered by deliberation compose the
only means for settling what to do. If it is merely the lat-
‘ter then there really is no standard involved in valuation,
‘and consequently the process Dewey describes offers no dis-
| tinctive way of resolving a problem of incompatible values.
Ebﬁever, there are references to things that might serve as
standards, which we shall consider presently. First we may
fremark an error that could explain Dewey's failure to endorse
standards in his theory of valuation. |
Dewey sapparently believes that the disjunction be~
tween the employment of standards in their usual meaning and
1nﬁelligent conduet is absolute; that a careful eritical in-
:3girn into the elements of the particular case excludes the

1. Bthics, second ed.,pp.382-383.

B amarn A Dlaomamdmandnl T awd - aAMA
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~possibility of using a standard to decide what to do after
the complete data of conditions and consequences is made
available. He sayst "If the standard is already given, all
that remains is 1ts mechanical application to the case in
‘hgnd--as one would apply a yard rule to dry goods. Genuine
ﬁgral uncertainty is then impossible..."l The non-sequitur
is obvious. It is entirely possible to have at hand the
standard for judging a case once one really knows what the
case is; but as Dewey has so ably demonstrated one cannot
-really know what the actual case is until he has undertaken
an e#amination of all the elements and relations it contains.
Thus there can be genuine moral uncertainty in the sense
that one does not know what to do in the actual case, even
 thaugh the standard does disclose what is abstractly right.
“Enowledge of the abstractly right rather than precluding
wgen&ine moral uncertainty endows the latter with signifi-
cance. For it indicates a 1imit’te the uncertainty and a
iay in which it can be dissipated. One is uncertain because
he know what in general it would be good to achieve, but he
does not know enough about the particular situation to know
what is this particular good that will foster the general one.
- Uncertainty has poignance precisely because there is a good
ihat can be promoted or sacrificed. Without such a concep-
tion, without a general étandard for defermining what to do,
yixuiﬁid., PP. 374=375,
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it is difficult to know how there could be any real uncer-
tainty in a particular aituatiqns to be sure one does not
know what to do, but then one never does, since there is no

way of deciding what is right. Without the latter, uncer-
tainty camnot be moving or vital, nor perform @ positive

“funection.

: Dewey's statement of the ultimate issue in moral
‘deliberation does not help suggest a standard. He states

'88% e..othe question finally at stakes what shall the agent

s be? What sort of a character shall he assume. On its
face, the gquestion is what he shall do, shall he act
for this or that end. But the incompatibility of the
ends forces the issue back into the question of the
kinds of selfhood, of agency, invelved in the respec-
tive ends...When ends are genuinely incompatible, no
‘common denominator can be found except by deciding
what sort of character is most highly prized and shall
be given supremacy. 1

_’Eov Dewey surely does not mean that character ig the "common
denominator" selecting the kind of character that shall be
‘given supremacy, for which he apparently believes that char-
acter determines every estimation of value, thisy as he says:

eesaPpplies to any end as it happens to arise, not to
the end as we ought to form it. 2

He goes on to suggest that the standard is good character:
...thé man of good character, the one in whom these high

powers are already active, is the judge, in the concrete,
of happiness and @}sery. 3

1. Ethics, first edes, Po 210,
fa.‘ibid., p. 279.
3, Ibid., p. 280.
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But while there is some evidence for conciuding that Dewey
"Eélieves that the éan of good character is ﬁhe standaid for
jmdging between diverse ends, I suggest that he is only
stressing the involvement of character in decision and not
endorsing good character as the standard to be employed in
vyaluation. However, should this be a.misinterpiet&tion of
his view, we san indicate briefly the error that would be
made in using such a standard.
The problem of deciding what is good is begged by
the use of the term "oood? to qualify the sort of character
that is fitted to make cofreet value judgments. The problem
has only been restated and we are as much in need of a stan-
dard for determining what is the good character that will
serve as stahdard as we are for judging what end is good.
- Are we to discover the person of good character by his reputa~
tion for being good? In this case the standard becomes social
‘ cénvention. Or are we to decide upon his goédness by examin-~
ing his actual conduet? In this case we have ourselves en-
'»géged in valuation and if the standard employed to evaluate
ths conduct of another is adequate to determine its goodness
:gnd the goodness of the character responsible for it, then it
mn@t be adequate for declding our own moral problems. Thus
‘good character as the standard is either impossible or super-
:flﬁéus; impossible if we have mo standard for determining what

is good character, superfluous if we have such a standard,
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Excluding good character three other conceptions

appear in various places that might be intended to serve as
standard. These are: "The needs of the situation", "secience

&8s method or as data", "the promotion of values". We shall
eonsider first "the needs of the situation".
While in the theory of valuation Dewey does not
- refer to any standard by which it operates, he constantly re-
‘fers to the needs or lacks or wants in the situation as that
"in terms of which" the survey of consequences is conducted.
Thus the "needs of the situation" might serve as a standard,
| action pursuing what, after inquiry,was discovered to be the
real needs involved. Dewey says that in valuation "the end-
kin-view is formed and projected as that which, if acted upon,
will supply the existing need or lack and resolve the exist-
v,, 1
~ing conflict." Further along, the point is stated more
 e¢mp1ete1yz
Control of transformation of active tendencies into a
desire in which a particular end~in-view is incerporated,
is exercised by the needs or privations of an actual
situation as its requirements are disclosed to observa-
tion. The "value® of different ends that suggest them-
selves is estimated or measured by the capacity they
exhibit to guide action in making good, satisfying, in
its literal sense, existing lacks. Here is the factor

which cuts short the process of foreseeing and weighing
ends~in-view in their function as means. Sufficient
unto the day is the evlil thereof and sufficient also is
the good of that which does away with the existing evil.
Sufficient because it is the means of instituting & 2
complete situation or an integrated set of conditions.

1. Theory of Valuation, p. 34.
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" In the chapter on the good we noted that apart
frbm its connection with social well~being, the concept of
*needs of the situation" consists of two general pointss
first, that every situation is unique and hence possesses a
unique good; second, that the attaimnment of this good must
spring from a complete examination of all the elements and
relations of that situation in all their particularity.
There it was noted that this characterization is inadequate
as 8 definition of the good to the extent it is not supple~
mented with the qualification that these "needs" must be
Quch as to be compatible with social well~being. The same
general comment applies here. How are we to determine which
néeds are proper in this situation and to be satisfied, or
what just are the "needs® if the term designates only those
ﬁhings that are properly regulative of behavior? The ques-
tion is as to precisely what is the nature of these needs
gsuch that they serve as the standard for deciding between
alternative ends=in~view. The general need of any situation

48 that being incomplete, the situation must be resolved,
completed. But this only sets the problem; how are we to
determine what are the exact "needs" that need to be satis-
;fiad?

Now, as has been noted, Dewey has indicated how we

‘are to go about knawing what these needs are and in so doinmg

héa described their formal or general characters but he has

i Ak Aawmam ma dan e mmmns Sliadk aTwa smran Aadbammden wlimd saes ba T

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



"’267"

taken as the rightful demands of the particular esituation.
ﬁe have been informed that the needs are in every case
unique, and that they are composed of two factors--subjec-
tive capacity and objective environment, these being in
Veach case speeifie and relative to one another. The right
act pursuisig the right end~in~view will belene that e¢o«
a&dinates these factors in their specificity and relativity.
!étnthis information does not describe the general‘nature of
needs and ends that will, in his theory of the good, be leg-
itimate, namely,‘those that are in harmony with social wel~
- fare. It only reminds us once more of the individuality of
éach moral sltuation and hence its demahd for a fresh ap~
*préach. On the surface there are a number of "needs" in
 any moral situation; there are as many as there are desires
tﬁat might possibly be satisfied, both of the agent and of
‘those affected by his action. An objeetive survey of the
’situatien can bring these out in all their partiocularity

