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ence and social inquiry as well. The Republic richly
documents the conseguences for social thoughs in
general and for democracy in particudar of this turn
against experience i its fuli-bodied sense. It i
there that Plato pelegates techné, the activities of
the technical artisan, to the lowest rung of his
sociopolitical hierarchy, and at the same time char-
acterizes an attenuated and immaterjal form of
techng, that of the totalitarian social engineer, as
the puress and most important of social activities.

1t was Dewey’s contention shat Plate had placed
the artisan at the bottom of the social hierarchy for
the same veason that he had so adamamly
demanded censorship of the work of the plastic
and dramatic artists: the methods of techné ave too
powerfel to be left in the hands of artists and
crafismen. Unhindered by the repressive legisla.
sion of the perfect guardians, the practitioners of
techn? in s concrete semse would have proved 2
threas 1o the “thinkers” of the Republic.

As for Aristotle, it was Plewey'’s view that the
Polities fosters a view of the ity state so constucted
that its justification rests on ends “given™ by
nature. The sctivities of the praciitioner of techns
are, as they were in Plato, refined and sublimated.
For Aristotle, however, the beneficiary of his trans-
ference is not a system of supernature contemplated
by the philosopher king but nature itself, which
hecomes the grand artisan. Just as Plato had, but
less perniciously so, Avistetie plundered much of
the work of the artisan of its creative and social
significance and relocated its content elsewhere.”

Diewey read the Greek artitudes toward science
as part and parcel of their wnfortunate attitude
toward teckné. He argued that the Greeks' abhor-
rence of the mutability inherent in the tasks and
materialy of technelogy had led to 2 science of
“demenstration,” fo 3 science of contemplation,
to an atternpt to possess something already fin-
ished, “out there,” and complete. In fact, they
had invented not se much science as the idea of
one. He issued the warning that when inquiry is
focused in the sphere of objects esteemed for their
own intrinsic qualities, whether that sphere be cast
as supernatural or extranatural, as it was for Plato,
or natnusal and immanent but complete, 45 it was for
Aristotle, then whether that inquiry concerns igself
with materials and artifacts, conceptual models of
nature, of the ways in which social organization
takes place, such inguiry will fail to increase our
knowledge of things as they are.

As for modern science, the science of Coperni-
cus, Galileo, Kepler, and Newton, it was Dewey's

™

view that its advances were atiributable more to
what its practitioners were dofrg than to what they
thought they were doing. It was not that what was
novel in its theories did not zdvance fty practice; it

epistemology, more often than pot failed to grasp
what was innavative in those first-order theories.
Dewey had high praise for the new mathernatical
technigues of substitution, and suggested that they
constituted a “system of exchange and murual
conversion carried to its limit” (LW 1:115). The
objects of science thus became “amenabie o trans-
formation in virtue of reciprocal substitutions™

(ibid.). But the metaphysics and epistemalogy of

the new science were stili wedded to the old ideas
of & fimshed universe. .

Dewey’s claims in this regard are bygho means
uncontroversial. Desmond Lee, for example, in the
introduction to his tanslation of the Timaeus,
rejected the view that the conternpt held by the
Gireeks for the work of the artisan discouraged ex~
perimentation and hindered the development
of technology. He argued thas the aristocracy of
seventeenthcentury England, a time and place of
enormous technological development, had at leastas
much disdain for the artisan as had the Greeks. He
further suggested that inhibitions of rechnological
development in the cizssical world were not slways
aristocratic, The Roman contractor, whom he iden-
tified 28 2 “fairly rough type, often & freedman,”™
wongld certainly havebeen glad te have profited from
technological development ific had been possible for
him to deso. Instead, Leesuggested, the weaknessof
ancient metaikergy and a lack of precise instramen-
tation were among the inhibiting factors. But why
should these technological materials and instru-
ments not have developed? Lee sugpested that
there was a conceptual reason: the Greeks had sed
science tophitosophy, and “philosephy is concerned
1o understand rather than to change.'™ For Les, the
contribution of Galileo to the advancement of 5~
perimental science was that he took the technical
tools and artifacts available to him, tools and
artifacts that bhad  gradually become  much
more sophisticated than these developed by the
Greeks, and used them to “untie” sclence from
philosophy,

