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But 1n the course of the nine-
teenth century, intellectuals (and
everybody else, I suspect) began
to confuse science with tech-
nology. When science came to be
1dentified with technology, it had
been “instrumented”; its truths
became 1mportant as they were
renderable 1nto techniques. By
the middle of the twentieth cen-
tury, there was much voiced con-
cern about the need for a revival
of “pure” research. The justifica-
tion was that this would lead to
the discovery of laws which would,
in turn, be renderable into tech-
niques for technological purposes.
In short, the sciences had become
the handmaidens of technology.

The point of this discussion
needs to be spelled out so that
misunderstanding will be avoided,
1f that 1s possible. Nothing said
1s Intended to disparage technol-
ogy or to deny the connection be-
tween the sciences and technology.
(Benjamin Franklin felicitously
demonstrated the connection be-
tween science and technology
around 200 years ago. He reasoned
that lightning is electricity. He
performed his famous kite ex-
periment to prove his hypothesis.
Since lightning is electricity, since
electricity is a natural phenom-
enon, 1t behaves in predictable
ways. In consequence of these con-
clusions, he made the technologi-
cal application — i. e., invented the
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lightning rod.) My point is that
when the scientist became identi-
fled with technology, he ceased
largely to speak authoritatively
about the nature of the universe
and, 1nstead, provided means for
manipulating things within it. He
ceased to provide information
about an enduring reality, or
rather, he no longer made avail-
able information which was un-
derstood 1n this way. The treat-
ment of reality was left to the
proponents of the ‘“new reality.”

Instruments of Reform

Not only were the sciences “in-
strumented,” then, but also they
provided the method by which so-
cial reform was to be undertaken.
Lester Frank Ward was enamored
of the analogy between the social
and the physical, and he treated
the analogy as if it were a one-to-
one relationship. “The sociolo-
gist,” he said, ‘“who really believes
there 1s such a science has a right
to claim that all the social forces
may be utilized as the physical
ones have been. He classes those
who maintain the contrary along
with those who once believed that
the thunders were only engines of
destruction, the winds powers of

evil, and the gases demoniacal
spirits.”’3

3 Lester F. Ward, Dynamic Sociology,
I (New York: D. Appleton and Co.,
1920, 2 volumes), 43.
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Ward’s is the underlying pre-

conception of contemporary amel-

1orative
noted that several strange equa-

reform. It should be
tions were made: science with
technology, the physical with the
social, things with people. Ward
saw nothing untoward, at that
point, in recommending that peo-
ple be manipulated according to
the prescriptions of sociologists,
in the same manner as physical
scientists prescribe the manipula-
tion of things. Neither has many
another reformer.

The Personification of History

Before examining further the
import of the “new reality,” how-
ever, it is in order to glve some
demonstrations to substantiate the
assertion that these conceptions
of change, society, and psyche
are used in a metaphysic-like man-
ner. What does it mean to treat
change as if it were real? It means
to treat it as if it were an entity, a
being with properties, attributes,
and characteristics. Actually, this
has frequently been done with
change by personifying (thingi-
fying, reafying, anthropomorphi-
cizing) it as History.

Let us take a simple and not
very significant example first. One
often hears some such statement
as this: History will decide

whether so and so was a great
President or not. This is palpable
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nonsense. There is no such being
as History to render any such de-
cision. It may be objected that I
am taking a figure of speech liter-
ally, that those who make such
statements really mean that his-
torians will decide whether or not
someone was a great man. If this
latter were indeed the meaning
to be attached to the initial state-
ment, it would make sense, but it
would be in error. Historians do
not assemble in a great parliament
to render the final verdict upon the
characters of the past (for which
oversight we should all be grate-
ful). If they were to do so, they
would only be playing at being
gods. Those who have insufficient
knowledge about such matters
may suppose that historians come
to a consensus about 1mportant
ficures of the past. This 1s not
really the case. Vigorous contro-
versies still go on about figures 1n
the most distant past. In short,
there is no reality which conforms
to the view that History reaches
final decisions.

But there is much reason to
suspect that this usage is derived
from a much more serious per-
sonifying of history. The usage
to which I refer is the treatment
of history as force or as a vehicle
for a number of forces. The con-
ception involved is that the past
shapes the future, that the past
contains trends, movements, de-