: aﬁd complexity, and the advice Dewey offers for this exam-

kiﬁation.is valuable, Alone, however, without a standard for
évaluating the respective merits of these needs, lacks, de«
“hands, and for deciding between alternative ends*inwview |
that satisfy particular ones of these, there is no ground
j?ér‘sﬁppoaiag the survey will move action in accordance with
jféﬁ§>geod. ¥ithout some sort of restriction of the needs

that are legitimate or a .standard for deciding between them
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and their correlative ends~in~view, there can be no assur-
ance that conduct will be socially beneficial,
| In what seems to be his first deliverance upon

the nature of moral deliberatiom, "Moral Theory and Practice",

ﬁeﬁey in one passage suggests the social character of the
?needb of the situation. Considering the morsl act as
daing "justly and truly and lovingly", which means that the
agent *has to respond to the actual relations in which he
finds himself", Dewey explains:
To do truly is to regard the whole situation as far as
one sees it, and to see it as far as one can; to do
Justly is to give a fit and impartial regard to each
member of this situation, according to its place in
the system; to do lovingly is to make the whole situa-
tion one's own; not dividing into parts of which one
is a warm meum and the other a cold tuum. 1
Clearly, according to this statement, to meet the needs of
the situation *Ylovingly" is to respond with affection to
the interest of others, and to make that a guide in action.
Were the recognition explicit in the later treatments of
v&luatian, our problem would be greatly diminished. It
would then be merely why Dewey does recognize the social
eriterion in only a rather indidental way, and seems to

state it as a somewhat incidental corollary of the needs of
,thp,aitaation, & concept which without the ezyliéit reference
to the social factor indicates only the individuality of

1.,Ebral Theory and Practice, p. 200,
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the moral situation and the good of the situation as a funce
tion of this unique conjunction of elements. In any case,
the omission of even such incidental references to social
wellsbeing in the exposition of the theory of valuation nec~-
,éésitates the analysis we are undertaking to show the inade-
quacy of this theory without social well=being as a stan-
dﬁrd. We turn then to the role of science in valuation to
'ébberve whether it provﬁdes the means :or choosing between
in@empétible ends, either as a standard or a substitute for
it.

’ It is not suggested that Dewey conceives either
t?‘éeienceﬂor"increase of values" as standards that are ex~
~§iieit1y applied in the process of valuation, for he has
rep@diated the need of such standards. However, he beliewes
~that valuation can settle cbnfliets between values, and we
ﬁa#e observed that just at the point where its task became
erueial, it lacks, in our present statement of it, the
ﬁbans for accomplishing it. What is needed is something,
whether it is called standard or merely method, for choos-
ing‘between competing ends. Dewey regards "science" and
-iﬁerease of values" as integral parts or féatures éf the
ﬁéthaa of valuation, and our purpose in treating them as

possible tandards® is to make clear their fdree in resolv~

_;#h@ peculiar moral difficulty of resolving conflicts of

L"‘tt; - Generally stated, the function of seience is as an
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‘instrument in value-judgment, whereas the "increase of
values"~--rendering them more secure and varied--is the pur-
pose or goal of these judgments. As to the latter Dewey
sd&s: "We are criticizing, not for its own sake, but for
the sake of instituting and perpetuating more enduring and
extensive values.“l And in the performance of "eriticism",
‘Wthe conclusions of science about matter=of=fact efficien-
‘éies are its indispensable instrumants."z Can either of
these tell us how to estimate rival ends?

| The idea im "extending values® is apparently
that in the moral situation the particular end té be pur~
‘'8ued is that which conduces to more values, which, bBesides
its own inherent value, also contributes to other values.
Dewey says that in criticism "The better is that which will
do more in the way of security, liberation and fecundity
fér other likings and values." y ",..those goods approve
themselves...which steady, vitwlize, and expand judgments
'iﬁ creation of new goods and conservation of old gaods;"4
While it is not certain whether or not Dewey conceives this
as enabling us to decide between competing values, it is

evident that it cannot do so. For while it is surely a good

I,IExperience and Nature, p. 403,

20 Ibido s DPe 4080
5@ Ihido s Po 43.0
4. Ibido s Pe 41”0
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Lméxim.never to sacrifice a value when it can be aveoided and
always to promote as many values as possible, this cannot
‘ﬁall us which values are better to prométe. If values were
all on a level of valuableness then in akmnral gituation
ﬁérhaps we could simply count ‘up the number of walues éach
alternative aet would foster,‘ehoosing the one_that fos=~
tered the most, on something of the same order as the hedon-
iékcaleulus. But as Dewey so forcefully points out, this
is really to ignore the crucial feature of moral problems,
ﬁhich is that of deciding which goods are superior in worth
yand hence to be preferred. The inadequacy of a standard of
promoting more values is evident in the faect that fewer
#alues may overbalance in valuableness a greater number of’
iaw@r values, so that a calculus based upon values as quan~
titative units must inevitably go wrong. Thus, perhaps, we
mﬁj conclude that such passages as those quoted above are
intended by Dewey only to advise the pursuit of the rational
,and_soaial values that we enumerated in Chapter II and not
to constitute a method for resolving particular moral pro-
blems.

| Can “science" then enable decisions between com=
Peting values? In the sense in which Dewey speaks of science
‘aa,scientific or experimentsl method it is simply identiecal
;ii%hvthe process of valuation, and hence introduces no con=

-aiﬁcrations distinet from those we have generally been
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concerned with. But in another meaning in which science is

iﬁpertant for valuation, Deﬁey speaks of science as a body
af knowledge, as in the earlier gquoted passage where he says
‘yhat the "...conclusions of science about matter-of-fact
efficiencies of nature are its (valuation's) indispensable
iﬁstrumenta.” '
Dewey is so clear in stating the instrumental
function of science to valuation that it may seem gratui-~
tous to examine his doetrine as possibly containing a stan~
aa:a or method for choosing between competing ends. In dis-
@ussing a particular branch of this sort of knowledge, name-
ly, the sociological data as to "What individuals and groups
hold dear or prize and the grounds upon which they prize
them" Dewey says: "Knowledge of these valuations does not of
itéelf, as we have seen, provide valuation-propositions...“2»
ﬁnd ags early as 1900 Dewey agcribed a similar functien to
psychological science:
| Pgychology will never tell us just what to do ethic~
ally, nor just how to do it. But it will afford us
insight into the conditions which contrel the forma-
tion and execution of aims, and thus enable human

effort to expand itself sanely, rationally and with
assurance. J

Nevertheless, the examination of the place of scientifiec

knowledge in valuation may preclude possible objections,
1. Theegy of valuation, Pes 58.

2‘ Ibid’ p. 58;

3. Psychology and Social.Practice, Psychological Review,p.124.
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;#d will in any case bring out the exact function that sci-
Bgcé_has in yalus~3udgments, an item fundamental to Dewey's
sthical theory. 7 | 1 |
o Scientific knowledge is regarded as fumdamental to
gﬁking greunded valnations, but it is explained that such
;xopesitiens are grounded "...in the degree in which they
;ﬁploy rhysical generalizations as means of forming propo-
sitions about activities which are correlated as ends-means."
Ehgflatter Propositions provide "...rules of methodic proce-
iure in the conduct of the inveatigatione thatjdetermin§~the

respective conditions and consequences of vairdous modes of

o 2
sehavior." The particular function of scientific knowledge

ls indicated by the fellowing:

Desires and interests produce consequences only when the
activities in which they are expressed take effect in
the environment by interacting with physical conditions.
- As long as there was no adequate knowledge of physical
conditions and no well=grounded propositions regarding
their relations to one another {known "lawd¥), the kind
of forecast of the consequences of alternative desires
and purpeoses involved in their valuation was impossi-
‘ble. 3

‘has the scientific knowledge renders valuations intelligent
ry‘statingvthe relations of cause and effeet that value-
/bjects bear to one another, indicating consequently the re-

iatien of promotion and hindrance of values to one another.