Brewey repeatediy rejected any view of philoso-
phy that had as its goa! understanding without
change, for he thought that understanding of
any legitimate sort entsils change. He also argued
that hope of financiaj gain, even by the most
“rough and ready” of contractors, is in itseif insuf-

ficient to promete techaoclogical development.
1t oy in fact thwart or divers such development,
On one point at least, bis position is consanant
with that of Lee. They agree that experimental
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conditions. But for Dewey, those among his pre-
decessors and those among his contemporaries
who could not see that this is &lso true of philose-
phy had not fully apprepriated the lessons of
the scientific revolution of the sevemcenth
cenmry,

Put in the sociopolitical terms by means of
which he had analyzed the fate of techn# among
the Greeks of the fourth century BCE, it was
Dewey’s contention that the pew science of the
seventeenth century exhibited a surge of demo-
cratic methods and an assertion of adaptive prac-
tice. But there was a broad gulf between what the
new science said it was doing and what it was
actually abous.

The official view of what modern scignce was
about was still conservative and authotitarian,
Its apologists continued to waffic in antecedent
truths, demonstrations, and certitudes. They held
fast w0 what we today cali foundationalism and the
correspendence theory of truth, Moreover, its
metatheery continued in this vein jong after the
new science had enjoyed the prodigious successes
that resulted frem is practical commitment to the
treatment of matural ends as insauments for fur-
ther inguiry and ranssction with pature, rather
thar as fixed objects of contemplation. Thus did
the practice and first-order theories of seven-
teenth-century science refocate technology de
Sacto in terms of its new spirit of practical experi-
mentalism, even if its meatheory did not de se.
Dewey thought that the genius of the new science
was its discovery that “knowledge i an affair of
making sure, npot of grasping antecedently given
sureties.”™

Nevertheless, many of the metatheorists of
seventeenth-century science, among them the
most respected metaphysicians of the fime, dem-
onstrated an ignorance that its faproot was in prace
tice, that is, in a transaction with the grawing body
of tools and artdfacts that made the new science
possibie.

Contemporary  historians  of sclence and
technology continue to commit this error. The
foliowing description by Daniel Boorstin of the
work of Galileo the telescope-maker 18 illustrative
of this mistake. *“With no special insight into the
science of aptics,” Boorstin writes:
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Galileo, 2 deft instrement-maker, had made his

device by trial and ervor. Bur f Galiles had
" been merely & practical man, the relescope

woukd not have been such 2 oublemaker.”

Bewey would have found in this characterization a
vestige of the very mistake made by most of the
garly philosophers of modern science. His view was
that Galileo was ot so much proceeding by means
of wial and errer as he was “thinking™ with his
materials, inquiring into their possibilities in a way
that had much more in cormrman with the activities
of the artists and craftsmen of Plato’s Greece than
the philosophers of the modem peried realized,
Dewey's view of what Galileo was doing is closer
to the description of his activities provided us by
Paolo Rossi:

Kepler was to lay the foundation of the new
optics in the Paralipomena of 1604, but it was
to be a scientist-technician Bke Galileo whoe
was fo muster ap the conrage o look™ by
using the telescope. He skilifully transformed
& use-object which had progressed only

- “through praetice,” partly acvepted in military
circles but ignered by the official scientific es
sablishment, into a powerful instrument of sci-
entific exploration,?

Dewey argued that mquiry into materials such as
that practiced by Galileo precedes and conditions
inquiry of a more comceptual variety. It also
informs ity methodology, and terminates its activ-
ity in farther concrete application. This was per-
haps Dewey’s most important contribution to the
debates concerning the relations between science
and techpology. Even though the craftsman who
thinks in and with materials may not transiate that
thought inte the conceptual sphere, and conversely
even though those who think by means of concep~
tual tooks are frequently unable 1o bring their work
to fruition in practical terms, there is nevertheless
¢ reason to pesit & methodological gap between
the two enterprises.