”T'hgéry of Valuation, p. 57.
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fkis enables the agent to know to what he is committing him-
gelf in pursuing a certain end, for he knows the means it en-
tgils and hence the values that are sacrificed and those that
are fostered. _
Dewey stresses the utility of sociology and psycho-
logy ¥n this enterprise, but all sciences, in so far as they
describe relations of conditions and consequences, may prove
uéeful. Since the business of all sciences is to state the
reiat;ons that govern the operation of physical conditiona,
and these conditions interact with human actions so as to
hélp determine their consequences, apparently there are no
sciences that cannot provide some aid in valuation. Speak-
ing of the need of an analysis of the situation that calls

forth judgment so as to provide knowledge of the "facts of
1 .
the case", Dewey says that what is needed is:

A social science which will analyze a content as a
combination of elements in the same way that psycho-
logical analysis determines an act as a set of atti-
tudes., It is assumed that the situation which calls
forth moral judgment is a2 sociological situation,
which accordingly can be adequately described only
theough methods of sociological analysis. 2

Later he sayss

But even if it be admitted that the scene is social, .
this characterization does not exhaust the description.
Any scene of action which is social is also cosmic or
physical. It is also biological. Hence the absolute
impossibility of ruling out the physical and biologi-

1» £0$1¢§1 eOnditiéﬁé“of'a ficientific Treatment of Morality,
“gﬁjﬁec. cit.
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cal sciences from bearing upon ethical science. If
ethical theory requires, as one of its necessary condi-
tions, ability to describe in terms of itself, the
situation which demands moral judgment, any proposition,
‘whether of mechanices, chemistry, geography, physiolegy,
or history, which facilitates and guarantees the ade~
guacy and truth of the description, becomes in virtue 1
of that fact an Important auxiliary of ethical science.
- The ethical service of psychology is in

.eediscovering the conerete interactions between human
behavior and environing conditions which determine the
actual consequences of desires and purposes. 2

seeewithout psychological knowledge the force of the
human factors which interact with environing non~human
zg?digions to produce consequences cannot be estimat-

- Thus this knowledge simply supplements our knowledge at hand
fér investigating the relation of means-end in a particular
situation. The point seems to be simply that desire is a
cause along with extra-personal causes in bringing a conse~

_inenae about and hence is to be considered along with these

7éther causes in the continuum of means-end.

There is a difficulty peculiar to psychology, how-
'éver, in knowing how it can be serviceable in disclosing

, eauses. For certainly the efficacy of psychological factors

”?éf‘tttftﬁdé%and disposition as causal factors or means in

' §§§&ncing.conseqnen@es can eventuate only through their

first influencing an action. @#Hence it would seem that the

1. Ibid., p. 24.

, ?5 §h3°ry'gg Yaluation, p. 63
3. Ibid., pp. 62-63.
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anly;helpful knowledge would be as to the conditions of
interaction of the human act with environmental agencies.'
What would concernithe judgment passed upon the act except
1£e eventualities in the environment; what would be the
speci&l import of its psyehologiaal eauses? Dewey does not
answer this‘in Theory of Valuation, but he had earlier sug-

‘geétad an explahation in Qggical Conditions of a 8cientific

Tréatment of Morality. In the formsr he éeems, by feléting
fsy@halogical factors influential in the act to environmen-
tal c¢onditions, to deprive psychology of any significance in
‘tgluation of acts; whereas in the‘latte: he indicates the
significance of these factofs by reiating them to other
péjchological factoré,‘which‘are'iﬁ turn related to other
acts and throﬁgh fnese to other'values; Thus a knawledge of
the pqychological factoislinvoived in the desire of a wvalue
,(énd hence‘in an impulsion to an act) would disolose the re=
wiatiOns of attitudes to one another. In stating what atti-
‘tudee'involvéd in one value;judgment are connecyted with
others, it would iake the same form as knowledge of extia-
befsonal conditions, disclosing the relations of promotion

gnd hindrance of wvalues to one another in virtue of their

eonnections with their objeects. In judging an act we would

'thnn:extend our survey of its consequences to the attitudes

¥lated with it in their comnnections with other atti-
ides correlated with other acts and values. Still it is not
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certain that this 1s the function Dewey ascribes to psycho~
~1e§1@a1 knowledge in either of these papers, and it is
adopted here only as the most plausible and satisfactory in-
vtgrpretmti&n., In discussing the function of psychelogieal
knowledge in valuation he sayss |

essevery step toward recognition of a more organized,

or inherently complex, mefital structure, multiplies the
number and range of possible propositions relating to

connection of conditions among psychiec states... 1

‘ind earlier he had pointed to the distinetion of psychology

ast ...setting forth how various dispositions operate in
bringing about the effecta attributed to them. Just
what are the various distinguishable psychical atti-
tudes and tendencies? How do theéy hang together?
How does one 2all forth or preelude another? We need
an inventory of the different characterisii# disposi-~
tionss and an aecount of how each is connected, both
in the way of stimulation and inhibition, with every
other. 2

Such passages suggest that the ethical service of psychology

13 the same as that of the other sciences, namely, knowledge

;Qf causal relations.

It is evident that no such.knawledge can ever en-
able the discrimination of values in terms of worth., In its
disclosure of the causal relations of things, the way'in
1which action interacts with expra-personal and personal con*
ditiens to produce consequences, it can render choice more

/suré and intelligent. It can tell us how, after we have de~-

”1. Legi@al Oenditians of a Scientifie Treatmsnt af Hhralitz,
o Ppe 20, . .

 2. Loec. cit.
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¢ided upon a wvalue, to secure it, and what values are in-
‘Vleed in realizing a particular value. But scientifiec
knbwledge of the sort deseribed, cannot reveal the worth of
a Value, whether values foregone in obtalning an end out~
weigh those obtained by them, or whether the total values
e%fained.by one means-end are cuperior to those of anothere.
,Iar in every case the information concerns only the causal
relations of means-end, never the relation of worth among
values.

| Now there are two other conceivable uses of scie
‘ence for regulation and control of belief, that Dewey might
havelin mind. One is that in making character a part of the
-eontent judged, the influence of interest in deﬁermining
the content is able to be eliminated. Dewey points out
that the distinective feature of the ethieal Judgmenﬁ is that
iit~makes interest--g condition of all judgment, secientifie
and moral alike--a part of the confent.Judged; in the moral
;jndgment interest partially determines the content, whereas
in scientific judgments interest egly foouses attention upon
& particular content and selects out material to be Juage&.l
Thus Dewey might mean that in the same way as the scientist
:attempto to remove the distorting influences of organiec con-

ditions in the perception of an object, so might the agent

‘“ﬁfﬂﬁpt to eliminate subjeetive conditions from the moral

‘1. Ibid., pp. 14ff.
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ju&gment, isolating the object fir a disinterested appre-
‘hension. While there are passages in which this 1is sug-
geated,l it seems certain that this is not the intention.
?or since interest is a condition of the existence of ény}
‘ethieal content at all, to remove all interest would be to
remove the object to be judged. Hence what is needed is not
to remove interest but to secure the right interest. Dewey
sayss: | - o

If the situation or scene of action...is fairly fam-
iliar,.we may assume that the source of error in judg-
ment lies ‘in the disposition which is back of the ex~
perience~--that if we can only secure right motive on
the part of the judger, the judgment itself will be
correct. 2

Thus what must be meant by the "eontrol" of the act of Judg~-
yﬁént by psychological science ié the provision by the latter
‘ef tools for discovering what attitudes and other values
correclated with these are involved in a particular judg-
‘ﬁeht. Its function then is to render judgment intelligent,
by informing it of all the consequences of a p&rtieul&r Judg-
,msnt, not to decide what consequences are to be most highly
 #&1ued nor what relation of valuableness shall obtain among
tha values involved in ths consequences.

. - Another function science might be designed to play
in,informing us how psyehclogical dispositioms correlatea
with particular acts and values are related to each otker,

;%té enable the production of values by extra~indi§i&ual

‘1. Ibid., pp. 19-20.
2. Ibid., p. 23.
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agencies possessing the neecessary knowledge, instmuments,

&pd conviction in the infallibility of their valuatioms. The
benefits of science would then show themselves in.a.prégram
6f‘mora1 reform rather than in particuiar valuations by
'personal agents. Giéven the general knowledge of the good
that in the previous chapter Dewey has been seen to possess,
together with knowledge of which psychological facters condi-
tion the pursuit of this good, and of the techniques for |
controlling these factors, the spread of the good and ﬁoral 3
conduct would be subject to those who were able to exergise
these controls. But again in this case scientific data,
 whather employed by social institutions to control its mem~
bers or by the personal agent for self~control, states the
causal conditions of values, the relation of value conditions
to values and not the relations of values to each other.
Hence it does not provide a standard for particular value
'judgments.

However, this comment is not necessary to show the
inapplicability of science to decide particular judgments, for
ﬁéwey would regard such a use of science as a perversion.
S8cience does have an office in moral reform in stating the
mechanism of psychological factors, but it is mot such as to

yayﬁrate as or remove the need of the method of valuation in

*ijjtieular perplexitiea. Dewey insists that the most perfect-~

ly funetioning dispesitions will not save us from facing new
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moral problems im which fresh evaluations are required.
Consequently the dispositions that it»is well to foster,
énd'which alone can insure moral conduct, are habits of re~
fleeti@n, not predispositions ﬁoward particuler ideals, how-
aver noble and exslted. The purpose of scientific data is
tb spread the method by which this data was abtaingd, for
it is only by the scientific method that correct judgments
can be obtained in morals as‘in any other field. Dewey de~
’elares that for moral conduct:
Vhat is mecessary is that habits be formed which are
more intelligent, more sensitively percipient, more
informed with foresight, more aware of what they are
about, more direet and sincere, more flexibly respon-
give than those mow current. Then they will meet
their own problems and propose their improvements, 1
And he believes that with our tremendous scientifie pro-
gress: |
«sswe have at last reached a point where socisal cone
ditions create a mind capable of scientific outlook
and inquiry. To foster and develop this spirit is the

social obligation of the present because it is its
urgent need. 2

1. Human Nature and Conduct, p. 128.

2¢ Ibide, P 329.

In another contribution to the International Encyclopedia
of Unified Science,Dewey iterates that it is "intensely
desirable that all human beings become scientifie in

their attitudes." (The Hnity of Ecience as a Social Pro-
~blem, Vol.1l,p.38) Describing the scientific attitude as
. ¥at bottom but the method of free and effective intelli-
. gence® (Loc. cit.) he dealares that the aim of the cur-
. rent education of science as techniecal information should
be broadened to a presentation of the scientific method.
In Liberalism and Social Action the point is also (cont.)
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Thus the need, we are insisting, is equally great

for some way of applying this scientifie method to particu~
| lar situations where there is a variety of values that are

candidates for action. Something“more is needed than scien-
tific data, which furnishes us a knowledge of the "facts of

the case"--personal and environmental, and seientifia method
@t‘intelligence. Somewhere there must be included a stan-
 &$1& for deciding between incompatible ends, and, in terms

of Dewey's conception of the good, for telling us which will

conduce to social well~beinge.

v
- Dewey contradicts our foregoing 1nsiatence that a
‘standard 1s needed with the contentioms (1) that knowledge
of conditions and consequences is the only knowledge of
values ghat is available, and (2) that this knowledge pro-
jvi&és fhe means for warranting'and testing value Judgmeﬁts.

He says that:

«+owhen ethical theory makes statements regarding the
importance of ideals ("Ideal" apparently means ideal

(aont.)sgrensed; "Science is taught in our schools, but
~ very largely it appearsiiin schools simply as another
study, to be acquired by much the same méthods as are em-
ployed in "learning®" the older studies that are part of
‘the curriculum. If it were treated as what it is, the
- method of intelligence in action, then the method of
~.8ecience would be inearnata in every brgnch of study and
very detail of learning."
:beralisn and Social Action, p. 46.
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end or value) for character and conduet, when it lays
stress dpon the significance of this, rather than that
kind of ideal, it is engaged in setting forth universal
relations of conditions; and there is absolutely no way
of testing the validity of such statements with respect
to their claim of generality or objectivity save By an
analysis of psychic dispositions which shows what is
meant by having=an~ideal in terms of its antecedents and
consequences. If any general statement whatsoever can
be made about ideals, it is because the psychic atti~
tude corresponding to conceiving an ideal can be ab-
stracted, and placed in s certain eonnection with atti-
tudes which represent abstracts of other experiences, 1

It is implied then that we cannot know values in their rela-
tions to one another, except in terms of their mutual rela-
tions to a common set of psychical dispositions. The latter
1#11 consist only of knowledge of their respective modes of
~§¥bduction and of promotion and hindrance in relation to
eaéh other through these psychic factorse.

‘ But Dewey surely cannot mean that we cannet know
generally what ideals or values are degsirable, for he had
described certain "endurimg values" and “general goods" and
advanced a theory of the good as sqcial. He must mean that

‘insgarticular gituations the only knowledge available is

that of the causes and effects of certain valuable objectse.
But if this really is the case it implies that action can be
intelligent enly in a factual not in an ethical sense; it
can follow from a knowledge of what results it will-eause

but not of whether these results will be good, whether they

1. Lagﬁcal Conditioms af a Scientific Treatment of Morality,
L Pe 22,
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f:wilm be better than other results, nor ﬁh@ther the values
»ﬁhey promote are higher than those promoted by other acts.
 £§§ this means that we cannot have a definition of the good
that will tell us denotatively what is good. ForAif the
gécd can be denoted at 211, the only reason we could not
know prier to action whether an act were good and its con=
- seguences valuable, would be because we did not know pre-
¢isely what its results will be. Hence when we possess the
 1atter knowledge we are in the same position as far as
’knowing the good as were we facing the actually existing
oénsequences of an act. If we cannot denote what is good
‘1ﬁ the former case there is no reason te suppose we can im
the latter. In each there are presented cerfain value~acts
or objects, the question being their quality or degree of
‘valuableness; if our definition of the good is adequate it
:éh@uld tell us.-the worth of one value compared to other
values involved in the situation. _
| This restriction of significant statements about
~values to those about thelr conditions and consequences is
in flat contradiction to Dewey's definition of the good and
'his description of certain general values. Gn the basis of
‘ h1a notion of the good as aocial and of the supexierity Qf
fﬁhs value of equality, it would seem that particular situa-
.ﬁians would ocecur in which one could say that tﬁe right act

 !&5‘31ven by observing that the value of private wealth was
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less compelling than that of Jjustice or free opportunity.
,th if the only things that can be said about wealth and
eqﬁality concern their causal conditioms, this is not the
case, For while these values might, beeause of thelr caussal
;eénditions, either conflict with or conduce to one another,
thé agent would be able only to observe the conflict, not

to resolve it, by selecting the superior value., One way of
introducing compatitility in the two points is to interpret‘
the former as applying only to the ébjects to which walues
adhere. Then it could be held that values are subject to dis-
eriminations of height, but only as abstract and general, npt
gékembodie&.in objects; the only significant statements about
value objects as ebjects concerning their causal relations to
bther objectse. This interpretation is favored by the appear-

~ance of the latter point in Experience and Nature as & corroll-

ngxy‘to the ineffability of values as immediate qualities, for
it is quite consistent to hold that as direct_qualities nothing
abéut’values can be 5&1& whereas as sbstract universals they
are gubjeect to discourse. There we find:

Values are values, things immediately having certain in=-
trinsic qualities. Of them as values there is according-
1y nothing to be said; they are what they are. All that
can be said of them concerms their generative conditions
and the consequences to which they give rise. The notion
that things as direct values lend themselves to thought
and discourse rests upon a confusion of causal categog~

~ ies with immediate qualities. Objects, for example, may

be distinguished as contridbutory or as fulfilling, but
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this is a distinction of place with respect to causal
relationships; it is not a distinction of values. 1

Thus this second interpretation is suggested as the correct
one. Yet it only serves to point fhe diffieulty involved im
Beﬁey's conception of the way in which valuations are warrant-
ed and verified.

B In the paragraph from which the last quotation was
;gken Dewey goes on to indicate how value-judgments are ware
aﬁ?nted. He says: "...to take account of the reason for lik-
‘iﬁg‘and enjoyment concerns the cause of the existence of a
valﬁe.“ The inquiry to present has been directed toward de~
m@nstrﬁting the inadequacy of this account of valuation in
deciding in a situation with competing values which ome to
plirsues It is conceivable, however, that although no means
of determining this prior to aciionvis offered by Dewey, he
vapes Propose a substantial means of testing the rightness of
the act after it has been adopted and hence of ve:ifying the
superiority in that situation of the value that was pursued.

The general pragmatic theory of truth is applied te
the verification of valuations; these are verified by their
Hiasue" or "reéults". Dewey iepeatedly says that the truth
yéf_a valuation is determined “experimentally" by acting

uﬁen it.