It s only the infelicious social prefudice
regarding the media in which inquiry is under
raken, the misunderstanding of the wlents and
dispositions of those who direct the inquiry, and
the unfortunate sociat and cultaral boundaries as-
sumed to exist between those modes of inquiry that
perpetuate the appearance of a gap that is not in
fact justified from the standpoint of methodology.
in short, intelligence with respect to materisls is
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iy the etual of intelligence with respect to those
enterprises we normally consider “conceprual™; for™
example, science and sociat thought. Not enly are
their methods basically the same, but it is only by
the cooperation of esch with the other that human
knowledge is advanced, Pewey made this point
forcefully in Art as Expertence.

“Any idea,” he wrote, that igneres the neces-
sary role of intelligence in prodaction of works
of art is based upen identification of thinking
with use of one special kind of material, verbal
signs and werds. To think effectively in terms
of relations of qualities is as severe 3 demand
upon theught as to shink in terms of symbols,
verbal and mathematical. Indeed, since words
are casily manipulated in mechanical ways, the
production of a work of genuine art probably
demands more inteliigence than does most of
the so-called thinking that goes on ameng those
who pride themselves on being “inteflectuals.”
(LW 18:52}

Fe was careful to include the “practical” or “tech-
nological” arts in this characterization. “Art,” be
suggested, “denotes 2 process of doing or making.
This is as true of fine as of technological art” (LW
103:53).

It was Dewey's claim, then, tha philosephy
during its modern pesiad, from the seventeenth
to the nincteenth centuries, failed to Jocate tech~
nology properdy because its allegiance was stilitied
to the metaphysics of contemplation, of antecedent
truths, demonstration, and certitude. But his an-
atysis did not simply take the part of the Empiri-
cists against the Rationalists. Some medern
philosophers, he pointedly reminded ws, surren-
dered the antecedent mruths of reason only to
accept antecedent truths of sensation. Muodern
Empiricism, sccording to his view, committed
itseif 0 an equally egregious form of foundation-
alism.

For the bulk of philosophy in its modera period,
narure was thought o be 2 vast machine. Living in
the shadow of Darwin as be did, Dewey rejected the
machine as leading metaphor and replaced it with
the organism, But even to those who have tran-
scended the metaphor of world-as-machine there
is stiil the fact of machines, and the problem of how
1o relate to them. A machine can be conternplated as
something finished, and its workings discovered
and zdmired. Further, it can be examined as some-
thing complete but in need of oecasional repair. Or

it can be interacted with as something ongoing,
unstable and provisional; as-a tool whickis utilized
for enlarging wansactions of seif and sociery with
environing conditions. It was Dewey's contention
thas the discussivns of the nature of the world.
as-machine in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies were primarily focused en the first two of
these attitudes. Of course each of these three posyi-
bilities involves some level of interaction with
pature, But it is only with the third that there
comes to be genuine transaction with pature, aware-
ness of such mansacten, and inclusion of that
awareness in the metasheories of science,

I the pofitical sphere, of course, it 1as a great
advance over the old supernaturalist and extrana-
turalist views to think of the world as repairable,
even if it was not vet fully open to transaction. In
Liberatism and Social Action, Dewey praised the
advances made by Bentham on just these grounds.
Bur he alse warned of sreating the world-machine
as merely examinable and repairable. He cautioned
against Bentham's acceptance of humankingd as g
reckoning machine” (LW 11:24). The old machine
metaphors of Bentham and others neglected the
fact that relstions between human beings and
their political environments are always “relations
of ongoing affaits characterized by beginnings and
endings which mark them off iato unstable indi-
viduals” (LW 1:127). These individual relations
are in need of continual and intelligent reevaluation
and reconfiguration by means of practical inquiry,