1. Experience snd Nature, pp. 296-297.

2+ Loc. cit.
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Observation of results obtained, of actual consequences
in their agreement with and difference from ends antici-
pated or held in view, thus provides the conditions by
which desires and interests fand hence valuations) are
matured and tested. Nothing more conmtrary to common
sense can be imagined than the notion that we are in-

. capable of changing our desires and interests by means
of learning what the consequences of acting upon them
are, or, as it is c@metimes put, of indulging them. 1

The reason that a valme cannot be verified until it is acted
upon is that prior to this the complete sybject-matter of
judgment does not exist. This subject-matter as the value
e@mos into existence only through action, valuationﬁbeing
the process of enstating a determinate value.

It is of the nature of the valuation judgment that
its complete subject matter is not given until an act has been
performed. The judgment arises in:
| «sscases in which it is not known whether any value al=-

ready given woudd be & value, where value is in doubt,
and the object of judgment is to attain a determinate
unquestioned value, 3

,ance the judgment takes the forms
If we perform an act of a specified kind, we shall have,
and only in that way shall we have, the data for a more
conclusive value judgment. Or, otherwise stated, in
order to attain a determinate value as subject-matter of

a later post facto value judgment, it is necessary to
perform such and such an act.

1. Theory of Valuation, P. 31
2. Easays in Experimental Logic, p. 3463 Valuation and Experi-

mental Knowledge, Pe. 3526,
3. Vhluation and Experimental Knowledge, p. 332.

4¢Ibidc s Po 333Q
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What then is meant by the assertion that no determinate value
is given prior to the act is that the data for determinihg:»‘
whether a past value ig a value in this ﬁnique situation is
glven only by the acts
k In such cases we no longer accept past values as finasl,
as ynquestioned values. We evaluate them with respect
to their goodness or badness in the new and unique
situation. 1
Thus the act is a "proximate object of valuation" in the
sense that it is judged useful as @ means to making a con=
5 ‘
‘elusive judgment of value.

- The ulterior object is then the end: discovery or dis-
closure of the further data and relations which will
make a more adequate judgment of value possible. The
disclosure of facts through the act which is condi~
tioned by the judgment is still a means. Its end is a
liking, interest, and a judgment of value based on more
adequate data, more rational grounds. 3

The question iss précisely what is tested in this
way? Dewey makes it abundantly clear that valuation is a pro=-
cess of deciding between alternative ends or values, not of

4
determining how to secure an unquestiomed end. Hence the
“value~judgment that emerges from the consideration of the
,ease, though its purpose is to institute a determinate value,

mnst consist of the assertion that one alternative is more

1. Loc. cit.

2, Ibid., p. 342.

’3; Ecc. cit.

4. Tbid, pp. 340-341.
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dgsirable, more valuazble than anqther, and this asccordingly
mast be the hypothesis that the experiment verifies. The
diffieulty is that only one altermative value can be experi-
mented upon; selection involves rejection and in deciding

to act upon ome value the agent foregoes the opportunity to
act upon any of the otherss While the value in its complete=
ness (i.e.as the complete "subject-matter") 18'%ivén:an1y
after‘action, it follows that any other vélue'acted upon
‘would not be completely given until acted upon. - Hence one
cannet fairly pass upon the relative merits of one value as-
regards another since they are not om an equal level; one

is given completely and the others only p&rtially.

Dewey seems to recognize this, quoting with appro-
val the point as stated by a critie: "Judgment is made be-
cause we have to choose and reject, and what we reject we put
:érever beyond the range of actual verifying ex:perience."1
And Dewey himself states: "Deliberate as fully as we may, with
all the aid of past values, facts and connections, still in
th£ end we reject when we select, and the rejected, that
téken to be worse, is excluded from adequate experimental
'testing.”z But his inference apparently is that this deprives

us only of an sbsolute verifivation, not that it undermines

l. Ibid., D. 348.
2. Ibid., p. 349,
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the very function of verification, for his next words ares
Values resulting from vélﬁations, no more than immed-
iate values without judgment, stay completely put. In
other words, no jJudgment of fact can ever be complete~

1y verified. Any experiment involves a new risk in the
very provess of resolving a prior doubt. 1

Bit point is that the verification "serves for the time being
and is subject at all times to re-aﬁpraisal.”z Hence he
drews from this only the maxim to:
¥Mind your alternatives and mind them in such a way that
the act conditioned by judgment will secure the maximum

of testing possible under the circumstances and also
the maximum of ready re=appraisal. 3

He‘dees not recognize that the inability to actualize but

»ané of the alternatives removes the possibility of verify-

ing at all the hypothesis that the judgment really consists of,
| The only condition under which a valuation could

be verified would be by being able to act upon each of the
pésaible alternatives and to compare the consequences in terms
of valuableness. The judgment of goodmess, as initial hy-
ﬁétheais or verified conclusion, is one of comparison, stat-
ying that one ehd is more valuable than another, action fol-
lowing the provisional decision as to this. Thus the verifi-

cation of the valuation must be a verifisation of the super-

iority of one end to others in preference to which it was

3... ZQQQ Oit»
2. Loc. cit. footnote.
3. Loc. cit.
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Qhosen. But this is not possible, because only before action
upon the value will the alternatives be upon a common level
and so permit comparisone Since the reason the valuation is
‘required is that the situation is unique, in no other case
would the same complex of events be piesented. Even if all
the ends could be actualized under ideﬁtical circumstances
there remains the question of how they can be compared so as
‘to determine which is right in that situation. But regard-
ieas of this question of standard, the alternatives could
'nei even be fairly compared when one has been realized for
1t then enters a new level in which comparison is impossible,
The peint can be made by asking what is meant by
the assertion that the complete subject~matier of value
Judgment is not given until the value is acted upon. It
might mean that the value is not known until directly experi-
eﬁeed, but this could not sustain the assertion for the value
might have been previously experienced. The meaning Dewey
dppwrently intends is that the general value takes on é uri que
character in this particular situation, and beecause the value
has not been experienced in this particular context it can-~
not be compared as better or worse with other values that
‘might be realized under these conditions. But for values
to be compared as to goodness they must be compared either
;;Sfabstraet kinds of value, or as concrete ekperienees of

;iﬁlﬁe.‘ Clearly we could pot fairly compare an abstract value
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of one kind with a concrete one of another in terms of their
'géedness, any more than we could compare in terms of beauty
& kind of art--as music,--with a particular example of a
:different kind, as a particular painting. For things to be
~compared fairly in terms of a certain trait they must be on
 thekéame level or possess the same modality, as in this
case the values compared must be either all abstract or all
eéncrete and experiential. For experiepees of wvalues to be
1é@mpared they would have to be taken as experiences of a
'kind, either as a certain kind of quality or value, or as
,simple experiences of good generally. But we cannot fairly
compare an actually experienced value with one that would
have been experienced had a differeﬁt alternative or ideal
value been actualized. If any other value is actualized it
must be actualized under different circumstances and hence
 net be comparable to the one actualized in the situation
under issue as being right in That situation. We are des-
 t1neé never to know Just what any of the rejected ends
‘would have turned out as umder the particular circumstances
1n‘which they are possible choices. Thus we must either be
 ab1e to compare the values abstractly, apart from their
éggtualization in the particular situation, or not at all.
i%%  Another poasiblé meaning of the contention that
 £§3 complete sﬁhﬁect~matter of the judgment is not given
‘ﬁhtil the value is actualized, is that the value of the end
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relative to its means cannot be détezminﬁd prior to th@
institution of the means and the production of the end;
since the specific issué of thesé‘bannot be known until it
“has occurred. Only after the iséué’would we be able t6
‘campare, let us say, ﬁhe values destroyed by the means, to
thoaa instituted by tﬁe means, and hence only then be able
kté pass judgment upon the goodness of the act that brought
them about. But again this must mean either that the values
involved in both end and means are known, but that they will
be different in the concrete than in the abstract, or that
‘the values involved are unknown. In either case the actual-
1iéation could disclose only what these values are, not

their relation of valuableness, not whether the end was
worth the means. But apart from this difficulty the veri-
:icatiom could not be effective since it could determine
only the relation of valuableness of means to end and not
~that of alternative means&ends; which was the problem of
‘ghe valuation. The problem in the above, that of comparing
 thihgs having a different modality~--an experienced value
ﬁith alternatives to which its ideal representative was
Jndged preferable~~would be avoided in the case of means and
_éﬁé, for here both become actual and experienced. However,
{%ﬁsrrelation of these is not the question; the original
*jé&gment was not about the relation of the means to its end

but the value of one means-end compared to others. Of course
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tbﬁ original va;uation may have arisen through reflection
upon the means required to attain an end., However, this con-
stitutes a moral problem only'if the means are a concern ber
cause they involve values; and if the agent decides that the
end is worth the means and acts upon it, then he has aban-
dané& the opportunity of in this particular,situaﬁion pur-
 8&13$, insteady other values that are perhaps sacrificed by
the means to the chosen end. It i8 the relative worth of
these values with whieh deliberation was occupied. The means
will have been considered because they endangered values
that perhaps outweighed in goodness the end they would
kaéhiwve. In deciding to pursue this end at the cost of
‘these other values, we have made impossible their actualiza-
tion in this particular situation. Thus the immediate good
‘aan be verified only as regards its worth in relation to the
imaana that actually produced if, for they alone like it are
actually existemi, and not with other values, or means in-
volving values, that remain enly ideal.

‘ . It is hard to know just why Dewey believes that

the actualizationm of & ﬁalue will render a more conclusive

~ Judgment upon it possible., There are obviously several

]j%ﬁxngs which this actualization might diseleae, but none of
fﬂtﬁ@m are relevant to the valuableness of the value. It
ffﬁight show (&) the instrumental effiecacy of conditions im

producing the value, (b) that conditions are required not
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before known, (e¢) the involvement in the conditions of values

ﬁ@t previously‘known. This knowledge clearly cannot tell us

what are the relations of worth among values. It would seem

that the only thing the actualization of a value could re=
veal about the value is either that in aectual experience it

is something unique, taking on the pacticularity of the con=

ditioms under which it occurs, or that it is a different value
than one has expected. But, as regards uniqueness, since it
is a general feature of values, its recdgnition in particu-~
lar cases does not require every time a fresh disclesure.

Gf course the unique guality a value will possess in indiv-
 1dual circumstances cann@t be known until it is experienced,
”hut neither is it then known in a way which permits it to be

compared with other values. In Dewey's terminology it 1s

simply "had" and is ineffable. In beimg something non=
cegnitive the unique quality of a value could have no signi-
ficance for the relation of the value as an abstract concept
té other values. |
If, on the other hand, acting upon the judgment
that a certain value was right for this situation produced
an entirely di®ferent value, the act could scarcely verify
or disprove the original value-judgment. For the subject~
~matter of the judgment would then be not simply "completed"
{;ﬁgt}transfarmed, and the value that was judged right would

not have been tested. Any error in such a judgment would
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,again be one as to the causal condition of the value, since
téthsrwise the act would not have brought about something

different from what was expected.

VI

Thus we find that when the standard of soeial
well=being is omitted, the validity of one end or value
QVEr another in a particular situation cannot be determined,
gither prior or subsequent to acting upon a value. The
,thgery of valuation discloses only (1) the general conditions
féi making a correct analysis of the values involved in a
/éitﬁation, ndmely, by investigating relationms of meanswends,
or of conditions and consequences, (2) how the causal rela=
 tiéns of promotion and hindraneé of values are determined
by way of the relationa of causal factors producing values.
The general defect that has appeared throughout is the in-
 §daqaacy of scientific knowledge ¢fi:the consequences of our
acts to determine conduct. Our insistance has been that
SQQB standard is needed for choosimg between the values in=-
?clred by different courses of conducte.

There is, however, a wﬁy of accounting for moral
decision, for choice between opposed ends, other than by the

>§se¥@f a standard. This is to rest cheice upon some non-

é}leataal faculty, as "taste", "feeling", "iikéng", Pin-
féitign", Woonseience". The éiffieulty with the first three
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of these is that they force the conclusion that value-
Judgments are relative and subjective, incapable of objec~=
tiié grounding, And the last two presuppose some special
f#sulty for objective knowledge of values aﬁd hence for
abjective valuations. Dewey will have none of either methods.
While maintaining the objectivity of valuation he denies the
existence’or need of a special organ making it possible,
:ééntending that the same sort of knowledge attaches to values
ﬁih&n other natural objeets. 1In lieu of a standard he en-
deavors to maintain the objeetivity of valuation by resting
itiapén gscientific knowledge. He recognizes, however, that
such knowledge would poassess nmeither appeal nor incentive for
action without the cooperation of some interest or affec~
tional factors, and so he endeavors to include "liking" or
ﬁihterest“ in delibveration upon consequences withent jéop&rd-
izing the objectivity of the decisions issuing from this re=
flective procedure. What is thé nature of this endeavor, and
does it successfully relieve him of the need of a standard
in;valuations? |
The overwhelming emphasis in the theory of valua-
tion is upon the determining force of reflection and knowledge

, 1
1n Judgment. Dewey also seems to believe that thought is a

1. The unqualified nature of Dewey's stress uponm the intell-
- ectual factor has called out numberous criticisms by pro-
»;ﬁponents of the interest theory of walue, and for several

Years such writers as Prall and Perry kept the phileso hie
¢ Bhllosop

(conte
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constituent in the nature of values, but this is a metaphysi-
éal issue with which we are not concerned, 1imiting a8 we are
our examination to his view of the method for Jjudging values.
We have seen that without a standard a grounded talué=3ndg~
mant, eﬁe compatible with social well=being, will not necess~
arily be made; that without some way of deciding which of the
values, or means~ends in which values are involved, is right
}in the situation, there is no reason for supposing that the
éheice will be of any particular sort, nor any way for deter-
vmihing the correctness of that choice. Valuations are then
subjeet neither to warrant prior, nor test subsequent, to
action. We have not yet extracted the implication that with-

out such a standard no decision at all can be made between

incompatible ends. This, nevertheless, would follow if wvalu-
ational deliveration consisted simply in acepmulating know-
ledge of the factual relations and elements involved in the
gsituation. In any case the decisions that as a matter of
fact are made, could only be described as irrational, as pro-

Qeeding'from "tagste', "emotion®, or the like. Dewey tries

'(eontt)
journals alive with examinations of Dewey's conception of
value=judgment, and the latter busy with replies, The
issue over which the bulk of the controversy waged was the
metaphysical one of the comstituti¥e character of reflec-
“tion as regards value. Because these other writers were
Primarily interested in the metaphysical nature of value
_there wasis. as Dewey notes, much writimg at eross purposes,
swey's originad concern being with the capacity of thought
for determining value judgment rather than with its capac-
ity in comstituting valuessalthough he did take up the
 ehallenge and argue this point as well. (See Value,Liking,
and Thought, Jour. of Phil. Vol.XX, p. 619. |
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desperately to avoid this relativistic morass yet without
taking recourse in his standard of social welfare. He re-
qq;ts to a compromise by uniting thought_énd interest or
emotion in chofice, calling the fusion "thoughtful-liking",
or "affective~thought®. Our present_p@rpase is to show | ,
that these do not ser#e as a successful substitute for social
welg-being, without which valuations cannot be grounded.
There is a possible misunderstgnding which if not
'aféiéed vitiates our entire argument. This misunderatanding
15 that the insistence upon the distlﬁguishing of interest
and intellect as determinants of choice, carries along the
assumption that they can be separated in psychological fact.
This is not the case. It may first of all be granted that
the operation of intellect depends upon some interest in
the objects to which intellect attemds, as well as that in-
teiest cannot operate except'th&uugh the éognitime diserim-
1na£ion of some object to which it may attash. It may also
be granted that whether or not intellect and 1ntérest operate
separately, their separate operation is not distinguishable
;in consciousness; and hence that Yo the introspecting sub-
Jeet the mere observation of the alternatives of a situa-
 tian, the tracing out in a "dramatiec rehearsal" of all con=

‘&itiens and consequences,'is sufficient to issue choice.