Failure to make this conceptual shift from ma-
chine as finished though imperfect and repairable
to machine as incomplete and unstable instrnent
has precipitated in our time @ situation weil de-
scribed by Stuare Hampshire in a polemic against
Utilitarianism, a cluster of positions against which
Dewey also argued. In its emphasis on repair as
opposed to transaction, Hampshire suggeszcé
much recent thought has led to

new abstract cruelty in polisics, a dull, destruc-
tive political righteonsness: mechanical, quar-
titative thinking, leaden acadernic minds setting 1
oug their moral calculation in Jeaden abstract |
prose, and more civilized and more supersti-
tious people destroyed because of enlzgh:ened
calcutations that have proved wrong.”

Tt svight be objected that it was during this modern
period of science that the United States of Amer-
ica, the most influential democracy of the contem-
porary world, was founded. Tt might further be

argued that among the framers of the political

documents-of -that-infant democracy -were ‘deists;

practitioners of a form of religious faith thay expli-
atly regards God as aztisan and a virtually finished
universc as His handiwork. But ameng these social
experimenters were  gadget-makers, mechanics,
and tinkerers, Thomas Jefferson, whom Dewey
greatly and publicly admired, consistently spoke
of political and social experimentatnion in & manner
that echoed his transaction with clocks, agricultural
methods, and gadgets of many diverse sorts. Jef-
ferson repeatedly referred to the government
which he helped establish as an experiment, more-
over one whose institutions and laws would be in
need of recurring modification by each succeeding
generation. For government, as for nasure, cone
tempiation had been replaced by examination,
and that in turn by experimentation whose goal
was COnsiant attention to possibilities of adjust-
ment and ameliorapen.

Jeflerson’s ransactionist orientation o technol.
ogy, to sociai thought, and to the broader world of
his experience stands in stark contrast to the exame-
nationist program of Descartes = littie over a cen-
tary eartier. L. §. Beck gives the following account
of Descartes” attitide toward Galileo's telescope as
exhibited in his Diaptrigue of 1637 and his corves-
pondence with Ferries:

Already at La Fléche, Descartes had probably
heard of the discoveries made by Galileo
through the use of the telescope. Descartes
wishes to draw up a plan for the construction of
an even better one, and above all of 2 more
powerful lens. This cannot be done undl, he
tells us, it is known, what happens when light
traverses several leases, untl the law of refrac-
tion has been established and the probiem of the
Itneq anaciastica soived. Then only can the plan
of the various curves of the lenses be worked out,
Prescartes works these out g, as one can see, the
unfortunate Ferrier is unable to carry out in
practice the difficult reguirements set by Des-
carses. Galileo cannot solve the problem of the
linea anaclastica; he does pot know the faw of
refraction, bt he manages 1o CONSIruCt an in-
strument which gives 2 substantial magnifica-
sion. Kepler, stightly more theoretical, knew
only of approximations to the Jaw of refraction
bug his description of the telescope provided a
working meodel for future astronomers. Pes-
cartes required the exact measorements for his
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lenses, and fazhng this, he Emt interest in the
~whele Topie.!

It was precisely this debate between the transac-
tiomist crafismen-practitioners of modern science
and technslogy and these seeking to examine ity
hypothetical and metaphysical foundations that
was a matter of intense interest to Dewey. It pro-
vided evidence for his thesis that metaphysicians of
the period had mislocated the place of technoe-
logical practice, Writing of the controversy be-
tween the Cartesian school and that of Galileo
and Newton, he lasded the trinmph of the latter
because of its emphasis on “experience.” And his
characterization of “expericnce” made extensive
use of examples of dnquiry in the technologiesl
sphere (LW 1:14-15}. In a rather sad aside he
suggested that, “We may, if sufficiently hopeful,
anticipate a simifar outcome in philesophy. Bu: the
date does not appear o be close at hand, we are
nearer in philosophic theory 1o the time of Roger
Bacon than to that of Newton” {LW 10:15). Dewey
wanted to locate technology in a reshm thar is
neither supernatural nor extranatural, an organic
readm in which the only telic elements are those of
the natural ends of ebjects, individuals, and evenss,
ali of whick in turn may be utifized a5 means to
further ends. Tt was his view that the leghtimate
place of techaolugy is alongside science and social
thought as one of several branches of inguiry. On
his reading, rechnelogy is not inferior to its brother
and sister Branches, and may In some respects even
be more important than they in that its unigue
qualities scrve to inform, enhance, and promote
those siblings in ways that they are incapable of
reciprocating.