;fThe knawleage of what the situation a@tually is, is followed
J.se direetly by decision as to what is to be dome, that the
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latter seems to be identical with the former; decision fol=-
lowing merely from an.analyéis of the.cénerete case, It
may be that in both these senses psychological process knows
'ﬁe separation of interest and thought. Our point is that
still these two factors mast be recognized as distinet and
ascribed distinet functions, if the nature of wvalue~judg-
ment is to Ee analyzed into its distinct factors and ade~
quately understood; and that if we have no other factor, as
a standard, than taste operating with knowledge of the moral
situation, value judgments cannot be objectively grounded.
The distinetion to be @bserved between interest and know~
ledge is that the judgments of the latter are pgblicly veri-
£iable~-objective~—whereaa Judgments of taste express pri-
“vate judgment and are not objectively verifiable, having no
éther ground than the nature of the judging individual.
Bewey, of course, recopnizes that were valuatioﬁsvdetermiued

by taste they would forfeit their objectivity. Therefore

he insists De gustibus, disputandum est: taste can be de-
términed by reflectiono -

. In distinguishing intellect and interest as we have
we are able to recognize that choice must be determined by
one or the other--interest or igtellect; that it cannot
issue from both. They may be forever conjoined in psycho-
 1§§1@&1 fact and experience, yet it is possible to disting-

uish their functions, and one cannot argue from this psycho-
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legical conjunction to the conjunction of tﬁeir functions.
Were this possible it would directly follow that either all
valuations are objective or nowe are. Dewey's view is that

it is possible to inject obJectivity into liking or interest
by making these "reflective®. Now we have considered fully
the nature of the reflective treatment of desire and imterest
&8 the "mediation of impulse", having seen that this proce~
dﬁre consists of a review of the conditions and consequences
iﬁwélved in the satisfaction of the desire. Our previous
difficulty was as to how, without a standard, the various
péssible alternative consequences were to be estimatéd in:
relation to each other. The difficultyis similar here.

yrhe function of thought in the survey of consequeﬁces is

m@de clear and distinct, and this‘funetian is seen to be
such as to be incapable of deciding the valuableness of
altérnative ends, for its only operation is to elaborate
clearly the character of the situation and the alternatives
in#olved in it. On one hand there is the desire, on the other
a knowledge of other desires, whose sétisfaQtion must be fore=
géne in satisfying the original desire. The question remains
a8 to what chooses between them. Reflection and knwwledge
cankdetermine only the conditions of choice and render it
selfQOOBseious; it cammot make the choice itself, since its
fﬁﬁction does not include any affective attraction toward

~ih@ @alternatives it reviews. Therefore we must assume that
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without the standard the choice is explainmed by the greater
fa@pealyof the interest to the particular individual, and
while it may be capable of explanation in terms of his or~
,gaai@ make=up, it cannot be objectively grounded by this, in
the gsense of conducing to the good, as it is considered by
Eéwéy.
| Dewey's conviction of the sufficiency of knowledge
~of the concrete situation to determine conduct, is mani-
fested in his discussions of social reform. There he in-
8ists that what is required for the formulation of the right
'pf@grmm to remedy existing evils is an “apprehension of the
realities of our industrial civilization". He maintains
that when "A consciously direeted critical consideration of

the state of present society in its causes and consequences"
is undertaken by "...a sufficiently large number of.minds.‘.
the results of their inquiries will comnverge to a common

,issue.“l "To foresee consequences of existing conditions is

to‘surrender neutrality and drift; it is to take sides in
Eehalf of consequences that are preferred.”2 But his belief
in the sufficiency of thought to decide what is the right
‘éburae of social reform may express only his optimism, not -

~his theory of valuatieuw More significant evidence then,'is ‘

'I.ilndividualism 0ld and New, ppe. 129-130,
2. Ibid., Do 134.
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'thax‘the idea is expressed even more definitely in Theory of

Yaluation. Illustrating the view that desires and interests

c#n‘ﬁe reconstructed or "revaluated on the ground of evidence
eapgble of observation and empirical test", Dewey sayst.

Suppose, for example, that it be ascertained that a
particular set of current valuations have, as their
antecedent historical conditions, the interest of a
small group or special class in maintaining certain
exclusive privileges and advantages, and that this
maintenance has the effect of limiting both the range
of the desires of others and their capacity to actual-~
ize them. Is it not obvious that this knowledge would
surely lead to revaluation of the desires and ends
that had been assumed to be anthoritative sources of
valuation?...If, on the other hand, investigation shows
that a given set of existing valuations, including the
rules for their enforsement, be such as to release in-
dividual potentialities of desire and interest, and
does 80 in a way that contributes to mutual reinforce-
ment of the desires and interests of all members of a
group, it is impossible for this knowledge mot to
serve as a bulwark of the particular set of valuz-
tions #h question, and to induce intensified effort

to sustain them in existence. 1

The proper reply is that the way in which this
' knewledge would affect the valuations is not at all "ob-
~vious". That this information would cause a revaluation
of the desires»assumes that the prosperity of all the mem~
bers‘of a group is preferable to that of a few. Yet this
1standard is not statéd a8 the condition upon which this
knowledge would produce a modifieation of values. Dewey
apparently assumes her%fthat a social interest or a stan~

_tgard of secia14well~being is maintained by people in

1. Theory of Valuation, p. 60.
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‘4genera1 and thus all that is necessary to make this good
an actuality is to imstruct the people in the means for
L attaining it. Now this may be the case, but certainly itris
:;éssential to the point to state this as its necessary‘ﬁre~
‘supposition. It is pertinent that Dewey does not say by
whom this knowledge, when acquired, would cause a.revaiﬁa-
tiaﬁ, thus tending to obscure ﬁhe assumption of a certain
form of interest or standarde. |
The same ambiguity as to the capacity of knowledge
in reaching moraldecisions is manifested in Dewey's treat-
meﬁt of virtue. In Chapter I we noted how at times he
 seems to construe the cardinal virtues as the dispositions
conducing to the wcquisit;on of knowledge, or as the en-
deavor to know the good, although the social reference of
~these is made plain in other passages. While he appears on
occasion to identify virtue with conscientious inguiry into
the moral situation, it is discovered that this indicates
an extension of the conception of thought and reasom to
include an interest in the social character of the good
rather than such a restriction of the former to exclude the
~latter., He states the consideration of the interests of
others as a necessary element in an objective cognitive

survey of the situation.
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A person of marrow sympathy is of necessity & person
of confined outlook upon the scene of human good. The
only truly general thought is the generous thought.
It is sympathy which carries thought out beyond the
self and which extends its scope till it approeaches
the universal as its limit., 1

In another place Dewey uses the will to know and concern
with the general good as equivalent, He says:
«sothe important thing about knowledge in its moral
aspect is not its actual extent so much as it is the
will to know=-the active desire to examine conduct
in its bearing upon the general good. 2
Thus Dewey seems to mean not that the will to know inevit-
ably results in recognizing fhe supremacy of a social good,
~but that to be genuine the will to know must include a
recognition of the good as social.
In discussing the standard as the common good,
Dewey emphasizes the operation of personal disposition to-
‘ﬁard social welfare as the conditien of its regulation of
éondact.
The more importance we attach to objective consequences
as the standard, the more we are compelled to fall back
upon personal character as the only guarantee that this
standard will operate, either intellectually in our
estimates or practically in our behavior. 3
Thus, while social disposition does not guarantee the oper=

~ation of the standard, it is a necessary condition, and

‘hence its presence would be some, though of course not

~ 1e Bthics, second ed., pp. 297-298,
2. Ibid., p. 311.
3. Ibid. p. 264.
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‘sufficient, evidence for inferring the presence of the
standard. If then, Dewey says that these dispositions or
~interests are neeesséry to grounded valuations, there
would be some basis for inferring that he recognizes the
necessity of the standard of social well=being in valuation,
‘and does not regard the process of valuatiom as a substitute
for the application of this standard,
Dewey states with as much precision as could be
desired, that the dramatic rehearsal of comsequences must

be supplemented by an interest in certain of these if the
intellectual survey is to move action. He sayss

Mere foresight of results may be coldly intellectual,
like a prediction of an eclipse. It moves to action
only when it is accompanied with a desire for that
sort of result...the foreseen consequences move to
action only as they are also prized and desired. 1

It is fndicated further that a direct liking must follow
the rehearsal of consequences and attach to certain ones

for a judgment to occur and action to ensue.