What are these unique guakities? 1 have already
alladed to his commitments to what Den Thde
would later call “rhe historical-ontological priority
of technology over science,” In 1925 Dewey
argued the historical component of this claim
when he saggested that in spite of the ebvious
fact that

the sciences were born of the arts — the physical
sciences of the erafts and technologies of healing,
navigation, war and the working ef wood, metals,
feasher, flax and wool; the mental sciences of the
arts of politicz] management,...it is stili com-
monly fand erroneously argued that technology
is merely “apphed science.” (LW 1:185}
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He further argued that modern science

represents a generatized recognition and adop-
" tion of the point 6F VieW of the uschul arts, for it
proceeds by employment of a similar operative
rechnique of manipulation and reduction.
Physical science would be impossible without
the appliances and procedures of separation and
combination of the industrial arss. (EW 1:108}

in addressing the “ontological” component of his
claim, Dewey reminded us that what is peculiar to
human interaction with the world is not its enjoy-
ment, but the necessity of grappling with it at the
technological level and the knowledpe, or science,
which follows spon that interaction. In Dewey's
words, “It was not enjoyment of the apple but the
enforced penalty of labor that made man as the
gods, kroming good and evil instead of just having
and enjoying them” {LW [:106). To contrast
knowing and having, as Dewey did in this remark,
is to aliude to his treatment of knowledge as hy-
pothesis, pointing to an unfinished fuure in which
both inquiring human beings and their environ-
ments undergo alterations,

This is & view that would reemerge in Heideg-
ger's essay, “‘The Question Concerning Fechnol-
ogy.” Technology is there differentiated into (I)
technology as a tool of science, (2) technology as
the activities of the crafisman {teckne} and {3) tech-
nology in its vlimate sense, aletheia or revealing, bt
is this last sense of technology that is most basic to
Heidegger’s account: “Instrumentality i con-
sidered to be the fundamental characteristic of
technology. If we inquire, step by step, into whay
technology, represented as means, actually is, then
we shall arrive at revealing. The possibility of ali
productive manufscturing lies In revealing”
Again, “Technology is a mode of revealing. Tech-
nolegy comes to presence...in the realm wheyre
revealing and unconcealment tzke place, where
aletheia, truth, happens.”?

1 have recalied Heidegger's account of the onto-
fogical prienity of technology over science because
of the Hght i sheds on Dewey’s. For Dewey, it is
technological instrumentality {what Heidegger
calls “revealing™} that characterizes the most pri-
mitive relation between the activities of men and
wemen 2ad the world of their expenience, Such
ingtrumentality ties together the myths that teli of
the manner in which Iabor entered the world and
the myths that constitute our most up-to-date the-
origs of political economy.
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But if rechaology is prior to sedence both histor-
1caily and ontologically, it also is responsible for the
prestige enjoyed by science. Dewey argued that the

whart he called “scientific temper™ as to “scientific
technigue.” In his essay “Human Nature and
Schelarship,” Dewey argued that

Secientific technique, as distinguished from the
scientific temper, i concerned with the me-
thods by which matter is manipulated. It is
the sowrce of special technologics, as in the
application of electricity to daily life; it is con-
cerned with immediate fruits of @ practical kind
in a sense in which practiral has & special and
technical meaning — powes stationsgbroadcast-
ing, lighting, the relephone, the igaition system
of astomobiles. L.W 11: 457}

Further,

The inherent idealism of the scientific temper
is submerged, for the mass of human beings, in
the use and enjoyment of the material power
and material comforts that have resuited from
its technical apphications, (LW 11:174}

What was Dewey’s view of the location of technol-
ogy with respect to epistemology? “Knowledge
ceases to be a mental mirror of the universe and
becomes a practical tool in the manipulation of
matter” (LW 11172}, Dewey reiterated his radical

position in Experience and Nature: “Inthe practice of-

science, knowledge is an affair of making sure, notof
grasping aptecedently given sureties™ {L.W 1:123),

Dewey not only viewed technology as the pri-
mary means of inquiry open to those individuals
cut off from what normally goes on in laboratories,
observatories, and places of special research; he
suggested that technology was a special avenue of
inguiry open to those individuals fiving in closed
societies where social inquiry is suppressed. But he
was neither idealist nor utopian. He knew that even
i open societies there would be those who prefer
appezls to tenacity, aushority, or the a priori to free
and open nguiry as methods of fixing their beliefs.
it was with this in mind that he suggested that
technology may also operate as a buffer between
the forces of anti-science and those of science.

I do not think that ke would have been surprised
that those who now atterpt 1o promete the teach-
ing of a Literal reading of the Genesis myth of
creation do so while claiming to march ander the
banner of science. The advances of science propa-

et st
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gated in the technological sphere have mooted
many of the old anti-scientific arguments, or at
least required that they be masked in sclentific

jurgon. Dewey repeatedly demonstrated his ton=

viction that the work of those who take the plural-
istic values of free and open ingury seriously will
never be fnished. This is7a central aspect of his
philesophy of education.

But if technology for Dewey forms a buffer
berween the forces of anti-science and those of
scienge, it alse functions as a means by which
science may be approprizted by the scientifically
uninformed. There are two ways in which this
rakes place: not only have the “fruiss” of technol-
ogy become ubiguitous, but the methods of sci-
ence, historically and ontologically dependent on
sechnoiogy, may be reintroduced inte the fiekl of
technological practice and use with new authority,
But with these two outcomes of technology, one
tmmediate, the other mediate, come two dangers,
The first is the one indicared by José Ortega vy
Gasset, that technological men and women may
become like the aboriginal forest or jungle dweller,
just “picking” the technological fruits as if they
had been supplied by 2 “natural” system beyond
their understanding or control, The second is that
technofogy will ence sgain become mistocated with
respect 1o science, that is, that it will once again
suffer the deprecation it suffered during the period
of classical, modem, and much of contemporary
phijosophy. These are dangers 1o socil organiza-
tion in general, and to democracy in particular,
because they signal the rruncation of the full spee-
trum of inquiry necessary to the ransaction of
human beings with their eavironment and the
consequent knowing of things as they are and can
be.

In his 1944 essay, “Bemocratic Faith in Educa-
tion,” Dewey made even more explicit bis concern
regarding the dangers to technology and to social
inguiry. He could have beer writing of our cument
situation when he characterized the first of these
dangers as that of “laissez-faire naturalism.” To
those who would appeal to the forces of the “invis-
ible hand” or “the funderfined} laws of the markes-
piace,” Dewey had this to say:

Fechnically speaking the policy known as Lads-
sez-faire is one of limited application, But its
lirnited and technical significance is one in-
stance of 4 manifestation of widespread trust
in the ability of kmpersonal forces, popularly
calied Nature, to do a work that has fo be
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done by human insight, foresight and purpese-
ful planning. (LW 15: 253)

He spphed thiy issesiment to planning in natienzl —

and internationz] affairs, suggesting that the refusal
to apply the methods of the technological sciences
in these areas bad led to a state of imbalance and
“profoundly disturbed equilibrium® (LW 15:27),

A second danger to technological and social jn-
quiry hes in the attiudes and activities of the
“humanist”™ whe attscks technolegy as “inherently
materialistic and as unsurping the plece properly
held by abstract moral precepts” (ihid.). He sug-
gested that such moral precepts had remained ab-
stract precisely because these defining them had
divorced ends from the means by which they are to
be realized.