We estimate the import or significance of any present
desire or impulse by forecasting what it will come or
amount to if carried out; literally its comseguences
define its consequence, its meaning or import. But

if these consequences are conceived merely as remote,
if their picturing does not arouse a present sende of
peace, of fulfillment or of dissatisfaction, of incom~
pletion and irritation, the process of thinking out
consequences remains purely intellectual....it is this
direct sense of value, not the consciousness of
general rules ormltimate goals, which finally deter-
mines the worth of the act to the agent. Here is an

1. Tbid., p. 186.
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inexpugnable element of truth in the intuitional theory.

Its error lies in conceiving this immediate responmse

of appreciation as if it excluded reflection instead of

following directly upon its heels. Deliberation is ‘

actually an imaginative rehearsal of various courses of

conduct. We give way, in our mind, to some impulse;

we try, in our mind, some plan. Following its career

through vatious steps, we find ourselves in imagination

in the presence of the consequences that would follows

and as we then like and approve, or dislike and dis~-

approve, these consequences, we find the original im-

pulse or plan good or bad.

Nothing could be more lucid or satisfactory, yet

“what are we to conclude about the function of thought in
warranting valuations and in "determining" liking? The
above indicates the contrary to what is suggested in the
initial paper on the process of valuation--“The Logic of Judg-
ments of Praetice.ﬁ‘ In the above Dewey seems ta'imply’that |
alone th@ught can merely render liking intelligent, it can
give this "direc¢t sense of value" which is finally determin-
ant a chance to see completely what it is selecting and re~
Jecting in any particular choice. Were this the case we
could not assume that the intellertual survey of consequences
ibuld induce choice and conduct in the direction of the good,
except upon a prior assumption of the operation of a liking
or of interest in social well*being and its adoption as

standard.

.q?gthies, second edes Po 593 first ed., pe. 3233 the partier
ular passage from which the quetation is taken is identical
_in the two editions.
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| We are then enabled to discern the import of
Dewey's insistence that reflection can be integral in liking
and that likimg can be an ingredient in thought, and his
;réference to his peéition as the “thought-liking" theory.l

He has indicated in the abovecthat thought and iiking have
distinguishable functions and that ultimately liking decides
valﬁé judgment. Its being the last, and hence the crucial
’féeh@r, in the valuativé process, does not, however, render
fiy@igﬁificant the function of thought, which must be present
fér the valuation torconstitute a:groundeg,Vqriﬁicalfjndg—
#apt. It is_apparentxy in the‘intergst of stresing the”imf
vpeftapce of thgught to distinguish critical appraisgls‘fram
ip:izings that merely happen that Bewey seems tokascriba'tg
‘ﬁhnnght_the ability to actually make choices, and to alter
desires. It is upon the inability of other writers to
§i££exentiate grounded likings from Just any{likeing, however
aﬁqritical, that he urges the merits of his ?ecognitien of
;thg constitutive force of reflection.2 However, Dewey should
mote that he neither is able to explain grounded value-
:Jgdgments, in thg sense of jndgments acchdant’w;th‘thg}good,
solely by the introduction of the function of reflection.

He should recognize that without a particular sort of liking

#pplying a particular standard all likings would remain upon

he Meaning of Value, p. 132.
20@08. see Ibidg, Pe 13’20
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?hg same indiscriminate levgl ef valuablqnesg, ginge.the
,:aflective procedute is subject finally to the approval of
. the Mirect sense" of value.

We return then by another route to the absolute
necessity of the standard of social well-being as the basis
fexvgrounded‘value Judgments in Dewey's thegry. Both :eflee-
tive_knowledge and emotional 1iking,are ngceasary_but not N
gnfficient conditions, neither apart nor together, Kncwlgégé
yiq necessary to keep liking from defeating'itse;f,_to»inform
1t_of precisely to what a choice commitskit; lliking is N
‘né@gssary to give knowledge relevance, context and energy.
Bpth must be supplemented by the standard_ofvsocial well-being
'1§'mc:al choiges are to be made, a standard that ig to some
fgxtent "prescriptive", setting limits for and giving specific
Hdi?gction to moral condﬁct. As a standard, social well=being
mnst of course be employed by the reflective side of_the ‘
psyeholegical process of decision. And it is this positive
;ptelﬂectual directign, as well as a general factual analysis
~of the moral situation (to which Dewey seems frequently to
wish to limit the function of standards), that is reéuired
té‘give liking coherent, intentional and respoﬁsible ex~
p#ession. _‘ ’

Our eonclusion that a standard of and an interest

1n social well-being is the precondition of & right or

Qﬁﬁnded value judgment makes even more significant the
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1%§agovery in Chapter II that the conception of social well-
fhéing as the‘goﬁd,.is not adequately foundgd upon a theory
Qi hnman nature. qu‘thgp this’defect depr;ves ngtlonlyvthe
?‘ﬁheory of the good of foundation but value judgments of ob-
Jectivity., Since the standard of valuatiop ié idenﬁiqa;’with
#hs definition of the good, if the latter is not shown to
yagplain the good as the proper expregsion’of human naturg,
pgith@rrean it hold any authority over conduct as the criter~

‘1an of behavior.
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CONCLUSION

) Having completed our project, as outlined in

' tks Introduction, of examining Dewey's theories of the good,
éf human nature, and of moral knowledge, we may conclude by
restating briefly the conclusions at which we have arrived.
‘The fundamental failure of Dewey's ethical theory is two- |
'md. It is the inability of his theory of human nature to
support the concept of social well=being either as the good
 ¢¢;&3 the standard of moral knowledge. Our procedure has
been to show that social well-being is the only concept
Dewey offers that can serve adequately either to define the
 good or to explain how moral decisions can be reached and
~moral ends pursue&.

Our conclusion that social well=being is Beway?s
cpncept of the good was reache&fen;yvafter a.prolonged study
of a number of different descriptions of the gggd that

gg@@ear in different places in his ethical writings. Because

,»Bewey never recognizes the variety of his descriptions nor
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attempts to reaqncile them or reduce them to a single defin-
iti@n, the acceptance of social well-being as his definition
of the‘good laid claim only to the status of interﬁretation.
‘H@wgver, substantial evidence was provided for this inter-
pretation. First, it was found in the Introduction, that
Dewey recognizes the importance of the three issues suggested
&s fundamental to ethieal theory and attempts to provide an~
sWars_to themes Second, socigi well~being seems to be 1mpli-
~¢it}in most of Dewey's other s;étements of the good and to
f‘be endorsed in other than the strictly ethical writings, as
‘in the books upon soeial reform and upon religion. The most
fcreefﬁl argument for taking this interpretation, however,
is that none of the other descriptions of the good provides
,gn adequate definition, clearly differentiating good from
‘qu. The primary purpose of the first chapter was toward
ahnwing that social well~being alone constitutes a meaning-
ful definition of the good. _

The inadequacy of Dewey's theory of human nature
to sgstain his conception of the good as social well=being
'was found to lie in its failure to establish anythingbmore
than the possibility of the sort of conduct that he regards:
‘ed moral, nemely, that which pursues social well=being.

‘His account of the nature of human beings limits itself to
<g§gwing the extent of their involvements in social relations,

;ggiplaining how the substance or reality of the individual
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i#va prqdu@t of the social institutions and activities‘ip
'whiah he participates. But the dempnstration,thatyg@aiety
and social relations constitute the substance of individuals
does not imply that the individusl should use these relations
in_a ¢ertain way, or to achieve a certain good. That behavicr
involves the welfare of others does not prlain‘the way in
which the agent should fake account of this fact, whether he
4shbu1d make the welfare of others an end of conduct or use
;the instrumentalities it provi@es for the promotion of mere-
‘1y selfish interests. That this fact of social relationship
 ;mp1ies social well-being as the good, is what Dewey fails
to show.

| Since the concept of humen nature is imadequate to
greund the concept of social well-being as the good, it must
‘also be ingdequate to ground this concept as the standard of
Q@ral conduct. Our chapter on Mdral Knowledge shows that in
térms of the other elaments af’Dewey's moral method, the
standard of social well~being is alone adequate to explain
how moral decisions can be made, If we are to have any
#?surance that the decision will be accordant with the goqd‘
‘&ll knowledge of the conditions and consequences of a particu-

lar end must be subject fimally to judgment by this standard.
wWeffind, then, that through the aeficiency of the theory of
ghﬂman nature Dewey's theories both of the good and of moral

}kaavledge are left undemon§trate&.
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