Bdewey specificaily criticized the Hutchins pro-
gram, which set out to separate technical fraining
from liberal education, a situation which has both
becormne & fact of our universities in the 1980s and
19%s and is sten by many as tending to create 2
permanent social wound as it becomes more widely
practiced in our secondary schoels. When the pu-
trefaction of the wound is eventually discovered,
the blame will likely be located at the door of
“technology,” and not in its proper place, namely,
the faikure 10 apply the inguiry which is character-
istic of experimental science and technology at its
best to alt areas of human endeaver.

In that same essay Dewey mentioned 2 third
threat to technological and social inquiry, It is
consequent on the activities of contempeorary Lud-
dites, especislly of the theocratic variety, They
resist the application of scientific and technical
methods to the field of bhuman concerns and
human affairs both because they tend to think of
themselves as outside of and above neture, and
because they prefer 2 returm to the medieval pre-
scientific doctrine of a supernatersl foundation snd
cutleck in all sociai and moral matters. He further
sugyested that this group erronesusly believes that
the methods of science and technology have been
applied 1 every area of human concern — and have
been found wanting.

A special variety of this third faction has become
even more militant than it was at the time Pewey
issued his warning. Both anti-scientific and anti-
demacratic, Christian fundamentalists of the ex-
treme right have nevertheless adopted the tools of
clectronie  fechnology te advance their aims.
Dewsy was aware that technological advances
eould be appropriated by authoritarian forces,
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and discussed this phenamenon in detail in his
1936 essay, “Religion, Science znd Philosophy.”

Fhe two forces that particularly concerned him
in that dangereus year, a.year which saw the grow-.
ing power of fascism throughout the werkl, were
what he cafled “political nationafism” and ““financew
capizal,” both impertant allies of the religious right
in our own time, He calied these movements “new
religions.” They, like religious Tundamentalism,
depend on the 2 priori and the revesled as a substi-
tate for intelligens inquiry. They, like religious
fandamentalism, have their

estabiished dogmatic creeds, their fixed rites and
ceremonies, their central instirutional autherity,
their distinction between the faithful and the
unhelievers, with persecution of hereties whe
do not sccept the true faith, (LW 11:460}

They share a further Important characteristic of
rebigions, viz., they dote on the ferminus o quo
rather than on the ferminus ad guem, a doctrine of
“original intent” rather than a careful attention
1o consequences. Dewey's Experience and Nature
warns of the capture of applied science by these
elements: they work to chanael it toward “private
and economic class purposes and privileges. When
inquiry is narrowed by such motivation or interest,
the consequence is in so far disastrous both to
science and to human Life” (LW 1:130-1). Dewey
reminded us that these porential disasters are not
due to the practical nature of technology, but to the
defects and perversions of morality s i is em-
bodied in institutions and the effects of such insti-
tutions upon personal dispesition.

T'his essay would remain incomplere were 1 not
to quote an extended passage from an address
delivered by Plewey at a celebration of his eightieth
birthday. There is perhaps no more eloguent char-
acterization of the interaction berween inguiry at
its various rechnological, scientific, and political

Notes

1 John Dewey, The Collected Works of John Dewey,
ed. Jo Ann Boydstas {Carbondale snd Edwardsville:
Scuthern WMinois University Press, 1967-1991); Fhe
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H one asks what is meant by experience in
this connection, my reply is that it is that free
interzction of individual human beings with
surrounding conditions, especially the human
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need snd desice by increasing knowledge of
things as they are. Knowledge of conditions a8
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cation and sharing; all other comsmmica-
tion means the subjection of some persons to
the personal opinion of other persons. Need
and desire - out of which grow purpose and
direction of energy — go beyond what exists,
and hence beyond knowledge, heyond science.
They continually open the way inte the
unexplored and unattained  futore. (LW
14:229)
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